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FOREWORD

The Department of Defense (DoD) is currently engaged in a “Revolution in Business Affairs”.  To succeed in this revolution requires the exploitation of technological advancements and the adoption of new operational and business processes, which will ultimately result in a reduced infrastructure that is lean, agile and more effective at supporting the warfighter.  To support this effort and institutionalize the transformation process, the Senior DoD leadership established the Change Management Center (CMC), which is currently under the leadership of the Director, Defense Reform Initiative Office.  As part of it’s mission, the CMC works with DoD agencies, the Military Departments, and its commercial suppliers to identify high-payoff opportunities and provides resources to accelerate the identification and implementation of process and performance improvements. 

The CMC utilizes “Rapid Improvement Team (RIT) Methodology” to bring together diverse team members from the Department, the military services and industry associations to develop and implement business process improvement solutions. These rapid improvement activities focus attention on developing, implementing, and measuring new and innovative business practices and processes while overcoming obstacles to acquisition and logistics reform (ALR). 

This report summarizes the proceedings of the Joint Staff (J4) Executive Agency Rapid Improvement Team engagement.  This RIT was chartered by, LTG John M. McDuffie, Joint Staff (J4), Mr. Louis A. Kratz, the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics, Plans and Policies) and MG Daniel G. Mongeon, the Focused Logistics Wargame (Flow) Agile Infrastructure (AI) Pillar Chair and Mary Margaret Evans, the Director, OSD Change Management Center.  This RIT was underwritten and sponsored by the Director, Change Management Center and focused efforts on improving the Department of Defense Executive Agent Program in terms of improving overall management and performance, accountability, and top management support for all aspects of the program (see Appendix A). The team met at Ft. Belvoir, Arlington, VA, May 8 –10, 2001.   A listing of the meeting participants is attached to this report in Appendix B. This RIT produced a recommended vision and mission statement as well as a roadmap with the basic elements to draft a DoD Directive to implement a new approach to the administration and execution of the Executive Agent mission. 

The Department of Defense Change Management Center extends its thanks and appreciation to all of the Rapid Improvement Team participants for their time, and the contributions they have made in developing the recommendations for improving the DoD Executive Agency program administration and performance.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

iiFOREWORD


ivList of Figures


ivList of Tables


1Executive Summary


3I.  Executive Agency Reinvention


3Introduction


3Define the Issues


8Expectations of the Stakeholders


11II.  Craft a New Vision, Mission and Scorecard


12Executive Agent Balance Scorecard


13Breakthrough End-to-End EA Process


14Vision For Change


17Revisit of EA Definition


19III.  Analysis of Proposed EA Candidates


21IV.
Identify and Prioritize Barriers to EA redesign Execution


21Executive Agency Barriers


22V.  Executive Agency Action Strategies


28Summary


29Appendix A:  Charter Executive Agency Change Management Center Activity


31Appendix B:  Participants List


32Appendix C:  Executive Agency Problem Inventory (all)


36Appendix D:  Breakthrough Process (Roles / Decision Clarification Map)




List of Figures

4Figure 1:  Reinvention RIT Game-Plan




List of Tables

6Table 1:  Change Drivers Inventory


7Table 2:  Executive Agency Problem Inventory (Top Five)


8Table 3:  Final Executive Agency Problem Inventory from the TOP FIVE


9Table 4:  Executive Agency Stakeholder Analysis


10Table 5:  Expectations Inventory Table


13Table 6:  EA Goals and Metrics


14Table 7:  Sunrise to Sunset EA Process


15Table 8:  Vision for Change


19Table 9:  Barrier/Construction Material - Navy


19Table 10:  Bulk Water - Army


19Table 11:  Ground Transportation in Theatre - Army


20Table 12:  Medical Supplies- DLA


20Table 13:  Bulk Fuel-DLA


20Table 14:  Rations Bottle Water -DLA


22Table 15:  Action Strategies


23Table 16:  Marketing of EA Program


24Table 17:  Action Team Assignment: Marketing of EA program


24Table 18:  Action Strategy Policy Backbone


25Table 19:  Action Team Assignment Policy Backbone


26Table 20:  Action Strategy:  Pro Forma Benefits Strategy


26Table 21:  Action Team Assignment: Pro Forma Benefits Strategy


27Table 22:  Action Strategy:  Process Validation


27Table 23:  Action Team Assignment:  Process Validation


28Table 24.  Approval





Executive Summary

The complex issues surrounding Executive Agency (EA) within DoD is a difficult challenge, however for many years EAs have become acutely mismanaged, and many stakeholders in DoD want the problems fixed with clear and defined EA assignment and management processes.

Current EA assignments are outdated, unclear and inconsistent with mission assignments.  This causes confusion, redundancy, and waste of resources for peacetime and wartime functions. Additionally, the assignment authority has been misapplied, in some cases, because the authority was not delegated in accordance with DoD requirements.    

