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The Department of Defense is not the
monolithic .nstitution that some outsiders
perceive, it to be. it it were, change would
be easier to accomplish than the experiences
of many who have tried unsuccessfully to
change it would suggest. While the
Department may be difficult to change, it can
be changed, even fundamentally changed, as
was amply demonstrated during the 1960s.
Aobert McNamara radically altered the way the
Department was managed, and most of those
changes are still in effect. The key to the
implementation of those management changes

a senior DoD leadership with a clear
on of what it wanted to do, and, perhaps
important, a full two-term

inistration under which to implement that
vision. Given the current national and
international political and economic
environment, coupled with the start of a new
administration, we are again given a rare and
possJ.bly unique opportunity to effect ft

significant change in the way DoD does
business. The real challenge is not the
sheer magnitude of the proposal herein. The
real challenge is to recognize the
xcrtvATIty ead	 secze	 Oaickly.
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Executive eumeary

This paper describes a concept for consolidating the
quisition functions of the Department of Defense (Dab) under

the direct control of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition (USD(A)). Dramatic changes in the International

unity environment have led to sharp decreases in defense
get levels, which in turn have a put a premium on economy and
ciency. Consolidating acquisition and business functions and
izations will allow DoD to meet this challenge, while
aining its Ability to respond to emerging military threats.

Consolidation will reduce the number of redundant weapon systems,
management overhead, layers of staff oversight.

e been several previous consolidation studies'
which DoD was unable to implement in the !ace of the higher
priority ota ective of responding to the relentless technological
and military challenge of the Soviet Union. DOD was simply
unwilling, and with good reason, to be diverted from this top
national goal. With the and of the Cold War, DoD began a number
of consolidation efforts under the Defense Management Review.
The current proposal extends these efforts to encompass all
defense acquisition organizations.

The new organization wi22 consist	 three	 divisions -
Sc nce and Technology, Systems Acquisition Management, and
Material Support - each headed by a senior	 reporting
d.-:rectly to the USD(A).

• The Science and Technology org'4nization w	 contro
funding (6.1. 6.2, and 6.3a) and managedefens

Acquisition management organization wi
pons	 development, production, deployment, an
ding o detense weapons systems and related equi patent

ba,ed on rrquirements established by the Military
Departments and other DOD components,

• The Ma iel Support organization will be responsible
providing materiel management, wholesale-level repair and
distribution, and associated services, for all DoD materiel.

accluisit 'oz consul a	 s are listed at
Addendum 1. See page 5
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This paper propo:4. ci4 to consolidate DoD aoguieition
organizations. On it a surface, thia proposal coula be perc6 iv
as a mere reorganization m: the DoD Aoguitlition community.
massive reorganization io	 nuro, but 0.311, :lust a
reorganization. Such n 1:)feptkon would ).)e wrongl The propoeed
reorganization must be viewed in the coutext of Don's
institutional culture.

Culture is tie integrated pattern ot bumaD and
organizational behavior that reflects ow ibstitntiOW.q VA10**;
how we think Aro wbat we think; how we beheve, how we not and bow
we react. These value, ao Dot cowo from organization charts or
policies, and they do not come from plane and strAtegios. 'nay
come from managers, and they are communicnted to And instiljeM In
employees by managers. Understanding this point in key to
understanding DoWe culture and how it mabifoftto itself. IL is
also key to understanding the reorganization proposed in thie
paper, which seek  to create. a fremework within which a new
culture can develop and flourish.

Because values are communicated by managre, DoD presents a
unique challenge to anyone wishing to chaDga it3 inrititutiO441
culture. From top to bottom, DoD manavment if) (lttremnly
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unstable. Senior level inetability is A consequence of our
political system, and the Department shares the problem with all
Executive Branch agercies. However, whereas management belov the
political level in civilian agencies is stable, SOMA might stay
bureaucratically entrenched, the non-political management of DOD

is highly unstable. Below the DoD secretariat, most managerial
positions of consequence are held by military officers who ATO
arbitrarily rotated on a two-to-four yew basis. No commercial
enterprise could tolerate the kind of recurring top to bottom
management turmoil DoD experiences.

Don's institutional culture is further complicated by the
mixing of "warrior" and "non-warrior" cultures. The DoD menager,
who is usually military, tends to follow a dual career, moving
back and forth botwemli military operations and eeuentielly
civilian positions, with the military operations positions likely
to be more important to carttar progression. The civilian, on the
other hand, tends to become nroficient ia A ningle career field,
but career progression ia reltricted by the fact that he or she
cannot normally aspire to being the "boss." Both situations
result in a sat of sub-cultures that hamper communication and
make meaningful charge difficult.

It ie not the purpose of this preface to discuss the pros
and cams of military versus civilian role:el in acquisition
management, but rather to mak the reader aware of the cultural
environment within which the acquisition roorgauization is
proposed. In fact, the subject organizational proposal is mostly
nPutral with .regare to	 Ar.i11174xx.r arAzz,ziwar.ent r+.724IN.
However, the proposed organizational concept doen require Doll's
constiteent inetitutions and cultures to adapt 40 0.3 to provide
experionced, profesaionel management in nupport of the common
goal of having the beaL equipped military forcea in the world.

The concepts embodied in this paper will vegnire a sustained
assault on the current culture of nop. This proposal roc/vivo
VOD to embriA	 fundaventally diffrent :tttitudt;ts tewarde
requirements ratIonaliv;ation, overlight, cooperation, spa n of
eontrol, accountability, and military and civilian career
progression. The challengoe inherent in this proposal are
formidable and cannot be accomplished quickly in An institution
As large and culturally rigid and protective of its constituent
prerogatives as la Don. The reader is askee to be (Tan minded.
View oteitacles to implementation not es reasons why changes
cannot Le made, but rather alhurdles to be overcome in making
changes.

Current DoD Acquieition Organization. The current DoD
acquisition structure is a loosely-linked confederation of
organizations and activities spread across the three military
departments, several defense agencies, and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. DoD acquisition activities range from the
conduct of basic research to the disposal of equipment after the

a
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completion of useful service	 While DoD has taken '
improve acquisition management and cnntialie acquisition peel
making, these initial steps have often been improvonts more in
form than in substance. Critics have charged that many of th
new acquisition management positions created in the, wake of the
Packard Commission report, such as the Service Acquisition
Executives and Program Executive Officers, have horn simply
superimposed on top of the existing system, and, to a cart ;in
extent, these criticisms are true.

Today, there are over 20 separate DoD acquisition
organizations, including the Army Materiel Command, 	 Navy
Systems Commands, and the Air Force Materiel Command (0e Table
1). 2 Over 500,000 civilian and militavy emp)oyees work in these
organizations. Acquisition workforce reduction , . mandated by the
1989 Defense Management Report appear to have etelted. From a
high of over 590,000 people, the workforce shrunk to just under
530,000, and will probably stabilize around 520,000, according to
latest estimates compiled by the USD(A) Acquisition Workforce
policy office.

The current acquisition structure is characterized by a high
degree of redundancy, duplication, and complexity. Each mil
department, for example, has its own laboratory doing basic
aviation research, a PEO overseeing acquisJt3on of aviation
systems, program offices buying variants of the tiame !-Jysten (such
as the H-60 helicopter) , and a depot performing aviation
maintenance. Moreover, OSD and each military department, poeeess
sizable staff oversight functions which 	 duplicate one
another. Figure 1 illustrates the complexity inherent, In the
current system.3

The Imperative For Cbangu. The past two yearn have
witnessed dramatic changes in the global security environment
centered around the collpse of the Soviet Union and the and of
the Cold War. Defense budget authority has decreased
substantially in response to these changes. Theoe budget
reductions, in turn, have challenged tbe U partmant of eetcnee
(DoD) to maintain the strength and vitality of its acquisition
system with fewer resoureee. DoD has ,Yready taken eteps to
respond to these challenger>. In, January 1992, the Secretary of
Defense, in submitting the Fiscal Year 1993 bor.) Budget, announced
the termination of a nubber of weapon systems, rive month*
later, in May 1992, the Under Secretary of Def,enQ (Acquieition)
announced a new post-Cold War approach to defel,s .tcquiAt:ion

2 All tables are at the end of the paper, beginning on
page 36.

3 All figures are at the end of the apex, beginning on
page 48.
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that emphasizes increased investment in science & technology and
institutionalizing risk reduction earlier in the acquisition
cycle.

In addition to the initiatives, DoD has begun to take a
fresh look at various management improvement ideas that were
advocated, but not implemented, during the height of the Cold
War. One of the most eignificant of thee prior recommeedations
was the proposal to centralize acquisitien functions in one
consolidated organization, In the 'diet ten years, beginning with
the publication of the report of the Preeident's Private Sector
Survey on Cost Control (the "Grace Commission") in 1983, several
studies of defense acquisition have devoted attention to this
subject. The Grace report argued that, in some cases,
"noncombatant functions can be done better if consolidated." In
1986, an internal DoD "White Paper", authored by then-Assistant
Secretary of Defense James P. Wade, presented several options for
acquisition improvement including the establishment of a Defense
Acquisition Agency. A primary advantage of such consolidation,
according to Wade, would be the elimination of "unnecessarily
duplicative tasks within the Services." That same year, the
Packard Commission recognized the problem posed by the
proliferation at governmental organizations influencing parts of
the defense acquisition process, and attempted to correct the
problem by recommending establishment of Service Acquisition
Executives and Program Executive Officers who would report to a
full-time Defense Acquisition Executive in charge of all defense
acquisition.

