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A NEW ARCHITECTURE FOR ACQUISITION
I.  INTRODUCTION:
This purpose of this white paper is to provide an overview of the recent changes to the Defense Acquisition System.  It also presents my interpretation of why these changes were made and how they will be implemented currently and in the future.  The Acquisition Management Framework consists of three major systems; the Requirements Generation System (RGS), the Acquisition Management System (AMS) and the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS).  The first two, RGS and AMS, were cancelled recently and are undergoing a major facelift.  The PPBS remains untouched to date, most likely because this system contains the Statutory Funding elements that are closely maintained and monitored by Congress. We may see some minor tweaking of some of the PPBS reporting formats and requirements if the changes made to the RGS and AMS are received well.    

This white paper is structured to: review the recent history of the Defense Acquisition System; provide a breakdown of the implementation schedule; outline the changes to the Requirements Generation System and Acquisition Management System; and a provide a brief summary.
II.  BACKGROUND:  

The Deputy Secretary of Defense, Paul Wolfowitz, canceled Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 5000.1, DoD Instruction 5000.2, and DoD Regulation 5000.2-R on 30 October 2002.  The Vice Director of the Joint Staff, Major General James Hawkins cancelled the Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) 3170.01B (Requirements Generation System) on 7 October 2002.   These were surprising moves, considering that these regulations were written and approved so recently (i.e., 5000. 2-R was rewritten and approved on 2 April 2002).  

The general thinking in the acquisition community is that the new Administration wants to put their stamp on how they do business, which is nothing more than a simple re-labeling process.  This creates a new learning curve, which keeps us from getting too comfortable with the way things work in Government acquisitions.

This conclusion is supported when comparing Mr. Wolfowitz’ cancellation memorandum to the old policy.  The cancellation memo states,  “The intent of the guidance is to rapidly deliver affordable, sustainable capability to the warfighter that meets the warfighter’s needs”.   The cancelled DoD 5000.1 states in paragraph 4.3.1: “To ensure that the Defense Acquisition System provides useful military capability to the operational user as rapidly as possible”.  The rationale given for the major overhaul back in 2000 of the Acquisition System was twofold; to deliver advanced technology to the war fighters faster and reduce total ownership costs.  It all sounds so wonderful and oh so familiar and fuels the recycling theory.  

However, my view of the acquisition reformation is that our system is in need of an update in order to keep it more in line with the current way the warfighters conduct combat operations.   Historically the large conflicts (e.g., WWI, WWII, Korea, and Vietnam) that this nation has fought dictated that the Services fight autonomously from each other.    For example in WWII the Marines fought in the Pacific, the Army in Europe, and the Navy on the Sea.  This created an acquisitions system that focused on the unique missions of the Services.  Hence, all requirements were developed and procured based on a unique Service’s mission needs.  This procurement style was supported because of the large size of each Service and their huge defense budgets.  

Since the 90’s and the advent of coalition warfare, the face of combat has changed. Desert Storm was fought using Joint and Allied operations, which pointed out serious shortcomings with our systems ability to operate in this type of combined forces warfare.   Additionally, the post Desert Storm era resulted in a shrinking defense budget and substantial manpower reductions to all our Services.   The outcome of these changes resulted in an acquisition reform, which was more focused on interoperability and the need for the Services to collaborate on procurement initiatives.  The processes imposed by acquisition reform were not fully embraced by the Services because they were viewed as time consuming, expensive, and difficult.   Additionally, the changes to the acquisition system were simply inserted into the existing regulations.  This reform confused the acquisition community and made it difficult to procure new weapons and systems with Joint requirements.  

Today we face new challenges with Operation Enduring Freedom and the war on terrorism.  More than ever this dictates the need for Joint and Allied operations.   To address these critical mission needs, the Acquisition Management Framework requires the current revision that addresses the upfront and continual need for integrated architectures and collaborative procurements.    The current rewrite focuses on future capabilities required by the Joint warfighters and the impact to interrelated weapons and systems.   It is crucial that this approach is considered during the Concept and Technology Development and early in the Requirements Generation Process, rather than in obscure paragraphs found throughout the outdated acquisition regulations.  Therefore, the Services must be forced to develop and procure weapons and systems that will be fully integrated and interoperable among each other and with our strongest Allies.  It is logical, necessary and synergistic.  It will save time and money and provide the best possible solution in aiding and protecting the men and women in uniform. 