Realizing the significant need to improve current EA assignment and management processes, LTG John M. McDuffie, Joint Staff (J4), Mr. Louis A. Kratz, the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics, Plans and Policies) and MG Daniel G. Mongeon, the Focused Logistics Wargame (Flow) Agile Infrastructure (AI) Pillar Chair solicited assistance form Mary Margaret Evans, the Director, OSD Change Management Center.  Ms. Evans agreed to support the EA change effort and a charter was developed and signed by all the Executive Sponsors (Appendix A) and a three-day workshop was held at the Defense Systems Management College at Fort Belvoir, Virginia on May 8-10, 2000.  

The workshop, “Executive Agent” Rapid Improvement Team (RIT) was comprised of key stakeholders from the DoD Components, OSD, CINCs and Joint Staff (See Appendix B).  The RIT members were tasked to develop a plan to review the current Executive Agent assignment process, roles, and responsibilities and develop recommendations to significantly improve the reliability and consistency of executive agent performance, in order to:

· Increase end-user satisfaction

· Eliminate redundancy

· Reduce cost of commodities/services

· Increase cooperation and coordination across boundaries.
The group set out to accomplish all the requirements of the EA RIT Charter:

· Updated definition of the Executive Agent role, responsibilities and relationships.
· Criteria for designating new Executive Agents and validating existing ones.

· A roadmap for executing EA responsibilities and determining standards of performance for Executive Agents over their life-cycle.

· Recommendations for specific Executive Agent assignments to be tested in upcoming FLOW exercises.

The team developed the following products during this three day change management activity:

· Executive agent definition and mission statement

· An End-to-End Executive Agent Eight-Step Process

· The cross functional process major stakeholders

· Barriers to the EA process

· Type and composition of four action teams.

The RIT members spent considerable time developing two critical elements of the EA issue, Executive Agent definition and Mission Statement (draft).  

Executive Agent:

A DoD component assigned a function by the Secretary of defined levels of support for either operational or administrative missions that involve two or more organizations. This assignment is made with a DoD directive is non-transferable and remains in effect until revoked. The exact nature and scope of authority delegated must be stated in the document designating the EA. 
Executive Agent Mission Statement:

The mission of a DoD Executive Agency is to provide defined levels of support for both operational and administrative missions that involve two or more organizations where efficiency and or effectiveness gains are otherwise unattainable.

The last day of the RIT focused on the road-ahead and what actions needed to take place to maintain the momentum.  Four action teams were identified  to continue the necessary work accomplished by this 3 day Rapid Improvement Team activity .
Team 1 - Develop required policy documents.
Team 2 - Validate proposed EA process, roles and responsibilities in FLOW.  

Team 3 - Develop a communications plan to secure “buy in” from all key stakeholders.

Team 4 - Design supporting process tools (e.g. templates for business case analysis, etc.), and identify potential new EA assignments with a projection of expected benefits.

The executive sponsors were briefed on the outcomes of the RIT and agreed to implement the four action teams.  The important work accomplished by this Rapid Improvement Team made a significant contribution with the initial roadmap planning to begin the “reinvention” of the Executive Agent process.
I.  Executive Agency Reinvention 

Introduction

The first day session began promptly at 0800 in the Waechli Room, Defense Acquisition University, Ft. Belvoir , Virginia.  Mary Margaret Evans,  Director, Change Management Center, welcomed the group and highlighted the reason for the three-day workshop:  “We begin here to reinvent Executive Agency to adapt to today’s and tomorrow’s environment.”  She thanked everyone for taking up this important challenge and called upon MG Daniel G. Mungeon, Chair, Agile Infrastructure Pillar to provide his opening remarks.  He reiterated the EA issue challenge presented by Mary Margaret Evans and described the current state of the Executive Agency program:  

· Current Executive Agency program is a legacy from the Cold War and should be tailored to meet the needs of today and tomorrow’s challenges

· Executive Agents exist to serve the warfighter

· No one Service should go it alone (…to provide EA type services)

· Present team members represent a diverse cross-section of DoD and are very capable to tackle the EA problem 

He stated proper direction from the top down, so that all the players in the Executive Agency environment had a clear understanding about roles and responsibilities, was a critical element to reinventing the EA program.  He implored the group to take up the challenge and develop a roadmap to make change happen.

Define the Issues

The facilitator introduced himself and briefed the group on the CMC process and more specifically on the task before the group and his role as facilitator.  He told everyone that they were there to make change happen and the cross- section of attendees representing the CINCs, Components, Joint Staff, and OSD provided and excellent team to tackle this DoD wide reinvention issue.  He introduced the “game-plan” as shown below:
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Figure 1:  Reinvention RIT Game-Plan

The facilitator first asked the group what their expectations were and the group responded with the following list:

· Get agreement across the Services

· Effectively define EA and the EA process

· Get a good EA definition for all of DoD

· Fix the process

· Meet the warfighter needs

· Clarify roles and responsibilities

· Searching for a construct of what EA is

· Need an integrated system

During this introductory period there were some questions and clarifications:

· Will there be metrics?  Answer:  Yes

· We will not write policy here.  We are to direct the writing of policy, i.e.,

· Key principles

· Common vocabulary

· We are not here to make assignments

· We need criteria to make decisions for EA selection

Next, the group defined the boundaries of this RIT engagement:

In boundary:

· Entire EA process

· All supporting processes

· Plan for EA success

Out of boundary:

· Selection of an EA

· Performance evaluation of an existing EA

The facilitator described the process underway.  He stated that the group would be guided by the principles of the CMC using best practices to help transform the Executive Agency process into a world-class performer.  The group would use the methodology developed by Motorola University to guide their work.