In addition to trk1 exuLut.Ivu wkanUti otA.0.4.4wo,
also proposed proposed several bills designed to consolidat q defense
acquisition organizations. The three major sponsors of
acquisition consolidation L(Igislation have been Rep. Barbara
Boxer (D-CA), Rep. Dennin Hertel (D-MI), and Sen. William Roth
(R-Dt). Rep. Boxer, for example, introduced the "Independent
Defense Procurement Corps Act of 1989," which would have created
a separate defence procurement agency within the executive
branch. Rep. fiertel sponsored, among other bills, the
"Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986," which would
have established a Defense Acquisition Agency under the direction
of the USD(A), Finally, Sen. Roth has introduced the "Department
of Defense Acquisition Reorgenii.ation Act of 1991," which would
create a Defense Research, Development, and Acquisition Agency
under the direction of the USD(A). While these bills have
garnered an impressive number of cosponsors (for example, H.R.
2897, introduced in the 101st Congress by Rep. Hertel, drew 30
co-sponsors, including Rep. Charles Bennett (D-FL) and Rep. Ron
Dellums (b-CA) , both BASC subconmittee ch(Airs) and generated
useful debate, none have ever been passed into law.

More recently, the chairmen of the Armed Services Committees
in the House and Senate (Rep. Les Aspin and Sen. Sam Nunn) have
criticized the department for excessive duplication of functions
across service lines, and have urged DoD to thoroughly reevaluate

10
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how it should do business in the post-Cold War environment. In a
recent floor, speech,' Sen. Nunn criticized decisions tan
immediately after World War IT in establlehing the new noe
because "they failed to avoid tho t.1- 11w.ndous redundancy etel
duplication among the military service." He went: on to :;ay that
"streamlining the logistics, Administration, and maneeemont
duplication among the services could save tens of billions
annually."

In sum, a number of past studies have addresstel tho 'oblems
inherent in an organization as vast and complex as deten,,0
acquisition by proposing various degrees of organizational and
policy consolidation. DOD hae consistently resisted oerlain
aspects of these efforts as unwarranted and potentially
disruptive encroachments in light olf tha Cold WAV threat
environment. Now, howevfe, with the end of the Cold War, the
attendant decline in defense budgets, and the beginning of a new
administration, there ere new opportunitien and imperatives to
revisit the consolidation issue. DOT) has a unique opportunity to
take a significant step toward a consolidated acquisition
organization.

CWERALL ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPT

The current proposal is depicted in Figure 2. Essentially
it calls for a consolidated acquisition organization under the
direction of the USD(A). This organization will have, three major
functional groupings: Science and Technology, System
Acquisition Management, and Materiel Support. These eroupinq
will be headed, respectively, by the Director, Defone Rosoarch
Engineering (DDR&E) , a new Director, 	 eno Acquisition Prnc;ramf;
(DDAP), and the ASD for Production & LogiOAcn (ASD(P&L)
possibly renamed ASD(Installations & Y3terieJ support) . Eleh
grouping will contain a combination of headquarters ntaff
functions and field operating activitiae. The f.ollowing eections
of this paper will describe the three TsroponJ , C branches.

The consolidated organization includes tw o independent
agencies, the On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIA) end the Dnfenrie
Contract Management Agency (DCMA	 formerly the Defence Contract.
Management Command of the Defense Logistice Agency). The DCMA
provides contract management service;, to include plant
representation, for all three of the major functional groupinyn
as well as to non-acquisition contracting activitie%. TI. ! OS11
currently reports to the USD(A). Whether or not it remain. under
the USD(A) , or is transferred to the U3D(P) , in a policy ieeue
which does not impact the recommendations outlined in this paper.

4 See Congressional Record, July 2, 1992.
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The new Science and Technology C;erT) organization under the
leadership of the Director, Defense Reeeexch and Engineering
(DDR&E), will be reeponsible for managing basic reaearch (6.1),
exploratory development (6.2), and advanced development (6.3a).
The new S&T organization will NOT be responsible for executing
S&T activities related to medical end personnel specialties
(these activities will continue to reside in the military
departments).

The Concept. The fundamental concept is to create a D
organizatiue that will have an inherent tendency to focus more on
science and technology and less on expansion into engineering
development, production, or other areae, The concept will also
set in motion a system in which the engineering centers (RDECs)
which will be located in the new uyntems acquisition agencies,
will be less inclined to pursue S&T work end more inclined to
concentrate on engineering development for the systems agencies.

This procees can be achieved because al) of the S&T funds
will be controlled by the new S&T organization. Control of
funding by a single organization will enhance DoD's ability to
rigorously compare and contrast proposals from in-house
laboratories, RDECs, universities, contractor, and other
organizations. All of these organizations will be in direct
competition for scarce S&T funding. This dynamic has several
advantages. First, it will provide for a natural and continuing
filter for reducing redundancy and overlap and will drive the
RDECe, in particular, to limit S&T activities that ere not
directly relevant, to their engineering problems. Second, this
plan will also roeult in improved focus on the technology
program% (6.2 an0 6.3a). The new S&T organization will be forced
to look with greater scrutiny on the value of each technology
program and ite relevance to their mission. Getting the best
product versus cost will become more important. Since the S&T
organization will not be limited to using the in-house
laboratories to oecure the needed technology, the laboratories
will be compelled to colopeae for funding also.

Overall Structure. The S&T organization will be headed by
the DDR&E, end will consist of two new divisions, the Dense
Research Laboratory Agency (DRLA), and the Defense Reeeeech
Office (DRO). The Defense Research Office will control all S&T
funds (6.1, 6.2, & 6,3a) in DoD and will be comprised of all of
the current S&T funding offices in the Military Departments and
other DoU components (see Table 2). The ORLA will oversee
outside contractual efforts and execute most of the in-house S&T
activities. It will be comprised of the major corporate
laboratories from the Army, Navy, Air Force, Corps of Engineers,
and Defense Agencies (see Table 3). The structure of the S&T

12
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org nization relative to the office of the US	 illustreted
in igure 3.

DDR&Z and immediate Staff. The DDR&E staff will support the
DDR&E in exercising policy and program control over the DO and
DRLA. The staff will assist DDR&E in administering the
operations of various advisory boards, peeparing and defending
the S&T budget, and setting overall S&T policy.

The DDR&E will be assisted by several advisory (7,-mnitto4
including the Defense Technology Board (DTB), De3ftimr;e Scieac. n '
Board (DSBI, and the Scientific Laboratory Ovnrekget eeerd
(SLOB). The DTB, whose membership will be drAwn !tom tho
Military Departments, DRO, DRLA, and relevant private ::k-wtor
organizations, will assist DDR&E in the development of i
comprehensive S&T strategy. The SLOB, whose membership will
include representatives of the Military Departments, the DRO,
DRLA, and DOR&E policy staff, will advise the DDR&E on overall
laboratory management and faciiitization. The DSB will continue
to operate as it has in the paste

Defens ‘;	 search Office (ORO/. The DRO will be organized
into two Directorates: a Research Directorate which will fund
6.1 programs, and a Technology Directorate which will fund 6.2
and 6.3a programs. The Research Directorate, with input from the
Technology Directorate, the DLRA, and advisory boards (as
needed), will be responsible for funding all DoD 6.1 research.
This includes academia and industry, as well as DLRA laboratories
and other DoD organizations. Thi!: will ellew, for the first
time, for central oversight and management of the ekpenditut r

-all 6.1 funds and therefore the ability to routinely dotermie4
when and where overlap and redundancy is occurring in basic
research.

The Technology Directorate, again with input from the
Research Directorate, the DMA, the Military Departmente, and DR C

advisory boards, will provide funding for all 6.2 and 6.3a
programs. Funding will be provided for DRLA laboratories, au-
RDECs (when appropriate), induatry, and other relevant
organizations. Again, as in the Research Directorate, thie will
allow, for the first time, a consolidaLei view of all technology
development in DoD.

Defense Research Leboretoter Agency (MLA). The DRLA will
execute most of the in-house 5&T programs tor DoD. It will be
comprised of the corporate la;earatories in the Military
Departments and Defense Agencies. The DRLA organizational
structure initially will be established by changing only the
existing laboratory's management reporting structure and dividing
the laboratories into groups according to wh i ch organizatione
they originally came from. For example, the Corps of Engineers
(COE) laboratories win be formed in to a divisior, of formerly
COE laboratories.

1 3
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Prooe	 de' elopingThe DRO vill be responsible
long-range S&T plans (budget categories 1 and 2) and programs
(i.e., Program Objective Memoranda), and preparing the biennial
DoD S&T budget (i.e., Budget Estimate Submission). Development
of thetlo plans and budgets will be guided by a. comprehensive Cop
S&T strategy developed under the leadership of the DDR&E.
Congress will appropriate funds to the DRO. The DRO will review
and fund proposals from various organizations (DLR.., RDECs,
academia, indketry, etc.) in accordance with the DoD S&T strategy
and the quality of the proposal. DRO will fund work to be
performed in support of acquisition as well as S&T functions
(medical and personnel) retained within the military departments.