III.  SCHEDULE: 

The new Administration’s goal is to issue the revised DoD Directive 5000.1 and DoD Instruction 5000.2 in January 2003.  The CJCSI 3170.01 is to be reissued 120 days from cancellation (which should be February 2003).  DoD Regulation 5000.2-R, which contained mandatory procedures, defined the process, and provided templates, will not be reissued.  It has been re-titled as a “ Guidebook” and is to be used for recommendations and information only, it will no longer define mandatory procedures.  Once the revised DoDD 5000.1 and DoDI 5000.2 have been finalized, the Guidebook will be revised and updated as necessary by the Defense Acquisition Policy Working Group (DAPWG).  

IV.  CHANGES:  

The published Interim Policy Guidance outlines some of the specific changes and they are identified below along with my thoughts on what the intent and impact these changes will have and what form they will take in the final policy release next year.

  A.  REQUIREMENTS GENERATION SYSTEM CHANGES: 


1.  OVERVIEW: 

The primary rationale for changing 3170.01 was aimed at producing systems that focus more on Joint and Allied operational concepts.  This would provide for a seamless interface among our Services as the nature of how we fight changes.  Figure 1 shows an Operational Concept which depicts the way we conduct Joint Operations today on a smaller scale than the global conflicts of the Past.  So if we design a system or employ a new technology, it has got to fit into the battle and be fully integrated by all our Forces.
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WHAT IS AN OPERATIONAL CONCEPT?

•

Description of how we want to conduct future Joint military 

operations
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Developed in collaboration with Services and Combatant 

Commanders

•

Focuses on desired capabilities; not system specific

Figure 1
Note in Figure 1 above that the term Combatant Commanders has replaced the Commander in Chiefs (CINCs) for each of the major Theaters.  Now we have only one CINC and he sits at 1600 Pennsylvania Ave.    

The cancelled guidance tended to produce stove-piped solutions that did not meet the future capabilities required by our “Joint warfighters”.  The new guidance introduces new documents that are intended to focus specifically on mission requirements and capabilities that have been developed within an integrated architecture.  If we start our projects by thinking “Joint”, then we won’t have to pay the heavy backend costs of trying to integrate a system that was designed for the collaborative battlefield.
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Figure 2
This new “collaborative” approach for our warfighters and acquisition managers will be implemented by the creation of three documents to the Requirements Generation System.  The Initial Capabilities Document (ICD), the Capabilities Development Document (CDD), and the Capabilities Production Document (CPD).  These documents will replace the Mission Needs Statement (MNS) and the Operational Requirements Document (ORD).  The new documents will also make it easier for program management offices to structure their programs using the Evolutionary Acquisition method, which will stretch the requirements out in increments to get a more rapid solution in the hands of the warfighters.   

Figure 3 shows where these new documents will fall in the acquisition process and note the spiral development that is depicted.  When implementing a new technology or designing a system for a specific mission, we need to produce it incrementally and get it in the hands of the war fighters as soon as possible.  This provides us with invaluable user feedback so we can design in the specific mission needs and not waste time and money developing features that can’t be efficiently integrated and may not be desired by our users. 
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When considering mission needs and the material alternatives for future systems, the DoD acquisition community should work with warfighters to define requirements in the following preferred order:
-  Procurement/modification of commercially available products, services, and technologies, from domestic or international sources, or the development of dual-use technologies;
-  The additional production/modification of previously developed U.S. and/or   Allied military systems or equipment;

-  A cooperative development program with one or more Allied nations;

-  A new joint Component or Government Agency development program; or

-  A new DoD component-unique development program.

2.  INITIAL CAPABILITIES DOCUMENT (ICD):

The ICD replaces the MNS at Milestone A.  The MNS is a formatted, non-system specific statement containing operational capability needs and written in broad operational terms.  It describes required operational capabilities and constraints to be studied during the Concept and Technology Development Phase.  The initial analysis conducted for the MNS is to look for potential impact to the Joint community and get the other DoD players involved if applicable. Unfortunately, getting the Services to play together has always been difficult as they usually try to “go it alone” in hopes of quickly meeting their mission shortfall.  Thus the issue of “Jointness” is not surfaced until the document is at the JROC for validation.  The new ICD document will change this approach by defining the capability shortfall upfront from a joint integrated architecture perspective.  This is done by conducting a multi-mission area analysis of doctrine, organization, training, material, leadership, personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF).  The ICD will determine the critical capabilities needed to satisfy the requirement and come up with the best “Joint” solution.   No format has been determined for the ICD and since the new administration is taking a less prescriptive approach to acquisition, there may be no mandatory format.