The facilitator then asked the group to regroup into four smaller teams so that each team had a cross-section of all agencies, i.e., Army, Air Force, Navy, Marines, OSD, DLA, and CINCS to get a balanced view of acquisition policy and related information from each team.  The facilitator gave the teams a “warm-up “ exercise to focus their thinking and to begin the task of defining the issue.  They were asked: 

· What are the top three-five things that have changed in the Executive Agency process?

· What has changed in the DoD environment that calls for “reinvention” of the Executive Agency?

· What needs to change? What are the processes?

An inventory of change drivers and related information were brainstormed with the group.  The complete list from the group shows in Table 1:

Table 1:  Change Drivers Inventory

	Executive Agency Change Drivers

	· Change in doctrine

	· More requirements

	· Joint coalition warfare requirements 

	· Shift in operations and missions (more humanitarian efforts) 

	· Greater reliance on outside contractor and fewer contractors available 

	· Budget reductions 

	· Pressure to reduce non combat support in theatre 

	· Change in doctrine (increasing influence of CINCs) Goldwater Nichols act 

	· Increased mandate for cross service integration 

	· Reduce infrastructure puts more demand on the remaining support structure and a greater reliance on Executive Agency 

	· Increasing role of Defense Agency as potential Executive Agency

	· New technologies available for logistic / all warfare support 

	· New administration

	· CINC and service awareness of this issue (EA) 

	· Greater differences of CINC needs

	· Parochialism reduced across services 

	· Decreasing inventories and adopting new supply chain technologies 


Problems exercise:  What are the major problems with the Executive Agency program? 

In the previous warm-up exercise, the group was asked to look at the factors that were driving change.  Now the group was asked to identify the EA problems, the teams then grouped similar issues and statements, and finally asked why the problems exist so that the root causes of the problems could be isolated.

A “Top Five” Executive Agency Problem Inventory was decided upon and is shown in Table 2 below.  A complete list of the problems identified in the group are listed in Appendix C.  

Table 2:  Executive Agency Problem Inventory (Top Five)

	RIT Idea Board

	1) Lack of comprehensive list of EAs
· Nobody in DoD tracks executive agents across DoD

· No easily accessible updated list of executive agent responsibilities

· Responsibility not easily identified

· Duplication of responsibilities

· Need to better assign responsibility

· Assignment of EA responsibility unclear 

	2) Lack of analysis prior to EA assignment 

· Analysis of need/requirements before assigning executive agent

	3) Lack of definitive requirements (LBS CL IX)
· Possible lack of support to warfighter 

· Inflated requirements 

	4) Lack of coordination among services

· Inadequate coordination 

	5) Lack of funding authority and responsibility for EA

· The term executive agent has no consistently understood meaning, authority, responsibility and funding.

· Conflictive definition in EA Lead Agent 

· Unclear definitions 

· Need standard terms 

· Unclear roles 

· Too many organizations assign an executive agent, i.e., Secretary Defense, CINC, other agencies.


A complete list of the Executive Agency Problem Inventory is in Appendix C. The group reviewed the top five list of problems and then refined the list as set forth in Table 3 below.

Table 3:  Final Executive Agency Problem Inventory from the Top Five

	· Lack of a central EA organization and authority

	· Lack of DoD policy, responsibilities, and guidance

	· Lack of authority to assign and measure EA effectiveness

	· Lack of a clear operational definition of EA (duties and responsibilities)

	· Lack of EA requirements analysis process

	· Lack of effective periodic review process

	· Lack of linkage between Defense planning process and EA process

	· Lack of accessible, comprehensive list of EA assignments in a central location

	· EA assignments made without adequate funding and resources

	· CINCs have authority, services have responsibility and funding for resources

	· Lack of integrated joint budgeting process

	· Lack of roadmap to create clear EA assignments

	· Lack of process for educating all relevant stakeholders of EA process


Now that the group had an understanding of the top problems affecting the EA process, the group proceeded to create a baseline from which to construct a solution.  That solution demanded a mission and associated metrics.  However, before that (mission and metrics) could be accomplished, the group needed to define the top stakeholders and their major EA-related responsibilities.  

Expectations of the Stakeholders

The RIT members identified four primary stakeholders and in the tables below are the four primary stakeholders: suppliers, end-users, policymakers, and provider managers (EA owners) and the expectations of each stakeholder.  Tables were identified as: 

1. Suppliers

2. End user war fighter 

3. Policy

4. Provider managers (EA owner )

The group then performed an Executive Agency Stakeholder analysis placing expectations belonging to each of the four groups with results shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4:  Executive Agency Stakeholder Analysis

	RIT Stakeholders

	End users Warfighter 

· Soldiers

· CINCs

· Other Government agencies 

· Coalition partners 


	Provider managers Process/ owner 

· Designated EA

· Services 

· Lead nation 

· Combat support agencies 

· DoD agencies 

	Policy makers 

· Services 

· Congress

· OSD

· Taxpayers

· Joint staff

· National Command Authority (NCA)
	Suppliers (Industry) 

· Host nations 

· Services 

· Commercial Firms

· Coalition / partners 

· Defense Agencies 

· Log Cap 


Once the groups determined the four groups and the stakeholders for each functional group, the facilitator asked them to answer this question:

“For an EA program to meet my needs and work for me, it must…….”