Workforce. To assure a high level of S&T productivity
within the new Agency, the management must be professional and
recruitment based on scientific, technical, and managerial
achievement. To ensure appropriate representation of operational
considerations and product utilization, the Military Departments
and other DOD components must provide knowledgeable personnel to
fill those dedicated positions in the newly created S&T
organizations which inherently require military personnel, and
also to compete for the majority of positions which will be open
to the best qualified candidates.

14
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The new systems acquisition management organization will De
responsible for the development, production, and fielding of all
weapons systems and support equipment tor OoD. The new
organization will NOT be responsible for acquisition of
facilities, medical materiel, or bite0 automated
information systems; responsibility for tbest? fenetions will
continue to reside in the military departmeee and other DoD
components.

The concept. The fundamental concept of thie syeteme
acquisition reorganization plan is to eeeablish an acquisition
organization that has a simplified chain oi command, reduces
layers of oversight, vests responsibility in acquieition manavrN
who are direetly accountable to the USD(A), reduce , : 1iø
likelihood of parochial solutions to identified miesion needs,
and decreases duplication and redundancy. Implementation of this
plan should strive to achieve these principles; hovever, each
Agency Director will have the latitude to structure the agency in
the manner deemed most efficient.

Overall Structure. Acquisition systems management will be
itle responsibility of a new Director, Defense Acquisition
Programs (DDAP). 5 There will be eight new defense agenciee
reporting to the DDAP, seven systems agencies (Aviation, Missiles
& Munitions, Ships, Space, Combat ter, 031 6 , Combat Support),
and one Developmental Test and Evaluation Agency (;(.;00 Figure 4).7
The principal advantage of having eight agencies reporting
directly to the ODAP rather than having an eight d5v5eion agency
reporting to the DDAP, is to eliminate the unnecoly additional
staff oversight layer associated with a large aciepcy
headquarters,

5 It is recommended that the DIAN) position be tla':ifi()..1 a
SES career-reserved position, and not a political apee:Intment.
This position will require a high level of profglcima)
acquisition proficiency	 thorough knowledyt? tAf U(31)
operations. This combination of skills and abili f i	 teens for a
careerist.

6 The C3I Systems Agency will be re5pon5ible for acquii 3
of intelligence systema, and not for intelligence activiti.

lAs with the ODAP position (see note 5), the agency
directors should be career acquisition profesr:..ional!). liDwc!ver,
we would not propose career reserved SES positions bef;(395v that

might preclude properly qualified military director.
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The seven systems agencies will be responsible for the
management of individual weapons systems programs. The DT6E
agency Wiil be responsible for operating test ranges and
conducting developmental testing in support of the systems
agencies (DOT4E is not included because statute mandates it be a
separate, independent organization). Each systems agency will be
composed of program mategement offices (P10s); a research,
development and engineering center (ROC,; and related support
staff.

Sys s responsibility lei be spread acre$the agencle as
follows:

• The Aviation Systems Agency will be respmeible for
piloted (including remotely piloted) systems. Systems developed
in the Aviation agency will include, for example, fighter
aircraft, halieopters, and unmanned aerial vehicles.

• The Missiles & Munition Systems Agency will be
responsible for ordnance systems hnd equipment, whether delivered
from a separate major platform (e.g., aircraft-delivered missiles
such as AMMAN), or launched independently (e.g., the PATRIOT
missile). This agency is 240T responsible for ballistic missiles
(which are located in the Space agency).

• The Ship Systeme Agency will be responsible for
development and production of warships and support craft.
Examples of systems developed In this agency include destroyers,
submerino5, landing craft, and oi.1ex. Sale - protnatt*-an yttPlic
deplyed on hp 	 will be developed by the Combat
System5, Agency.

• Tha Sp .dcu Systems Agency will brcsponsibl
, boosters, end bellistic mi1es. Examples include

TAR, Minuteman, Titan IV, and TRIDENT D -5.

4 The Combat Systems Agency will be responsible for weapons
(to include ship self-Vrotetion), tracked and wheeled vehicles,
and various small arms. Examples include AEGIS, tanks trucks,
howitzers (both self-propelled and towed), trailers,	 rifles,
9mm pistols, and bayonets.

4 Today, NAVSEA develops ships and ship self-protection
systems. Under this proposal, NAVSEA will continue to retain
both missions upon initial transfer to the USD(A). At this
point, a decision will be made regardingsplitting acquisition
responsibilities for ships and shipboard systems as proposed in
this paper, or retaining both in the new Ship Systems Agency. In
any event, this decision is not essential to the implementation
of the overall concept proposed in this paper.
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• The C3I Systems Agency will be responsible for various
electronic systems, including command and control systems such as
All-Source Analysis System, radios, and jammers.

• The Combat Support Systems Agency will be responsible for
a variety of troop support systems, such as training systems,
materiel handling equipment, tactical feeding systems, individual
clothing systems, mapping and geodesy systems.

Table 4 lists the current Program Executive Officer
organizations that will be transferred e ehe seven new systems
agencies. Table 4a lists, by agency, veke,e ehese PEO
organizations will be transferred. Table 4a also indicates to
which agency the acquisition portions of existing eystems and
materiel organizations will be transferred.

It is anticipated that no Systems Agency will exceed 50,000
personnel in size. Currently, Commander NAVSEA directs an
organization of over 100,000 personnel, while Commander, Armco
oversees an organization of approximately 130,000 personnel.
Since the new Systems Agencies will be smaller than these current
organizations, and since logistics functions will be performed by
the Materiel Support Organization, span of control should be less
of a problem than it is today. Indeed, some of the new Syeteme
Agencies will be quite small - the Combat Support Systems Agency,
for example, should consist of no more than 2,000 personnel.

DDAP and Iediate Staff. The DDAP performs throe principal
functions: (1) Overseeing the operations ot the eeven :;y:ArAma
agencies and the DT&E agency, (2) Serving as MilwAone eeceion
Authority for Acquisition Category IX programe, 9 and (3)
Oversight of ACAT I programs and related support to the USD(R) in
his role as the ACAT I Decision Authority. The DDAP is aseisted
in these duties by a small staff of experts in the following
areas: Engineering, Producibility and Supportability, Ter,t and
Evaluation, Contracting, Program Control, and Cost Alyce (eee
Figure 5).

The immediate DDAP staff will combine the functions
currently accomplished by the OUSD(A) Systems Directors, SAE
staffs, and Materiel Command staffs:

• The Director, Systems Engineering will provide technical
assessments of engineering risks and related program

9 There are four Acquisition Categories (AC/Ts) beeed on
program dollar value and/or special interests. ACAT I and II
programs will be reviewed at the USD(A)/DUSD(AP) level,
respectively. ACAT III and IV programs will he reviewed at the
Systems Agency level. Definitions of each ACAT are found in DoD
Instruction 5000.2.
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characteris	 . This staff will aselat the DDAP and the JSU(A)
re
	

CAT I and II programs.

* The Director, Teat and Evaluat on, will be responsible for
establishing DT&E policy and coordinating the reviewsreviews o Systems
Agency Test and Evaluation Master Plans (TEP:Ps).

I The D irector, Produ	 and Supportability,	 be
responsible for providing pr ueibility and eupportabil ty
assessments of acquisition p ogeams. This staff will Assist
DDAP and USDA) in reviewing ACAT l and tl programs.

• The Director, Busineee Management and Peegram Contr 1 w
be responsible for procedures and ovor3ight activities ass
with sound business practices,managem ent reporting and execut
oversight. These include:

•• Program Control - setting acquisition rep
procedures, reviewing acquisition reports s z teed by the
Systems Agencies (e.e., Selected Acquisition Reports, Defens
Acquisition Executive t'lemmariee, Acquisition Program Baselines
and preparing reports Lo Congress.

*• Cost Analysis - performs three functions: (1)
Provides quality control over System Agency cost analyses, (2)
Performs the equivalent of component cost analyses for ACAT I
programs, and (3) Performs independent cost analyses in support
of ACAT Ii' programs. This activity will NOT replace the Cost
Analysis Improvement	 ) in executing its statutory
function.

wi
ng st
R'PS) an

responsible for providing
to include review of

cquisitioe Strategy Reports.

Syt.see Agency X i eotore 	 1 Immediete /nett. The Systems
ncy Director, much like the current Program Executive Officer,

will be responsible fee dray-to•dey eeeagetent of acquisition
programs within is particular syse_ee	 The Systems Agency
Directors will NOT perform functie	 ly analogous to
current Systems Command commanders 1 ,aca	 Agency
Directors will not perform materiel support functions. The
Agency Director will report directly to the DDAP, who will write
the Director's performance evaluation.

The Agency Director will also serve as Mi
Authority for Acquisition Category Ill end IV
Director will be assisted by a small staff
(with responsibilities similar to those of
Management and Program Control organization
Liaison group to interface with the operati
lessen span-of--control problems, the Agency Director may be
assisted by a set of Deputies organized according to systems

e Decision
The
antral

DDAP s Business
, and a Reguirements
nal community. To
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(e.g., Deputy for Fighter Aircraft, Deputy for Helicopteee,
etc.). The proposed notional structure for the systems aeic1es
is depicted in Figure 6.

The Systems Agencies will ideally be organized in accordance
with the following three principles:

• Program Managers Shall Have the Organic Statf Neceese
to Perform Essential Functione that Directly Support
the Work of the Program Management Office (PMO).