3.  CAPABILITIES DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT (CDD) & 

     CAPABILITIES PRODUCTION DOCUMENT (CPD):

The ORD, which was a living document that was to be updated at each milestone review, is being replaced by two new documents.  This creates a more workable system in that the users and developers now don’t have to invent the final solution as with the ORD which tended to produce a system before it’s been tried and tested by the warfighters. The CDD replaces the ORD at Milestone B.  Each CDD will have a minimum set of validated Key Performance Parameters (KPP) that will apply only to the initial increment.  Instead of updating the CDD at Milestone C, a CPD will be completed that will focus on the necessary system requirements needed for a production decision.  This will provide the testers and users with a more focused and applicable document. It should also be a more condensed document that should allow a shorter approval cycle.  No formats currently exist for these two documents and none may be prescribed.  I suspect that the regulation will follow the 5000 trend and only prescribe necessary contents of the documents rather than a formal template. The most important thing to remember when creating these new documents is to follow an evolutionary acquisition strategy.  

4.  EVOLUTIONARY ACQUISITION:

An evolutionary acquisition strategy consists of two development processes.  One process, incremental development, is where the end-state requirement is known, and the requirement will be met over time in several increments.  The other process, spiral development, is where the desired capability is identified, but end-state requirements are not known at Program initiation.  Requirements for future increments depend upon technology maturation and user feedback from initial increments.  These acquisition strategies shall be the preferred approach to satisfying operational needs – with spiral development the preferred process. 

An evolutionary approach delivers capability in increments, recognizing up front, the need for future capability improvements.  The success of the strategy depends on the consistent and continuous definition of requirements and the maturation of technologies that lead to disciplined development and production of systems that provide increasing capability towards a final material solution.  In addition, the approaches to achieve evolutionary acquisition require collaboration among user, tester, and developer. 
  B.  ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM CHANGES:

1.  OVERVIEW:

The DoD and Service leadership implemented changes because the former acquisition management environment was too focused on process vs. outcomes.  Consequently this stifled the innovation and creativity necessary to manage a defense acquisition program in today’s fast-moving and challenging business environment.

The revisions have streamlined the policy documents and have reduced the very prescriptive nature of the regulatory requirements.  They substantially increase the Program Manager’s ability to use best practices, experiences, and innovations, to structure and execute a program in a manner best suited to its particular circumstances.

Cancellation of DoD 5000 does not mean that all policies that were in effect were eliminated.  None of the statutory requirements or mandatory documents that implement the DoD management framework has been eliminated.  The management focus on affordability and rapid fielding of warfighting capability has also been retained.  The basic acquisition model and milestones remains the same with the exception of a few minor tweaks.  
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2.  WHAT’S NEW:

The major difference between the cancelled 5000 and the Interim Guidance is the elimination of the many prescriptive procedures.  Current statutory requirements remain in effect and must be met by programs depending on their acquisition category.  Regulatory requirements also remain for non-major programs, e.g., the requirement for an Acquisition Strategy and an Acquisition Program Baseline, but the prescriptive formats are gone and the ability of a Program Manager to be innovative and tailor a program to meet its particular needs has been significantly increased.   Definitions and explanations on topics such as Acquisition Strategy, Acquisition Program Baseline (APB), resource estimating, technology assessments, and other areas that were found in the contents of the DoD 5000.2-R have been included in the Interim Defense Acquisition Guidebook that will become a book of suugestions and guidelines when released next year.

Just as with the old regulation, the new guidance will allow the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) to authorize entry in to the acquisition process at any point consistent with phase specific entrance criteria.  This entrance criteria becomes the critical lynchpin for moving from one phase in the milestone process to the next, so that guidance is included here:

(a)  ENTRANCE CRITERIA:
MILESTONE A: Concept and Technology Development Phase Entrance Criteria will require:

· Having a validated & approved ICD resulting from analysis of potential concepts across DoD, international systems from Allies, and cooperative opportunities.
· Having an assessment of critical technologies associated with the concepts, including technology maturity, technology risk, and if necessary, technology maturation and demonstration needs.

MILESTONE B: Systems Development and Demonstration Phase Entrance Criteria includes: 

· Having an integrated architecture for the relevant mission area.
· Answering the following questions “yes”.

· Does the acquisition support core/priority mission functions of the Federal Government?

· Does the acquisition need to undertaken by DoD because no alternative private sector or government source can better support the function?

· Does the acquisition support work processes that have been simplified or otherwise redesigned to reduce costs, improve effectiveness, and make maximum use of commercial off-the-shelf technology?

· Does the acquisition need to be undertaken by DoD because no alternative private sector or government source can better support the function?

· Having an approved CDD.