Once the participants completed their lists, the group then decided which of the “answers” from the four categories should make the lists.  Then each participant was asked to vote using the criteria “first among equals” on the four major categories defined in the previous exercise. 

Table 5:  Expectations Inventory Table

	Stakeholder
	Rank
	Expectation
	Score

	C
	A
	Provide world-class support (we don’t need to baby-sit!)
	9

	P
	B
	Effective process for assigning EAs
	14

	EA
	C
	Be fully resourced 
	14

	S
	D
	State clear set of requirements 
	11

	C
	E
	Be flexible to respond to changing conditions 
	5

	P
	F
	Have a mechanism for coordinating and assessing requirements 
	8

	EA
	G
	Fully define EA responsibilities 
	17

	S
	H
	Ensure that suppliers are included in operations plans (and planning process)
	4

	C
	I
	Reduce logistics footprint in theatre 
	7

	P
	J
	Use meaningful EA performance measures 
	7

	C
	P
	EA must understand my needs (CINC)
	1

	P
	Q
	Must have process for evaluating EA resource requirements 
	7

	C
	R
	Must have OSD executive champion (“buck stops here”)
	14


II.  Craft a New Vision, Mission and Scorecard

From this understanding of the major responses, the groups were asked to develop a mission statement incorporating the essence of these “answers”, particularly, the top five responses from the stakeholder expectations voting exercise above.  Toward this end, the facilitator tasked the groups to answer the question: 

Why should EAs exist?

The four groups were then asked to define their “mission statement.“  Once completed the groups then reported out their mission statements.

Defining the mission:

To act as the single, integrated source to provide commodities in an efficient and timely manner to the warfighter worldwide.

The second day began with a discussion of highlights and insights from the prior day.  The group offered the following comments and concerns:

Comments:

· There is a high degree of agreement on “principles”.

· EA is complex

· Secretary Rumsfeld gave a briefing on May 8, 2000 underscoring the need for EA is a mechanism to accomplish joint missions.

Concerns:

· Must deal with funding issue

· Must get the CINCs on board 

· Must have a problem that is perceived as fair /doable 

· Reeducating the military on the new EA will be critical

Next the groups reviewed the mission statement and definition and criteria work developed from the first day’s meeting.

Mission Statement Draft 

	· Mission Statement 

The mission of a DoD Executive Agency is to provide defined levels of support for both operational and administrative missions that involve two or more organizations where efficiency and or effectiveness gains are otherwise unattainable.
· Efficiency Defined 

Under the EA program efficiency is defined as common tasks where economies of scale in providing goods/services can only be accomplished through assignment of single point responsibility and authority. 

“Everyone can do it, but only one can coordinate and deliver more efficiently than everyone doing it alone”. 

· Effectiveness Defined 

Under the EA program, effectiveness is defined as: common tasks where capability to perform mission critical requirements, can not be duplicated without great expense and or risk. 

“Everyone needs it but only one can do it at the level of performance required”.
· EA Criteria 
Executive agents are identified and proposed through rigorous business case assessment and must demonstrate the ability to deliver levels of value to all stakeholders above. Current baseline are chartered only by the signature of the Secretary of Defense and are provided with “first among equals” status, authority funding within their assigned support mission. 




Executive Agent Balance Scorecard

The facilitator then led the group through an exercise to develop Breakthrough Goals and Metrics exercise.

Table 6:  EA Goals and Metrics

	Goal
	As measured by

	All executive agents are accountable for achieving the following goals for their assigned missions 
	

	1. End user satisfaction
	· Top box scoring against agreed upon standards 

· Performance against plan

Performance against target mission capability rates

	2. Optimize resources instead of save money. Realization of dollar savings through economies of scales.
	· Performance against baseline 

· Unit cost 

	3. Responsiveness to end user mission requirements changes 
	· Performance on exercises 

	4. Minimize versus reduce. Reduction in (logistics) support footprint in end user theatre/organization. 
	· Performance against baseline 

· Reduction in log support? What about administrative EAs?

· Meeting 

	5. Single point of contact for communication of needs and problems by end user 
	· First call response 



	6. Provision of continuous, sustainable and global support as required by end user.
	· Y/N

	7. Development of plans for anticipating end user needs and matching resources to them.
	· % of requirement planned for


Breakthrough End-to-End EA Process 

Next, the groups began the breakthrough process.  They were asked to begin the process of describing the “life of an EA” from start to finish.  In essence, this exercise would also answer the question, “how do we get there?”