Directors of Support Activitio-, Shall Have the Organic
Staff Necessary to Perform Feeerttial Functions that
Collectively Support the Work of the PMO.

• Agency Directors Shall Supervise Subordinate Prugr
Managers directly with Minimal Intervening Staff.

Program Management Offices (PM0s). Each PMO ia asicined
responsibility for development, evaluation of test data,
procurement, deployment, and effective evermIl management for
weapon system program. The PMO will be responsible for the
following functions: Program Control and Resource )enagement,
Integrated Logistics Support and Configuration Management,
Systems Engineering, Product Assurance and Test Planning, Cost
Analysis, Contracting, and other functions deemed appropriate by
the Agency Head. The Program Manager (PM) supervieee the
activities of the PMO and reports directly to the Agency Director
or to a Deputy who reports directly to the Agency Direetor. A PM
is assigned whenever the agency receives a reguiJeement to
initiate a new systems acquisition effort and remain  in this
position until successful deployment of they 15y5titt, and
transition of the system to an Item Manager in the M4teriel
Support organization (described below).

Research, Development, 4 tgnc	 rg Centerl otnE05. Each
system agency will have a dedicated RI)EC, whose main function
will be to develop components and subsystems common to several
weapons systems within that particular systems area, to keep
abreast of developments in S&T, and to conduct system-w,ecific.
advanced technology demonstrations. Each RDEC will be hed( . d by
a technically-qualified Director who will report directly to the
Agency Director. The RDEC Director will be assisted by a small
support staff,

Support Activity. Each systems agency will have a
headquarters support activity whose rain function will be to
provide support services to the PM0s. These support services
consist of Public Affairs, Congressional Liaison, safety,
Personnel, Resource Management, Foreign Military Sales, Legal
Counsel, Small and Disadvantaged Bueiness Utilization,
Intelligence, Audit, Producibility and Industrial Base Analysis,
Competition & NonDevelopmental Item Advocacy, and Installation
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Operation (when necessary). The Headquarters Support Activity
will be headed by a Support Director who will report directly to
the Agency Director,

DT‘Z Agency Director arid Immediate Staff. The DT4E Agency
ector, will be responsible for day-to•day management of test
ges end execution of developmental test plans and will report
ctly to the DOAP. The DTeE Agency Director will be assisted

by a small control staff, which will be responsible for range
oversight, resource metagemett, end colleetive support (e
Public Affairs, Congreeeional Liaison). in addition, the Agency
Director will be assisted by a. Requirements Liaison staff group.
All Dot test ranges, proving grounds, and associated testing
centers and activities will report to the Agency Directer.
Individual test ranges will be beaded by a range director who
ill be assisted by a headquarters support activity (See Figure

7). The °TIM Director will. NOT be responsible for conduct of
operational test and evaluation. Operational testing will remain
the responsibiLity of the Military Departments and other DoD
Components under the supervision of the Director, Operational
Test end Evaluation.

cosily . The military departments	 retain
y for determining requirements and programming

t these requirements. Under the current proce
departments submit, on a biennial basis, their

ctive Memoranda (P0M) proposals to OSD for review and
adjustment. The newly created defense acquisition agencies will
ark cleeety with the military departments in developing a sound

t bay f;; for PON proposals. After the Deputy Secretary issues
oeiram Doeisien 14emoranda (nMs) /adjusting POM propesals, the
litary departments develep Budg et Estimate Submittals (BES)

are evaluated by the Comptroller in the Fall budget review
lulled In the 1-, osident's Budget, end ultimately submitted to
recs. Again, the defeeee E'cquisition agermicAs will have to

continue to work elosely with Lhe military departnents during
teis phase, enpeekally in defending program execution history
against proposed executahilit adjustments.

Congress will continue to appropriate	 dfunds to military
department budget line items (e.g., P/A-1. line item in Aircra
Procurement, Navy appropriation). Upon receipt of these monies
the Comptroller'° shall apportion the funds to the military
departments, who elail transfer funding es appropriate to the
defense acquisition agencies for execution. Each systems agency
will have its own internal operating budget which will be
formulated and executed just as defense agency budgets are today

L ever, the agency will have no internal funding for

►0 It
change
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generated acquisition adtivities. The difference botwooll the
current process and that contemplated above, is that the new
agencies have replaced the Service's Systems Commands as input
and executors.

The acquisition to be conducted by the systems agencies will
be governed by an Acquisition Program Baseline (APB). The APB
will serve as a contract between the USD(A), Systeme Agenry, end
the military user. The APB will describe the accopteble "peJeee
the user is willing to pay to acquire specified performance
capabilities on a certein schedule. The USD(A)	 tlual
responsibility for determining the cost of a propo.e. A system
acquisition; the military departments and other DoD Components
must fund to this baselined cost or alter requirements.
Therefore, the USD(A) is responsible for aesoseinq the impact of
various PPBS actions (such as Program Sudget Decisions) on
established APBs. When the USD(A) determines that A proposed
PPBS action will cause a breach of eetablished API3 param e ters, he
formally notifies the Deputy Secretary of an impending breech.
If the PPBS action is nonetheless taken and the APB is blv:Iched,
the USD(A) has the authority to declare the APB "null E1.10 vo10"
and direct the Systems Agency Director to renegotiate now 1 coll
with the military department. In no case will the acquieition
organization be forced to attempt to execute an unexecul,lble
program. In the event that user priorities change, the user may
initiate renegotiation of the original APB to reflect new
priorities.

When an Agency Director decides that a reprogramming action
is necessary, he must consult with the military departments, who
then can decide either to reprogram the requinite fund. or to
allow the project in question to have revieed its eeedule and/or
requirements. When the military department decide  that a
reprogramming action is necessary, it must consult with the
Agency Director to ascertain the likely impact of the ppiposed
reprogramming.

workforce. The new organizations will );r staffeJd with Lhw
highest quality acquisition professionals in accordance with the
provisions of the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act
and DoD Directive 5000.52. As is now the case the workforce ie
expected to remain predominantly civilian. Mort poitiom; ttit
are currently reserved only for military Incumbents will be
opened up for any best qualified candidate. This Leans that in
some acquisition positions, such as Program Managers, the nunber
of civilians is expected to increase over time as more civilians
become qualified for high-level positions. Some jobs will
continue to be exclusively military because military experience
is essential to successful performance, there is a requirement in
statute, or there is some other compelling reason. Requirements
Liaison officers in the new Systems Agencies; for example, will
be military positions.
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acquisition workforce has been, and w 22 continue
o be, primarily civilian, acquisition leadership positions have

n primarily military (e.g., ?Ms, PEGs, System and Materiel
=end cozmanders). To the extent that more senior positions in

the new organization become staffed by civilians, there will. De a
concomitant decrease in military acquisition leadership
positions. This sort of evolution has, In fact, already begun.
Today in the Ikrmy, for example, the ma)ority of Ms ere
civilian, whereas just last year, most Army PECts were military
officers. Recently the Air Yorce Chief of Staff announced that
the Air Force would be moving in a similar direction.

In order far military officers to remain competitive for
quisition leadership positions, the Military Departments will

have to structure en •appropriate career ladder to ensure that
ilitary personnel can compete successfully for positions in the
sw organizations. lh general, the military personnel system

must adapt to	 meant where positions are filled by
selection by	 not assignment by the military personnel
management system.	 thermore, departure will be by selection
to another acquisition position, removal for cause, or voluntary
withdrawal from the acquisition career field, riot by "rotation."
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XATERZEL SUMAT ORGANTATrON

The new Materiel Support organization will be responsible
for policy formulation and oversight of all aspects Of logistics
support. Additionally, it will be responsible for providing
materiel management, depot-level maintenance and wholesale-level
distribution, and associated services, for all DoD materiel. The
new organization will NOT be responsible for providing retail
supply or field-level maintenance, which will remain with the
military departments.

The Concept. The DoD Components have made substantial
progress in effecting changes to streamline their own programs.
However, the increasingly tight constraints on resource.;
available for national defense dictate that the Department
institutionalize new depot maintenance business and management
processes so that broader-based, more fundaweetal downsizing and
consolidating can be achieved.

The basic precepts underlying the MaterielSupport
Organization proposal are to:

4, Create an organization which facilitates the integration
of procurement, inventory management, maintenance and
distribution of defense materiel.

• Create an organization structure which eliminates
unnecessarily redundant organizations, and facilittes
elimination of unneeded capacity.

• Change the organization, names, and	 ire of the
current OASD (P&L), and its subordinate activitiwi, only to the
minimum extent necessary to implement and appropriately deeceilie
the new Systems Acquisition Management organization.

Overall Structuee. The Materiel Support organization will
be headed by the ASD(P&L) (possibly renamed ASNInetellatioee end
Materiel Support to more accurately reflect his function;) (,ee
Figure 8). The ASD(P&L) will continue to have staff
responsibility for industrial base and technical services,
logistics, installations, and environment. The ASD(P&L) will
oversee two defense agencies: the Defense Coeeiseary Agency
(DCeA) and the Defense Materiel Support Agency (DMSA). The DMSA
will consist of seven divisions: Agency Management, Materiel
Management, Maintenance and Production Operations, Distribution
Operations, Property Reutilization, Industrial Base Support, and
Logistics Information Services.