· Being technically mature.

· Having an APB and a minimum set of KPPs.

· Determining affordability.

· Acquiring full funding in FYDP.

MILESTONE C: Production and Deployment Phase Entrance Criteria includes:
· Having an acceptable performance in DT&E and Operational Assessment (OA).

· Having mature software capability.

· Not having significant manufacturing risks.

· Having manufacturing process in control (if MS C is for full-rate production).

· Having an approved CPD.

· Having acceptable interoperability.

· Having acceptable operational supportability.

· Being compliant with DoD Strategic Plan.

· Having affordability throughout the life cycle.

· Being optimally funded and properly phased for rapid acquisition.
(b).  KEY ADDITIONS 

Operational Test Readiness Review (OTRR): Shall be required now before a system can undergo any operational testing.  This was created due to the high rate of operational test failures for Services programs.  The new OTRR will be chaired by the Senior Acquisition Executive for ACAT I programs and for ACAT II and below programs, this may only be delegated to the PEO.  This is to insure a system’s readiness for Initial Operational Test & Evaluation (IOT&E)..

Information Technology Acquisition Board (ITAB) Review:  A new oversight board has been established within ASD-C3I to act as the DAB equivalent for MAIS programs. The C3I IPT will report to this board, just as the Weapons Systems OIPT reports to the DAB.  These reviews shall enable the execution of the DoD CIO’s acquisition-related responsibilities under the Clinger Cohen Act and Title 10 of the U.S.C.

The Critical Design Review (CDR):  Formerly called the Interim Progress Review (IPR) that occurred between System Integration and System Demonstration.  It is intended as a management review under the oversight and review process.  It should focus on the status of system design maturity by reviewing various key indicators (e.g., design reviews already accomplished, test results, identification of key characteristics and critical manufacturing processes, etc.).
Decentralize Responsibility.  A single individual shall be provided sufficient authority to accomplish program objectives for development, production, and sustainment.  The Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) shall ensure accountability and maximize credibility in cost, schedule, and performance reporting.

Integrated Product Teams (IPT):  The new 5000.1 states:  “The Defense Acquisition, Requirements, and Financial communities shall maintain continuous and effective communications through the use of Integrated Product Teams.”

Reduced Cycle Time.  Advanced technology shall be integrated into producible systems and deployed in the shortest time practicable.  Validated time-phased requirements generation provides an evolutionary approach to specifying operational requirements in an incremental manner over time matched with projected capability needs and available technology.  Evolutionary acquisition strategies shall be the preferred approach to satisfying operational needs.  Spiral development shall be the preferred process.

Collaboration.  The Defense acquisition and requirements communities shall maintain continuous and effective communications with each other and with the operational user.  Teaming among warfighters, users, developers, acquirers, technologists, testers, budgeters, and sustainers shall begin during requirements definition.  PMs and MDAs shall be responsible for making decisions and leading implementation of their programs, and are accountable for results.

Information Superiority.  The Defense acquisition community shall provide U.S. forces with systems and families of systems that are secure, reliable, interoperable, and able to communicate across a universal information technology infrastructure, including National Security Systems, consisting of data, information, processes, organizational interactions, skills, analytical expertise, other systems, networks, and information exchange capabilities.

Information Assurance.  The identification of sensitive information and technologies, both classified and unclassified, shall be accomplished early in the acquisition process.  The process shall include decisions on the protection of this information, as well as its transfer to foreign governments and foreign contractors in support of cooperative programs, multinational operations, foreign contracting, and foreign sales.

Intelligence Support.  Intelligence, and understanding threat capabilities, is integral to system development and acquisition decisions.  Threat capabilities shall be kept current and validated in program documents throughout the acquisition process.

Knowledge-Based Acquisition.  Knowledge about key aspects of a system shall be demonstrated by the time decisions are to be made.  Technology risk shall be reduced and technologies shall have been demonstrated in a relevant environment, with alternatives identified, prior to program initiation.  Integration risk shall be reduced and product design demonstrated prior to critical design review.  Manufacturing risk shall be reduced and producibility demonstrated prior to full-rate production.

Systems Engineering.  Acquisition programs shall be managed through the application of a systems engineering approach that optimizes total system performance and minimizes total ownership costs.

Products, Services, and Technologies.  The DoD Components shall consider multiple concepts and analyze possible alternative ways to satisfy the user need.  System concepts shall be founded in an operational context, consistent with the National Military Security Strategy, Defense Planning Guidance, and Joint Operating Concepts.  DoD Components shall seek the most cost-effective solution over the system's life cycle.  They shall conduct market research and analysis to determine the availability, suitability, operational supportability, interoperability, and ease of integration of the considered and selected procurement.