Each team was asked to individually describe the sunrise-to-sunset process succinctly in seven steps.  Then, each team was asked to come up with one sunrise-to-sunset roadmap (see Table 7). 

After much group discussion, the group agreed on a tentative roadmap:

Table 7:  Sunrise to Sunset EA Process

	Breakthrough Process Map

	

	SUNRISE

	

	1. Identify and validate need 

	2. Create the business case

	3. Decision to assign go/no go

	4. Communicate decision and evaluate 

	5. Resource and prepare to execute

	6. Execute mission

	7. Formal performance evaluations 

	8. Decision to divest and continue sunset

	SUNSET 


Then, the group was given a seven-minute task to determine what processes (to-be) should be employed to make the roadmap effective. 

Vision For Change

In the next step, each table and each participant was asked to share amongst themselves, their ideas for process improvement.  The facilitator then led a group session to elicit their vision for change:  From what-to-what.  Table 8 represents the results of that exercise:

Table 8:  Vision for Change

	From What?
	To What?

	· No champion
	· Policy and EA process champion (under Secretary of Defense for policy) program manager level status 

	· No EA review process 
	· EA review process tied to Defense planning guidance process (DPGP) as directed by charter 

	· No central data base or EA information source of EA information 
	· Establish web site that is knowledge based

	· EA budget disbursed 
	· Centralized EA budget oversight 

	· Non- disciplined program that provides opportunity to “opt out”
	· Disciplined process where EA is first source

	· EA terms and definitions not clearly defined
	· Clearly defined EA duties, responsibilities, terms in the DoD directive (5000 series) and DoD dictionary

	· Lack of education process
	· Add to JPME education, service schools, JFCOM joint trainer role

	· Conflicts over bill payer’s funding resources 
	· EA has a budget management execution process and must have clear cost/price information

	· No transition plan from peace – time to war
	· All EAs will have a transition plan 

	· EA roles and responsibilities not tied to DPG
	· Business case is required to be tied to DPG and all stakeholders and understand implications 

	· No or multiple guidance 
	· Consolidated guidance including DoD, DODR, DODH, JP

	· No measurement of EA performance 
	· Performance scorecard for every EA

	· Temporary assignment 
	· Long term assignment 

	Today
	Tomorrow


From this exercise, the facilitator then identified with the group, eight steps needed to create a “To-Be” EA program to function.  The eight steps were:

1. Identify and validate need.

2. Create the business case.

3. Decide to assign i.e. go or no go.

4. Communicate decision and educate.

5. Resource and prepare to execute.

6. Execute mission.

7. Perform formal performance evaluations.

8. Decide to divest or continue. 

The group formed into four teams to determine the actions (X1) necessary to complete their steps for four of the eight steps.  They were asked to brainstorm the “sub” steps to complete and then as a group determine a critical path for the sub-steps (actions).  The Facilitator suggested 5-10+ sub-steps were needed to complete their individual step process. 

Once the team finished their first cut at the “critical path”, the group then put action verbs at the beginning of each of the sub-steps.  For example: step one:  identify and validate the need.
· State problem

· Compare problem to DoDD definition

· Execute process to review problem statement decide

· Make decision to proceed with business assessment (BCA)

In the next phase, the groups “filled in” (criteria decisions) detail for each of the steps:

Step one

· Does EA proposal meet policy criteria?

· Decision to proceed to business case.

Step two

· Do we clearly understand the request and should we push it back or go forward?

· Do we have access to needed data?

· Does business case justify EA?

· Who decides on the recommendation?

Step three

· Is business case sufficient?

· Will we approve the recommendation?

· Go/no go. 

Step four

· Who needs to be told?

· How will we do the training?

· Division of responsibilities.

Then, EA roles derived from a discussion of who performed or were involved in the criteria decisions.

9. EA program office

10. Subject matter expert

11. End user

12. EA candidate 

13. Funding 

14. Legal

15. Approval 

The group was then tasked to go back and place these role players 1-7 on the left column of their Roles and Decision Clarification chart and place the sub-steps of their individual steps and determine how the role players (on left) fulfill their role.  The completed steps 1-8 can be found in Appendix D.

Revisit of EA Definition 

The facilitator started the morning session by reviewing the effort to “nail down” the key definition of Executive Agent and Lead Agent.

One key issue discussed is that boundaries that delineate role and responsibility ties must be clear.  In steps 1-3 for instance, the “debate” relating to who gets assigned as EA as a progressive step, a series of steps culminating in steps 3, where the recommendation for EA is received and a reject or an accept decision is made.

Another issue related to Executive Agency definition is related to use of the terms efficiencies or effectiveness.  The issue is that there may be an occasion where an EA is designated, where effectiveness or efficiency may not be the dominant deciding factor.

Two definitions were before the group for discussion and a vote.  

Proposed Definition (A)

Executive Agent 

	A DoD component or agency designated by the Secretary of Defense (or deputy Secretary of Defense) who has been granted the authority to provide defined levels of support for specified operational or administrative missions that involves two or more organizations where efficiencies or effectiveness gains must be achieved.