ASD (Production k Logistic) & Immeliate staff, The
responsibilities of the DASDs for Installations and Environment
are unchanged by this proposal. The DASD(Logistics), in addition
to rateriel management, maintenance, and tranepertation policy,
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would be res ensible for acquisition logistics poll  and
logistics management systeme eutomatien.

A new DASD(/ndustrial Ba e Oversight and Technical
Services) will 1)e respontsible for policy governing OoD's
industrial base, specifications and standards, and technical data
management programe. ResponnibiLity for conducting production
readiness reviews, Integrates Legisties Support (MS) planning
reviews, and industrial sector analyses will transfer to the
DUSD(AP)'s Producibility end Supportability directorate.

Defense Comol'4 aary eeeney (DeCA). DeCA is the single
manager tor all DoT coemieeeey operations. DeC 's mission and
functions would not be cheeged by the proposal.

Defeese Kateriel Support Agency (Deek). The materiel
management, depot-level maintenance and wholesale-level
distribution, and associated materiel support responsibilities of
the Service Commands and Defense agencies cited In Table 5 would
be combined into a single Defense agency. The notional structure
of this agency is shown in Figure 9, and described below:

h hgeDcY_Neelegeelent Divialon. The Agency Management
Division provides all functions normally found in the
headquarters of a "materiel command," including Public Affairs,
Congressioeal Liaison, Personnel, Security, Legal Counsel,
Comptroller, Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization,
Competition and Non-Developmental Item (NM Advocacy, Quality
hssuranr, And so forth.

OatePiel NeerWleMe n D llei.157211 . The Materiel Management
Division (MMD) conducts ell Inventory Control Point and depot
repair requirements and modification installation planning
functions. MMD will also conduct public versus private
competitions of depot maintenance workloads, and perform
procurement actions for all centrelly-managed Items not under the
control of a Program Manager. Activities that would be managed
by this division are listed in Table 6.

114	 44 t teneece_endltodueien Operettene Qiyleien. The
Maintenance and Prodectien Operations Divieion (MPOD) will
conducts workload planning and operation management for all
government-owned, government-operated (GOCO) production and
depot-level maintenance activities, and government-owned,
contractor-operhted (e0C0) maintenance depot' and ammunition
plants. Activities that would be managed by MPOO axe listed in
Table 7.

ons Matnrl l	 rit)ution  Operatisns pjvisi . The
Materiel Distribution Operations Division (14DOD) 111 conduct
workload planning and operations management for all depot-level
storage and distribution activities that would be managed by this
division are lid in Table 8.
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DMSA PropeitYJILL1U4tigea_PW19n. The property
Utilization Division (PUD) will conduct Workload planning and
operations management for the Defense Reutili7eltion and Marketing
Service (DRMS), and the Aerospace Maintenance end Regenevation
Center (AMARC) at Davis-Monthan AFB.

atlabIniimatrial peel  anpporteDivieion. The InJeee.eial Base
Support Division (IBSD) will conduct workload plannin g and
operations management for industrial plant equipment aed flee
national stockpile currently managed by the Defense Tielustriel
Plant Equipment Center (DIPEC) and the Defense National Stockpile
Center (DNSC).

D SA o *Olt e t "eryiCfg; Wypa. The Logistics
Information Services Division (LISD) will conduct workload
planning and operations management for all cataloging end
logistics automated process management activities. A(eivitlee
that would be managed by this division ere lieted ie Toble 9.

PPBS Preeese. All DMSA operations will be financed via
the Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF). The DoD
Comptroller, in conjunction with the ASD(P&L), shall establish
annual DMSA operating and capital budgets, and cost mnd
performance goals for each DMSA division. DMSA's coete of
operations will be billed to the DoD Components, and other
customers, on a unit cost basis. The Military Departments and
Defense Agencies will be responsible for programing and
budgeting sufficient resources to acquire required goods and
services from DMSA.

Workforce. It is imperative that the now Materiel Surport
organization be staffed with the highest quality professional an
accordance with the provisions of the Defense Acquieiteee
Workforce Improvement Act and DoD bireetive 5000.52. It is
envisioned that, like the current orgarization, civilian
employees will make up the bulk of the positions.
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The USD(A), eepported by a Deputy USD(A) ae specifi_ed in
statute", directly supervise% the DDR&B, DO AP	 ASD(P&L), and
performs two principal fuectieee: (1) Supervising the overall
defense acquisition syetem and eeeablishment of department-wide
acquisition policy", and (2) eerving as the Milestone Decision
Authority for ACAT I program 	 The USD(A) 15 eesisted by a small
staff of policy experts in the areas of Contract Policy,
Acquisition Policy & Program tntegration, ecquieition Workforce
Policy, International Programs Policy, SeDBU Policy. Finally,
the Defense Contract Management Agency (now the DCMC reporting to
DIA) and the on-site Ieepection Agency will report to US0(e).
The USD(A) office is depicted in Figure 10.

The immediate USD(A) staff' 	 perform the follow
functions;

• The Director, Acquisition Policy & Program 	 ti ,
will be responsible for a number of policy and integration
functions, such as developing overall acquisition policy for the
consolidated acquisition organization, administering Defense
Acquisition Board operations, performing affordability analyses,
integrating PPBS activities for the USD(A), and coordinating
USD(A) congressional reporting.

• The Director, Procurement and Contract Policy, wi
responsible for developing and administering (e.g., PAR and
DFARS) overall procurement policy for	 consolidated
acquisition organization.

• The Director, Small	 Disadvantaged Business Uti ization
Policy, will be respoz ible for developing SADBU pelt y and
implementing relevant	 n.

• The Director, International Program Policy, will be
responsible for developing policy governing cooperative R&D
projects, foreign military sales, and, in cooperation with
USD(P), administering DoD responsibilities under arms control
treaties and agrcements.

• The Director Acquisitioniorkforee Policy, wi
responsible for developing policygoverning the ca
development, education, and training for the acquisition
rkforce. This office will also be responsible	 ethics
thing and communication.

it See	 States Code, Section 1

see	 lo 10,	 Code, Section 2
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• The Director, Administration, will be re!iponsible for
general support activities such as personnel, eupply, and
mailroom.

• The Assistant to the Secretary of Uefttso tAtomic
will report to USO(A) and continue to perform :i‘ttutory
functions.
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Consolidating acquisition organizat ions will save scarce DoD
resources and lead to a more efficient and effective 'managemen t

cture. Savings should reeelt from the reduction of
duplicative overhead and overeight functions currently performed
in different military depart ant organizations and in OSD, as
well as from the consolidation of similar program management
efforts acroes Service lines. A leaner defense acquisition
management structure will help 1)oT) "right-size" its organization
while preserving important Base Force military capabilities. A
single, larger, organization, due to having reached a critical

and having the ability to focus dedicated technical teams,
have greater productivity and effectiveness than many

separate, and increasingly smaller, organizations.

B&T Savingn. The purpose of consolidating S&T organizations
is not to achieve a net reduction in funding, but rather to
achieve greater effectiveness at current funding levels.
Transferring the engineering work that today is done by the
laboratories to the Systems Acquisition organization will help
Dole more effectively accomplish its mission. In this way, the
labs can focus on their primary mission, which is to advance
science and technology for military systems.

Initially, savings will come without sacrificing capability
making personnel reductions in duplicative administrative and

overhead functions. Additional saving can then be achieved by
regrouping laboratoliee by technology areas. This would also be
the time to consider- otheL options such as converting some of the
laboratories to Government-Owned, Contractor-Operated facilities
(GoCos). After organizetions have been combined and overhead
reduction savings have been realized, further savings will result
from the geographical consolidation of laboratory organizations.
It is anticipated that these consolidations will result in a
minimum 15% reduction of current organizational end personnel
resources.

SvAteme Acquieition neviege. Savings will	 from the
elimination of the current SAE staff organizatiore 	 each of the

itary departments And acquisition command headquarters
organizations. The be5t people from these staffs and the OSD
staff will be consolidated into the new organization. Additional
savings will result from consolidation of support functions and
duplicative acquisition management positions. For example, under
the new organization there will no longer be a need for three
separate Aviation FEOs. A smaller proportion of total savings
will result from consolidation of duplicative PM0s. Separate
PM0s for variants of the H-60 helicopter, for exaap 	 will no
longer be heeded. Finally, savings should accrue f

	
the co-

location of organizations now housed at separate faci 	 .
Overall it is anticipated that these consolidations w	 result
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in a minimum 1St reduction of current organizational and
personnel resources. The greatest reductions would fall in the
areas of non-PMO supervisory, management, policy eversight, and
administrative support staff.

Y!Itoriel Support Savings. Through various DMR-related
consolidation efforts, some duplication has been reduced in
supply depot organizations, and savings have olleady been
achieved.

Other DMRD-related actions challenged the Milttery
Departments and Defense Agencies to increase the	 iiecy and
reduce the costs of the Department's depot maintenance
operations, while ensuring that they continue to conduct
effectively their crucial maintenance mission. Related
initiatives taken through various management and functional
actions provide additional improvements in DoD depot maintenance
operations.

Streamlining savings identified by the Services address a
broad range of actions including downsizing of both the direct
and indirect work force at depot maintenance installation,
closure of facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and
internal Service workload consolidations. Projected savings
during PY 1991 - 97 are $3.2 billion.