Performance-Based Logistics.  PMs shall develop and implement performance-based logistics strategies that optimize total system availability while minimizing cost and logistics footprint.  Sustainment strategies shall include the best use of public and private sector capabilities through government/industry partnering initiatives, in accordance with statutory requirements.

Program Goals.  PMs shall implement management controls.  Every acquisition program shall establish program goals for the minimum number of cost, schedule, and performance parameters that describe the program over its life cycle.  Approved program baseline parameters shall serve as control objectives.  PMs shall identify deviations from approved acquisition program baseline parameters and exit criteria as material weaknesses.

Legal Compliance.  DoD acquisition and procurement of weapons and weapon systems shall be consistent with all applicable domestic law and treaties, customary international law, and the law of armed conflict (also known as the laws and customs of war).  DoD General Counsels or a Military Service Judge Advocate General shall conduct legal review of the intended acquisition of weapons or weapon systems

International Agreements.  International cooperative programs shall complete the interagency consultation and Congressional notification requirements contained in Title 10 United States Code (U.S.C). and the Arms Export Control Act.

Cost Realism.  DoD Components shall strive for cost realism and to identify cost risks before contract award.  They shall require cost realism and continue to monitor risks after contract award.  Cost proposals shall be evaluated to ensure cost-realism in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR).  The benefits of long-term contracting shall be explored.  Contractors shall be encouraged to submit realistic cost proposals, including fair and reasonable profit or fee amounts.  Costs shall be evaluated to ensure cost-realism (based on knowledge gained during the acquisition process).

Cost Sharing.  Acquisitions shall be structured in such a way that undue risk (such as through the use of firm fixed price options that cover more than 5 years) is not imposed on contractors, and so that contractor investment (beyond normal working capital and investments for plant, equipment, etc.) is not required.  Contractors should not be encouraged nor required to invest their profit dollars or independent research and development funds to subsidize defense research and development contracts, except in unusual situations where there is a reasonable expectation of a potential commercial application.  Contractors are entitled to earn reasonable rewards on DoD contracts, including competitively awarded contracts.

Program Information.  It shall be DoD policy to minimize reporting requirements.  Nevertheless, complete and current program information is essential to the acquisition process in accordance with the mandatory statutory and regulatory guidance.  Decision authorities shall require PMs and other participants in the defense acquisition process to present only the minimum information necessary to understand program status and make informed decisions.  The MDA shall “tailor-in” program information.  IPTs shall facilitate the management and exchange of program information.

V  SUMMARY:

In conclusion, the basic acquisition model hasn’t changed.  We still have the milestones and phases that were created in 2000 and the statutory and regulatory requirements haven’t changed, so it is not a sweeping paradigm shift.  The new acquisition policy is geared toward an acquisition environment that fosters efficiency, flexibility, creativity, and innovation.   It has streamlined the Defense Acquisition System by replacing DoDD 5000.1, and reducing the size from 12 to 6 pages. Similarly, the Operation of the Defense Acquisition System replaces DoDI 5000.2, and has trimmed the pages from 46 to 34.   The mandatory procedures guide that was DoD 5000.2-R has been cancelled and will be replaced with a “Guidebook” of best practices and recommendations. Program Managers will be given “carte blanche” to format their required acquisition documents as necessary to operate their programs.  

The changes were necessary to remove a cumbersome and overly complex system.  How it will be received and implemented by the decision makers will dictate the degree of success that the new system will have.  This new system removes the restrictive and prescriptive way that we do business.  This begs the questions as to how Congress will view this new system since they are the responsible body that legislates the acquisition process.  The increased degree in freedom of format may lead to a multitude of new document structures in development organizations that the IG and auditors could turn into lengthy program delays.  Program management offices will need to have a higher degree of acquisition expertise to insure that they are in regulatory and statutory compliance. It will also place a larger burden on the MDAs to insure all the legal and necessary elements are in the program structures to prevent breaches and congressional inquiries. If there is an increase in any of these areas, it will surely kill the new changes and give way to a new round of formats and templates that will replace the old mandatory procedures.  
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WHAT IS AN OPERATIONAL CONCEPT?

		Description of how we want to conduct future Joint military operations

		Developed in collaboration with Services and Combatant Commanders

		Focuses on desired capabilities; not system specific
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WHAT IS AN INTEGRATED ARCHITECTURE?

		Systematic way of communicating an operational concept to system developers

		Analytic basis for discussions and decisions
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