Proposed Definition (B)

	A DoD component assigned a function by the Secretary of Defense to provide defined levels of support for either operational or administrative missions that involve two or more organizations. This assignment is made with a DoD directive is non- transferable and remains in effect until revoked. The exact nature and scope of authority delegated must be stated in the document designating the EA.


The group voted and decided overwhelmingly on the EA definition (B) above. 

With regard to Lead Agent definition, the group decided that a common Lead Agent definition could not be achieved. However, the following definition was entered into the proceedings.  

Lead Agent 

	A DoD component (or a subordinate organization of a DoD component) which has been assigned lead responsibility for coordinating and /or providing specified support A lead Agent may be designated by a CINC to provide specified common user support in his area of responsibility.


There was additional discussion on the relationship between the Lead Agent and the EA.  The following scenario relative to this issue was presented

Definitional scenario was presented to the group:

Scenario

	In any situation where a Lead Agent assignment and an Executive Agent assignment overlap, the Executive Agent is the dominant authority. The Lead Agent will make all necessary effort to work with the EA to avoid any conflicts or redundancies in execution of the mission. 


After some additional discussion, the group decided it was not necessary to define Lead Agent for the purposes of our charter.  The group believe that once the new EA definition was published, any ambiguity relative to Lead Agency would be clarified.
III.  Analysis of Proposed EA Candidates

During this phase of the RIT, the group was asked to identify the proposed EAs to be used in FLOW.  Col Klass offered six EAs that he understood to be good candidates and the group agreed that the six: Barrier/Construction Material (water, rations, bulk fuel, medical supplies and ground transportation) in-theatre were good candidates.  The group then went through an exercise to select the EA for these six proposed EAs (see Tables 9-14).

Table 9:  Barrier/Construction Material - Navy

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	Navy
	· We do it now, forward deployed expertise, capacity
	· Coastal only

	Army
	· Dominant user
	· No lift AAVE to go to DLA

	DLA
	· Dominant supplier. Contracts in place for lift
	· Limited contractors more expensive 


Table 10:  Bulk Water - Army

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	Army
	· Ability to provide water ashore has organic force structure expertise
	· Difference to get to the fight  

	Navy
	· Expertise, organization capability, already forward deployed
	· SEABEE’S don’t go inland. Less production capacity than Army.


Table 11:  Ground Transportation in Theatre - Army

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	Army
	· Expertise, infrastructure 
	· Question RE: infrastructure not appropriate for “trigger pullers”

	TRAMSCOM
	· End to end responsibility close relationship with trans. industry
	· No infrastructure put civilians in harm’s way

	DLA
	· Contracting expertise leverage lower costs more flexible, no handoffs
	· Overseas contractors not abundant adds expense no organic capability no battle ready force structure


Table 12:  Medical Supplies- DLA

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	Air Force 
	· Lift available
	· Over-tasked not Core competency 

	DLA
	· Core competency contracts in place do it now same lift as Air Force
	· Contractors in theatre need supplies in fox hole

	Army
	· Dominant user SIMLM infrastructure 
	· No lift not Core competency have to go to DLA

	Navy
	· Capacity, lift infrastructure issues
	· Have to go to DLA no infrastructure


Table 13:  Bulk Fuel-DLA

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	DLA 
	· They do it now Core competency
	

	Air Force
	· Dominant user, expertise, understand DLA
	· Limited infrastructure, need to go to DLA anyway

	Army
	· Infrastructure in place. Have the pipelines 
	· Not a Core competency have to go to DLA

	Navy
	· Assets in place globally
	· DLA still source costal only not Core competency


Table 14:  Rations Bottle Water -DLA

	Candidates
	Case for
	Case against

	DLA
	
	


IV.
Identify and Prioritize Barriers to EA redesign Execution

The group conducted a brain-storming exercise to identify the potential barriers/obstacles that should be considered as the process of change goes forward after the RIT.

Executive Agency Barriers 

· Changes in Leadership

· Population involved is large and complex

· Extensive policy implementation process

· Getting data for business case analysis

· Lack of marketing plan poor promulgation

· Process as designed will dilute 

· Other DoD processes will dilute this

· GOBI (General Officer Bright Idea)

· Political/cultural resistance to change (CINCs do what they want to do)

· What is in it for me?

· Public law and congressional oversight that becomes our proposed solution

· Lack of resources for staffing an EA office

· No enforcement mechanism

· Lack of momentum/loss of it

· Is the case for change strong enough? 

· Difficulties in getting cross service funding and people and equipment 

· No well defined EA champion 

V.  Executive Agency Action Strategies

The team members identified the key actions necessary to implement the new EA process in DoD.  From this list, they developed four action teams to accomplish the action items.  

Table 15:  Action Strategies

	· Bring the comptroller into the process at the front end

	· Identify likely EA candidates and show business case-high success targets (tie to redness)

	· Develop a handbook and Executive summary to guide new EA program

	· Hold support realignment and closure commission 

	· Use Defense appropriation to establish authorization and EA program office in OSD

	· Establish marketing plan to establish buy-in to new EA definition / process (what’s in it for me.)