Restructuring plans focus on three categories: capac
interservicing and competition. Planned savings in these
categories total $1.28.

Capacity utilization savings will be achieved through
redistribution of workloads within (consolidated) and among
(interservicing) the Military Departments. Savings accree from
divesture of unneeded resources through conversion of cicq-)0t.
maintenance facilities to other than depot maintenance fuections,
(e.g., warehouse, office space, etc.), sale of equipment end
property, facility closure, and laying away capacity net required
in peacetime but necessary for surge or mobilization.

rnterservicing occurs when one Service supports the despot•
maintenance requirements of another eervice. The objeetiee cat
increased interservicing is to periorm vorkloacic at e )eweer cost,
yet maintain the quality and schedule requirement  te the
Principal Service, Interservicing savings will bel aeeeed from
greater economies of scale and through overhead redu0.ions,

Competition will provide over 26 percent of the total
savings. These savings will be realized through compo:i,tion
involving both public and private facilities. ThQ competition
demonstration provided valuable experience to the Army, Air
Force, and Marine Corps in conduction and participating in
public-private competition.
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The establishment of a single defense Materiel Support
provides an excellent opportunity to affect considerable
by creating a standard, DoD-wide structure for managing

and operating the materiel support business. There is also a
great need within the Department for common maintenance
procedures, cost syetema, and sepport equipment; integrated
systems; jointneaa in logistic, and sustaining engineering
practices; aggressive and comparable public va. private
competition programa; and the elimination of redundant or
duplicate support resources.

ehallsongee to Effective Implementetion. Effecting such
Ierge-scale reorgeeizetion presehts decision-eakerm with several
challenges, which, while formidable, era not insurmouetable
First, there are a host of politicel c:hallenges to be overcome.
Previeue proposals to centralize acquisition have generated
intense opposition from various constituencies. Congress will
resist base closures; the military departments will resist
centralization. The most important element An overcoming
politiceI opposition %g ill be the personal commitment and
involvement of the Secretary and Deputy Secretary, coupled with a

suasive case for change. The most lepertent element In
overcoming resistance from the military departments g ill be the

mmiteent of DoD's top *military leadership to change. Previee
congressional censoIldation bills have drawn an impressive number
oaf cosponsors, Given the current political cc:tete:et of
downsizing, it seems likely that OoD can anticipate renewed
cengressional inter ast in the subject of consolidation.

Second, some may argue that statutory changes will be
required before the new o •ganizetiee can be established. Title
10, United States Code, etates that each Secretary of a militery
Oupartment has respensibility for equipping the tierce (to include
reseerch Btla development). However, nothing in this proposal
usurps thie fundamental responsibility from the Secret=aries of
tIma military departments. They will retain respoesibility for
Initiating the acquisition program process to equip the forces,
formeletiee ecquisitiee bedgete, and making priority decisions
among acquieition programs competing for scarce resources. The
Services will also retain responsibility tor operational test and
evaluation. The eerrent proposal is that the military
departments function 43 "eeetemers" who sebeit orders for
equipment to an requisition organization which is charged with
obtaining this equipment within agreed-to coast, schedule, and
performance peraneters. endead, this type of practice teecure
today; the Amy ia the single manager for eonventional emmunition
within 000 - the other Services still set their ammunition
requirements and budgets. The zejor difference with the current
proposal, is a matter of degree; rather than the "customer
relationship being the occasional exception, is nom Becomes

rd practice.
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There are other statutory constrair l.ts. The Office of Naval
Research (ONR), for example, is establi gnod by statute. The
current proposal, however, does not usurp ONR's re:3oarh
requirements-determination role. Anothel: poL;sible constr,lint ig
that base closure and realignment statutes may h applicdbie
because the plan is designed to allow Do D to mike consolidation
decisions. As specific consolidation plans are drawn, thin
procedures prescribed by the statutes will be followed.
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Implementation of such a large-scale proposal will have to
be a phased, sequential operation. The most important step is
establishing "ownership" of relevant organizations quickly and
decisively. In this way, Do0 components will enderstand that the
major decision - to coneolidate across Service lines - has
already been made, and that subsequent decisions 	 involve
details of a technical and administrative nature. It amy also be
adivsable to os*.319n a small taste force ro executive group to
oversee implementetion details to ensure the overall interest or
"vision" is accomplished.

The fundamental implementation principle is that the USD(A)
should assume control of all relevant organizations (even those
that, on the surface, may seem unrelated to acquisition) and then
return to the military departments those units found to be non-
acquisition. This implementation strategy is preferable to
separately negotiating each organizational transfer with the
military departments and other DoD components. The latter
approach is almost certain to get bogged down and ultimately
undermine swift progress toward consolidation.

Another important implementation principle is that
substantive goals must be established at the outset go that DoD
can measure progress against a firm baseline. This type of
approach will enhance the credibility of the entire consolidation
effort.

This section outlines a series of steps to accomplish
acquisition organization consolidation:

ET Implementation. Implementation of the proposed S&T
oryaniz.ation will proceed in three phases:

(1) Creation of New Organizations. This phase will
consist of the creation of the Defense Research Office (DRO) and
the Defense Research Laboratory Agency (DLRA). The DRO shall
consist of all OSD and Military Department research S&T funding
organizations (ARO, AFOSR, DARPA, DNA, related activities of SD/0
and all of the activities of the Office of the Chief of Nava/
Research that manage and oversee 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a funding).
The DRO shall progran, budget and oversee all 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a
funding (budget activities one and two) for the Department of
Defense	 The DLRA shall consist of all major laboratories of the
Military Departments, the Corps of Engineers, and the Defense
Agencies, and will execute S&T laboratory work.

(2) Realignment of Management Structures. Collect the
designated laboratories, research organizations, and budget
development and execution activities under the new DoD
organi ations, intact, as whole operating units. Do not relocate
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them or change their internal opeeatine structure at this point.
During this phase of the Plan, the verious orgeeirations
management reporting structures ave realigned inte a new
management structure and the new repovting tn	 na operating
relationships are established. This L. a period 	 which the
problems associated with the turbulence of organizational
realignment are addressed and solved by the new manekgement team.

(3) Consolidation. Once the turbulence  of re)lilning
the reporting and management structure has subeided, the 0R0 will
develop a plan for physically collocating and managerially
integrating its functions. (The restructuring plan will be
subject to those requirements normally Aseociated with ouch
activities, such as the Base Closure and Realignment Act.)
Additional savings can now be realized by divesting execs 	 -etf
and facilities due to the consolidation of similar activitiee.
The DLRA will also develop a plan for physically consolidating
its components by technology and functional areas. overlapping,
redundant, and unnecessary programs in the laboratories are
eliminated. Laboratory components performing similar functions
are combined and collocated at one location. Engineering
programs not consistent with the S&T programs, i.e., 6.3b, 6.4,
or greater, are divested to the engineering centers (RDECs) for
management. It is this phase of the plan that provides the
opportunity for the more aggressive options to be considered.
Some of the laboratories could be converted to GOCO facties.
Others could be collocated and combined into a single facility
with the necessary critical mass to achieve world-class
scientific status. Others could by closed. If the plans require
the movement of such numbers of personnel as to trigger the Bee
Closure and Realignment Act, then the requirements of this law
will be followed.

Systems Acquisition k Materiel Support implementation.
Implementation of the proposed Systems Acquisition and Mater
Support organizations will proceed in four phases:

(1) Preliminary Designation Actions. Du 'thio
phase, USD(A) designates a Director, Defense tq	 ilon Progyam!;
(DDAP) and assigns the new DDAP as head of a proiieleeal Systeee
Acquisition Organization. The USD(A) also designates the
ASD(P&L) as head of a provisional Materiel Support Oeganieation.
The USD(A) will also make appropriate OUSD(A) staff reaenignments
at this time, including the identification of personnel whose
primary responsibility will be implementation of the new
consolidated organization. Simultaneously, Washington
Headquarters Services (WHS) initiates various administrative
actions necessary to support these designations, including the
arrangement of office space within the National Capital Pegien
and temporary personnel authorizations for Organization 'iteLf.

(2) Reassignment of Existing Or9anizations, The
Secretary of Defense signs a series of directive T.,:tn9randa to the
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ary departments and defense ageneiee which tea
operational control over selected orgenirations (see Table% 4 and
5) to the USD(A). All FE0 organizations and their associated
PMes will report to the new ODAP (Table 4). The military
departments' acquisition commands will report to the ASD(P&L)
(Table 5). Existing acquisition organizations will be reassigned
in toto without prior restructuring, based on the ranagement
principle that "if you want to change them, you have got to own
then."

(3) Rea2 gnment to	 Envisioned Or aniza ion. The
orc an	 ons reassigned in Step 2 will be not be configured
accord ag to the envisioned organizel,ionaI stucture. Therefore,
certain rea lignment aetione will be necessary during this phase.
Acqu	 commands (e.	 Aviation Syetems Command, Army)
currently provide matrix support to ?Mee; thus, procurement
contracting officers, for example, reside in the Aviation Systems
Command rather than in the Army's PEO Aviation organization.

eover, much of this matrix support has both an acquisition
function and a materiel support function (procurement contracting
officers support both acquisition program managers end materiel
item managers). Thus, the existing organizations will have to be
restructured to transfer all acquisition-related support
functions into the new systems acquisition organization
retaining requisite matrix support in the materiel supp
organization.

Realignment should proceed as follows. The. USD(A)
shall establish a task force to be co-chaired by the new ODA? and
the ASD(P&L). The task force will identify where elements of the
former acquisition commands of the military departments and other
DoD components should be organizationally aligned. Some elements

be transferred to the new Acquisition Management
organization. Examples include the Army Aviation System Comma
RDEC, Naval Air Warfare Centers, and Air Force Materiel Command's
Aeronautical Systeme Division. Some elements will be transferred
to the new Materiel Support organization. Examples include the
Air Force Materiel Command's Air Loginties Centers. Finally,
some elements which have missions clearly unrelated to defense
acquisition will be transferred back to the military departments.
Examples include Air Force hospitale and clinics, and combat
logistics support scoadrons. At the end of this process,
official operational control is eeteblished and new management
structures and operating relationships are created.

(4) Consolidation. once the above steps have been
accomplished, savings can now he realized by divesting the

anizations of excess staff no longer needed due to the
ation of similar activities. Consolidation could be

d by co-locating activities and closing facilities.
glans require the movement of such numbers of personnel as to

34



20 November 92 Version

trigger the Base Closure and Realignment ho then
requirements of this law will be followed.
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TABLE 1:
ORG	 noNs i	 ACQUISM N	 NSIBYLITIES

ORGANIZATION
E ORGAN/ZATION

ARMY PEOs
ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

RMATION SYSTEMS COMMAND
ARMY STRATEGIC DEFENSE cOMMAND
NAVY SAE ORGANIZATION
NAVY PEOs DIRECT-REPORTING PMs
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND
NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND
NAVAL SUPPLY SYSTEMS COMMAND
NAVAL FACILITIES & ENGINEER/NG COMMAND
SPACE & NAVAL WARFARE COMMAND
OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH
NAVY STRATEGIC SYSTEMS PROGRAM OF ICE
USMC RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, & ACQUISITION COM D
AIR FORCE SAE ORGANIZATION
AIR FORCE PEOs
AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE OFFICE
SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY
DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY
NATIONAL SECURITY AGEN
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TABLE 2:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS THAT WILL BE ABSORBED

BY I DEFENSE RESEARCH OFFICE

e ARMY RESEARCH OFFICE

ALL OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE OFFICE OF THE
CHIEF OF NAVAL RESEARCH THAT MANAGE AND OVERSEE
6.1, 6.2, AND 6.3a FUNDING

AIR FORCE OFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH

• DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY

• THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY ACTIVITIE., OF
THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE ORGANIZATION

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY (A11 DNA Activities that mancie
and oversee 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a funding)
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TABLE 3:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS THAT WELL BE ABSORBED BY

TILE DEFENSE RESEARCH LABORATORY AGENCY

Arty Research Laboratory (all of the organizations and
activities comprising this laboratory, including:,

Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory
Ballistic Research Laboratory
Center for Night Vision and Electro- ics

• Electronics Technology and Devices Laboratory
Marry Diamond Laboratory
Human Engineering Laboratory

▪ Materials Technology Laboratory
Vulnerability Assessment Laboratory

NAVY:

Naval Research Laboratory (includes the NOARL facility)

(ACE:

Phillips Laboratory
Rome Laboratory
Wright Laboratory

ARMY Co'RPS 010 ENGINEERS;

Director, Research and Development, U.S. Army Corps of
ineers (includes the four subordinate labo

• Waterways Experiment Station
• Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laborator y

Engineering Topographic Laboratory
Construction Engineering Research Laboratory

DEFENSE NUCLtu 14ENCY:

med Forces Radiobialogica1 R ese ch Institute
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TABLE 4:
EXISTING ACQUISUFION ORGANIZATIONS

T WILL BE ABSORBED BY DDAI'

ARMY
PEO Aviation (Associated PMOs)
PEO Strategic Defense Systems (Associated PMOs)
PEO Armored Systems Modernization (Associated PMOs)
PEO Fire Support (%sso(7iated PMOs)
PEO Air Defense (A:;soc;iated PMOs)
PEO Armaments (Associated PMOs)
PEO C2 Systems (Associated 1'M0s)
PEO Integrated Electronic Warfare (A

	
PMO)

PEO Combat Support (Associated PMOs)
Executive Director Conventional Ammunition
Test & Evaluation Command

NAVY
PEO Tactical Aircraft (Associated PMOs)
PEO Air Anti-Submarine Warfare (Associated PM0s)
PEO Aegis Systems (Associated PMOs)
PEO Submarine Combat Systems (Associated PMOs)
PEO Surface Anti-Submarine Warfare (Associated PMOs)
PEO Cruise Missiles (Associated PMO)
PEO Space, Communications, & Sensors (Asociated PMOs)
Relocatable Over-the-Horizon Radar PMO
Strategic Systems Program Office
SSN-21 PMO
AAAV PMO

AIR FORCE
PEO Tactical Air & Airlift (Associated	 Os)
PEO Space Systems (Associated PMOs)
PEO C3I Systems (Associated PMOs)

DEFENSE AGENCIES
National Security Agency PMOs
Defense Information Systems Agency P710;
Defense Mapping Agency PM0s
Defense Logistics Agency PMOs
Defense Nuclear Agency PMOs
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization
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TABLE 4A
D ..munoN OF I ING ACQUISITION 0 G NIZATIONS

AGN,-;v"

f;11u15
Agency

ARMY'

.	 M0XXit

NAVA AIR FORCE

Aviation PEO Aviation
AVSCOM

PEO Tacktr*
PEO Air ASW
AX PM
NAVAIR*

REQ Toe/Airlift
PEO Strategic*
B-2 PM
AFMC ASD*

Missiles/
Munitionu

PEO Tac Misile
MICOM
AMCCOM
SMCA

PEO Surf ASW
PEO TacAir*
PEO Cruise
PEO Sub Cmbt*
SSPO*
NAVAIR*

PEO Strategic*
PEO Tac Strike*
AFMC ASD*

Ships T OSCOM* SSN-21 PM
AEGIS PM
AAAV PM
PEO Sub Cmbt*
NAVSEA*

C3I
Systvm

PEO IEW
PEO Comm*
PEO C2
CECOM

PEO TacAir*
PEO Surf ASW*
PEO Sp, Comm,
Sensors*

SPAWAR*

REQ C3
REQ Tac Strike*

Space PEO Comm*
PEO GPALS
SDC

PEO Sp, Comm &
Sonsore"

SPAWAR*
SSPOt

REQ Space

Combnt:
C y i4 1: fa 7,ii

PEO ASM
no Atwaments
TACOM

MCRADAC
NAVSEA*

Gombet
51Appol't.

1 E,0	 Cm/7.
TW)SCON1

" rhc [um tiow p,1 1 	 by ch . ,IVnuAirow,h chvictrd ati cui diffcrorit Systrou Ascrxiem For ,	 ITO Sink/	 r,sroosibk fnc

• oth D-111 Atud ACM: im thn new orytmitAtion BAD will k littoferful to the Av •, n 11 n 1:1ssimvy, thie ACM wiIJ bc traurcrmd tnth Mitlitlea mnIcy.

° The Systems Agencies will assum:: control over only t
systems acquisition functions of the existing materiel and
systems commands. Materiel support functions of these
organizations will be retained in the new Materiel Support
organization.
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TABLE 5:
& SYSTEMS ORGANIZA liOM

E ABSORBED BY ASD(P&L)

ARMY
Army Materiel Command

-- Aviation Systems Command
Missile Command

-- Armaments, Munitions, & Chemical Command
-- Tank & Automotive Command

Communications & Electronics Command
-- Troop Support Command

Strategic Defense Command

NAVY
Naval Air Systems Command
Naval Sea Systems Command
Space & Naval Warfare Command
USMC Research, Development, & Acquisition Commar d

AIR FORCE
Air Force Materiel Command
-- Aeronautical Systems Division
-- Electronic Systems Division
-- Space Systems Division
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TABLE 6:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS THAT WILL REPORT TO

DIV/SA MATERIEL MANAGEMENT DIVISION

Organizations that would report to the Materiel Manag
Division include, but are not n(?cc.! sarily limited to:

Army Organizations
- US Army General Materiel and Petroleum Activity
- US Army International Logistics Center
- Single Manager Conventional Ammunition

Navy Organizations
- Aviation Supply Office
- Ship Parts Control Center
- Naval Petroleum Office

DLA Organizations
- Defense Construction Supply Center
- Defense Electronics Supply Center
- Defense Fuel Supply Center
- Defense General Supply Center
- Defense Industrial Supply Center
- Defense Personnel Support Center

Materiel Management elements from:
• Armament, Munitiumi N tAlutalt.„01 L*U

- Aviation System; Command (AVSCOM)
- Communications Electvonics Command (CECOM)
- Missile Command (MICOM)
• Tank-Automotive Command (TACOM)
- Troop support Command (TROSCOM)

Marine Corp Logistics Base, Albany
- Oklahoma City ALC
- Ogcltan ALC
• Sacramento ALC
- San Antonio ALC
- Warner Robins ALC

42



20 Novernber 92 Version

TABLE 7:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS THAT WILL REPORT TO