	· Integrate EA with the planning process

	· Secure an Executive champion to sell the new EA program

	· Mandate from Secretary of Defense to publish the directive


Table 16:  Marketing of EA Program

	Breakthrough Strategy (Action Plan)

	Key Actions

(What must be done)
	Innovative Ideas

(How to do it fast)

	· Develop marketing plan
	Secretary of Defense in the media
	E-mails. Involved new key political opportunities

	
	Hire a company to develop and implement a marketing plan
	Immediate attention in certain DoD training 

	· Secretary of Defense continues to tout benefits and support

· Plug EA champion 
	Articles in professional publications 
	Professional marketers 

	
	Strategy. EA champion road show (ESP CINC)
	

	· Communicate to enabling agencies such as DLA

· CINC and service chiefs and secretaries

· Throughout relevant OSD particularly comptroller 
	Talk in the tank
	VTC’s

	
	Targets and opportunity 
	FLOW cold

	Get high level (4 step) buy in to appoint team member 
	Secretary of Defense make it happen
	

	
	
	


Table 17:  Action Team Assignment: Marketing of EA program

	Action Team Assignment

	WHAT?
	Action Target

	State what this team needs to accelerate into action and results
	How can we accelerate?

· Positive visibility of EA program

	WHY?
	Scorecard Impact

	List the scorecard metrics that this team’s action will improve
	In order to…

· Gain and maintain interest and momentum



	WHERE?
	Scope

	Identify the areas the team should:

a)  focus on

b)  avoid
	· Benefits

· Personnel saving $ infrastructure

· Increase warfighting efficiency and effectiveness 

	WHO?
	Participation

	List key people who have the know-how, motivation, authority, influence needed for team success.
	Team Members:

· CINC representative 

· OSD representative

· Service representative (comptroller)

· Agency representatives

· LAPA
	Team Leader:

· OSD

· EA

· Champion 

· OSD

	
	
	Team Sponsor:



	WHEN?
	Start Date:


	Completion Target Date:




Table 18:  Action Strategy Policy Backbone

	Breakthrough Strategy (Action Plan)

	Key Actions

(What must be done)
	Innovative Ideas

(How to do it fast)

	· Draft definitions
	Hold off site (completed)

	· Establish roles/ responsibilities 
	Fast track team develop

	· Build templates : proposals, EA charters, BCAs
	

	· Define program office organization 
	

	· Flesh out process map
	

	· Create transition plan
	


Table 19:  Action Team Assignment Policy Backbone

	Action Team Assignment

	WHAT?
	Action Target

	State what this team needs to accelerate into action and results
	How can we accelerate?

· Draft directive

· Coordinate directive

· Obtain Secretary of Defense signature

	WHY?
	Scorecard Impact

	List the scorecard metrics that this team’s action will improve
	In order to…

· Establish EA assignment process

· Clarify EA assignment process 

	WHERE?
	Scope

	Identify the areas the team should:

a)  focus on

b)  avoid
	· Roles/responsibilities

· Definitions

· Templates

· Resource identification

· Establish program office

· Establish end-to-end process

· Avoid focus on specific tasks/functions 

· Direct integration of EA assignments to complement current planning process 

	WHO?
	Participation

	List key people who have the know-how, motivation, authority, influence needed for team success.
	Team Members:

· 10/12 member team

· SVCs agencies

· JCS, CINCs, OSD
	Team Leader:

· OSD USD(P)



	
	
	Team Sponsor:

Secretary of Defense 

	WHEN?
	Start Date:

Now
	Completion Target Date:

1 October 2001


Table 20:  Action Strategy:  Pro Forma Benefits Strategy

	Breakthrough Strategy (Action Plan)

	Key Actions

(What must be done)
	Innovative Ideas

(How to do it fast)

	· Assemble a team
	Quickly get a sponsor

	· Identify and consolidate existing EAs 
	Use current data 

	· Conduct an economic analysis on candidate (high dollar)
	Limit the scope of the analysis and use common $ data 

	
	Out source economic analysis 

	· Take this information and develop a go forth strategy

· Create a report 
	Conduct a RIT

	
	Develop a knowledge management site


Table 21:  Action Team Assignment: Pro Forma Benefits Strategy

	Action Team Assignment

	WHAT?
	Action Target

	State what this team needs to accelerate into action and results
	How can we accelerate?

· Review of EA assignment

· Identification of new EAs and economic analysis 

	WHY?
	Scorecard Impact

	List the scorecard metrics that this team’s action will improve
	In order to…

· validate those that meet our definition of EA

· enhance utilization of resources

	WHERE?
	Scope

	Identify the areas the team should:

a)  focus on

b)  avoid
	· Focus on:  Pre-existing lists of EA and run through validation process 

· Avoid:  Reinventing the wheel

· Focus on:  Those with the highest resources and readiness implication 

· Avoid:  Expenditure of assets on low return investments      

	WHO?
	Participation

	List key people who have the know-how, motivation, authority, influence needed for team success.
	Team Members:

· JCS

· SVC

· CINC 

· Defense agencies 
	Team Leader:

· OSD 



	
	
	Team Sponsor:

Secretary of Defense 

	WHEN?
	Start Date:


	Completion Target Date:




Table 22:  Action Strategy:  Process Validation

	Breakthrough Strategy (Action Plan)

	Key Actions

(What must be done)
	Innovative Ideas

(How to do it fast)

	· Simulate the process 
	Flow

	
	Other exercises stochastic simulation

	· Examine existing EA for lessons learned  
	Obtain outside help 

	· Conduct IPT
	Conduct off-sites  

Knowledge management 

	
	Virtual meetings

	· Document findings  
	Obtain outside help


Table 23:  Action Team Assignment:  Process Validation

	Action Team Assignment

	WHAT?
	Action Target

	State what this team needs to accelerate into action and results
	How can we accelerate?