DMSA MAINTENANCE AND
PRODUCTION OPERATIONS DIVISION

Organizations that would report to the Maintel)ance and Pvoduction
Operations Division include, but are not nece3sarily limited to:

• Army Arsenals
g•R	 Rock Island Arsenal

Watervleit Arsenal,

• Army Maintenance Depots
- Anniston Depot, AL
- Corpus Christi Depot, TX
- Letterkenny Depot, PA
- Lexington-Blue Grass Depot, KY
- Red River Depot, TX
- Sacramento Depot, CA

Tobyhanna Depot, PA
- Tooele Depot, UT

• Army Metrology and Calibration  Center, Redstone	 AL

• Navy Aviation Depots (NADEPs)
- Alameda NADEP, CA
- Cherry Point NADEP, NC
- Jacksonville NADEP, FL

Norfolk NADEP, VA
- North Island NADEP, CA

Pensacola NADEP, FL

• Naval Avionics Cent€r, Indianapolis, IN

• Naval Air Pacific Repair Activity, Atsuqi, Japan

• Naval Aviation Depot Center European Repair and Rework
Activity, Naples, Italy

• Naval Aviation Depot Operations Contor t Pat

• Naval Shipyards
-	 Charleston, SC
- Long Beach, CA

Mare Island, CA
- Norfolk, VA
- Pearl Harbor, HI
- Philadelphia, PA
- Portsmouth, NH
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Puget Sound, WA

• Nv1 Ship 14,epa	 es
Guam Facility, Mariana 1

- Yokosuka Facility, Japan
- Detachment: Sa ebo, Japan

• Naval Ship Weapons Engineering Otkti 	 Fort Hueneme, CA

• Naval Undersea Warfare Enginaering Center, Xeyport, WA

• Naval Weapons Oup ort CenL qr, Crane Facility, IN

• Naval Electronics Systems 4n7ineerini Cmit01:3
- Portsmouth Center, NU

San Diego Center, CA

• Naval Ordnance Stations
Louisville Station,

• Indian Head Station,

• Marine Corps Logistics 109ct:4
Albany, GA
Barstow CA

ArL
Oklahoma City, OX

- Ogden, UT
gan AnteffliGi TX
Sacramento, CA
Warner-Robins, GA

- Detachments;	 Xadena Air Base, Japan
Potersen AFB, Colorado

• AVacaGuidance and Metrology Center, Newark ItPfl, OR
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TABLE 8:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS T WILL REPORT TO

MBA MATERIEL DISTRIBUTION OPERATiONS DIVISION

Organizations that would report to the Distribution Operations
Division include, but are not necessarily limited to:

S Distribution Depots, Detetee Distribution Region W t
California Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin (Sharpe Facility

and Tracy Facility)
- Defense Distribution Depot Barstow
- Defense Distribution Depot Oakland
- Defense Distribution Depot McClellan
- Defense Distribution Depot Sacramento
- Defense Distribution Depot San Diego
- Defense Distribution Depot Lathrop
Utah Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (Ogden Facility, Tooele

Facility, and Hill Facility)
Washington State Location:
- Defense Distribution Depot Puget Sound

• Distribution Depots e Defenes Distribution Regio
Pennsylvania Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna (New Cumber

Facility and Mechanicsburg Facility)
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny

- Defense Distribution Depot Tobyhanna
North Carolina Location:

Defense Distribution Depot Cherry point
South Carolina Location:
- Defense Distribution Depot Charleston
Virginia Location:
- Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk

• Distribution Depots, 	 Distributto Rs
Georgia Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot Albany
- Defense Distribution Depot Warner-Robins
Alabama Location:
- Defense Distribution Depot Anniston
Texas Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot Corpus Christi
- Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio
- Defense Distribution Depot Red River
Oklahoma Location:
- Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City
Florida Locations:
- Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville
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LA Supply- Depots
Supply Depot Ogden, Ut
Supply Depot Columbus,
Supply Depot Richmond,

Azxy Supply Depots
Seneca Army Depot, M
Sierra Army Depot, CA

• Pine Vluff Arsenal, XS

O Crarle Army Ammunition

• Navel Weapons Otatioss
Naval Weapons Statio Charleston	 SC
Nav41 Weapons Station, Concord, CA
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, CA
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, VA

- Earle, NJ
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TABLE 9:
CURRENT ORGANIZATIONS THAT WILL REPORT TO
DMSA LOGISTICS INFORMATION SERVICES DIVISION

Organizations that would report to the Logistics Information
Services Division include, but are not necessarily limited to:

• US Army Major 'tom Data Agency

• US Army Cataloging Data Office

• Air Pore Cataloging and Standardization Center

• Joint Logistics Systems Center (JS)

• Defense Logistics Service Center (DLSC)

Defense Logistics Standrm, Systems office DIJ-;r:0)
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ADDENDUM 2:
The Milestone Review Process under the Nee Organization

The current DoD acquisition oversight system essentially has
its basis in the process established by then-Deputy Secre
David Packard in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Packard moved
to establish more centralized policy control over Service
acquisition by creating a Defense Systems Acqeieition Review
Council (DSARC) to review major weapon r.3ystem at critical points
(or "milestones") in their acquisition life-cycle. Today, the
USD(A) chairs the Defense Acquisition Board (DNB), which
functions as his principal advisory body on wempons A,':quts ion
decisions. The DAB is assisted by three committeP q , whot,e
principal function is to develop an independent: 	 an

acquisition program undergoing a DAB review. The eee review
process focuses on major milestone decision point:, includieg
Concept Studies Approval (Milestone 0), Concept Domonetration
Approval (Milestone I), Development Approval (Milestone II),
Production Approval (Milestone III), and Major M odification
Approval (Milestone IV). The DAB reviews selected "ACAT I"
programs (Acquisition Category I programs - which are major
programs estimated to involve the expenditure of $300M in IWT&E
(FY90$) or $1.8B in Procurement (FY90$)); USD(A) is the milestone
decision authority for these ACAT I programs. Decision authority
for some ACAT I programs, and for ell ACAT II,	 and IV
programs, is retained by the Components.

The nroposed acquisition organization will dri ve certain
changes in this oversight process:

(1) USD(A) INVOLVEMENT IN PRE-MILESTONE I P 0

USD(A) involvement in oversight begins with Milestone I,
when a new acquisition effort is formally begun with the approval
of the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Prc—Milestonf? I ac
begins with an assessment of military 1-1Peaa; duriAg this pllo6e
the military user is identifying a deficiency and, rvviewing
alternative concepts for satisfying this deficiency, ono or more
of which may be a new acquisition. The USD(A) participates in
this process for two reasons. First, he providee an additional.
"check and balance" to ensure that the military departmAnt .4 do
not prematurely rule out non-acquisition alternatives awl bngin a
new, and potentially unnecessary, acquisition effort. second, he
ensures that alternative concepts are not limited to such
sophisticated and costly concepts that they would not be
affordable within aoD r s investment plane.

The USD(A) will continue to have responsibi itiee
pre-Milestone I process. As the head of the consolidated
acquisition organization, the USD(A) will advise the military
departments of the technological feasibility of proposed
concepts. The USD(A) may also award contracts on behalf of the
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principal determinant	 the preferred acquisition solution. For
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for a more maneuverable fighter aircraft eed budgets for an

ition effort. USD(A), as a ?vember of the Defense Planning
and	 urc aHoard, will help determine whether a modification
to existing aircraft Id meet the requirement, or wwhether.
development o a new aircraft is a prefereblesolution.

(2) DAB Al1VXS4t COMMITTEE STRUCTURE

nee for
ez

 DAB adv
asse
subs
(ASARC, NPDM,
reviews. Today,
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the USD(A). Military depar
USD(A), and so there is always the potential for a d
organizational goals. The military departments, for example
their primary goal of outstripping potential threats, put a
premium on performance and schedule, while tending to downplay
cost risks. To counter this orientation and to assure that all
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ndepondent eeeeesments of acquisition programs that the DAB

commItte,;; provide.

with the propose	 departments
no longer conduct acquisitions and thus an independent
dm aeseesment, heyond the envisioned DDAP review, will not

nocessary. The I'vw organizational arrangement will provide a
natural chock and b2aanoa: Warfikplters will not be acquisition

, and acquisition managers will not be warfighters. The
these two roles is at the root of many of the

ing defense acquisition today. Further the
sit program baseline contract	 separation of both

herN) etatements development at the beginning of the
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advisors. There will continue to be a need for military
department membership to represent funding concerns. The
ASD(PA&E) would not be a DAB participant beyond the Milestone I
point. The ASD(PA&E) should continue to serve primarily as .‘n
advisor to the Deputy Secretary of Defense who has the decision
authority to establish new acquisition programs.

The advice of the ASD(PA&E) and the Chairman of the 3oint
Requirements Oversight Council are most important in the pre-
Milestone I process where tradeoffs among alternative concepts
are evaluated, and at the Milestone I decision point where the
decisions are made to (1) start (or not stal:t) a new eognisition
program, (2) choose the preferred concept, and (3) fully fund the
preferred concept in the defense program (i.e., Future Yc,Irs
Defense Program years and beyond). If the department doc2.ii t
adequately assess tradeoffs, choose well among alternativ(,
concepts, and fully fund programs to realistic estimates 4t
Milestone I, not even the major acquisition changes proposed in
this paper will be able to solve the problems created by getting
off to a bad start with new acquisition programe.
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