· Test, validate, refine EA process 

	WHY?
	Scorecard Impact

	List the scorecard metrics that this team’s action will improve
	In order to…

· Gain acceptance of stakeholders

· Warm   

	WHERE?
	Scope

	Identify the areas the team should:

a)  focus on

b)  avoid
	· Exercises 

· Time delay

· “Low hanging fruit” for initial success 

· Existing EAs

· Lost in details 

	WHO?
	Participation

	List key people who have the know-how, motivation, authority, influence needed for team success.
	Team Members:

· OSD

· JCS services

· CINC

· Defense agencies 

· End users

· Contractors

· SMES 
	Team Leader:

· OSD 



	
	
	Team Sponsor:

USD(P) 

	WHEN?
	Start Date:


	Completion Target Date:




Table 24:  Approval

	EA Program office

· Coordinator 

· Administrative 
	SMEs

· PSA

· Service EA representative 

· Outside 

· Data exp. Input

	End user

· CINC

· Joint staff

· Service representative

· Agencies 

· Others
	Funding

· PAE

· Comptroller 

	EA candidates 

· Capabilities
	Legal


Summary

The Executive Sponsors were thoroughly impressed with the level of effort and dedication of the RIT participants and how much was accomplished in three days, however, much hard work is still yet to be done.  The establishment of four action teams to accomplish the various action items will take about 30-60 days. That time will allow the team time to bring together all the products needed to go forward and begin the staffing process enabling them to receive the Secretary of Defense’s signature on the EA DoDD and EA DoDI documents.  Many of the RIT participants will be participating on these action teams; and, at necessary intervals, they will brief the Executive Sponsors on the progress of the four action teams.  The new DoDD and DoDI will define the roles and responsibilities of the EAs and create a standard process for assigning and managing EA’s throughout DoD.

Appendix A:  Charter Executive Agency Change Management Center Activity
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Director

Defense Reform
	OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000


	


CHARTER

Executive Agency Change Management Center Activity

    The Joint Staff (J4), the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics Plans and Policies), and the Focused Logistics Wargame (FLOW) Agile Infrastructure (AI) Pillar Chair, will sponsor an initiative to clarify Executive Agency (EA) assignments. The initiative will conclude with a "to be" concept of the process of assigning Executive Agency, a draft framework for a DoD Executive Agency Directive, and common vocabulary/definitions for the terms used or associated with "Executive Agent" responsibilities. This initiative will be conducted in collaboration with OSD, the CINCs, the Services and other affected parties.

    The EA issues arise because policies are outdated, unclear and inconsistent with mission assignments. This causes confusion, redundancy, and waste of resources for peacetime and wartime functions. Additionally, the assignment authority has been misapplied, in some cases, because the authority was not delegated in accordance with DoD requirements. Lastly, without clear definition of relevant terms, the potential exists to permit a larger "logistical footprint" than is practicable (examples: "executive agent", "executive agency", "Lead agent", Army's Logistics Support to Other Services "ALSOS" and Wartime Executive Agent Responsibilities "WEAR").

     This change management activity will bring together the primary joint and Service EA stakeholders to revise and develop a common set of' EA related terms and a process of assigning EA with a framework for a draft DOD EA Directive. Included in the effort will b the preliminary identification of logistics "to be" assignments for Executive Agency for key supply classes. These "to be" EA assignments will function across the full spectrum of operations. 

Outcomes of this Change Management Center (CMC) activity:

· Define a new EA process that wilt include: how EA assignments are made, common EA vocabulary/definitions, designation/application of these terms at the various Department levels, roles and responsibilities of "to be" Executive Agent and other parties, and an action plan to develop a draft DOD Executive Agency Directive.

· Preliminary list of "to be" Executive Agents for key logistics supply/services classes to be tested in FLOW 01. Validate the process and prototype DOD Executive Agency Directive utilizing a logistics EA as identified for testing in FLOW 01.

At a minimum, the Executive Agency Directive will consider scope, nature (administrative or operational), definitions, legal/regulatory implications and roles and responsibilities. Roles and responsibilities will encompass a wide range of stakeholders and include matters related to resourcing, schedules for review, transition process from peace to wartime, and specific information on the task(s) to be performed.

It is recognized this draft directive will require validation, testing and review. The FLOW game, in the AI pillar, is expected to include the EA issue in their scenarios by using "to be" EA assignments for key logistics supply classes and EA assignment directives or instructions. The CMC will be available to assist in developing or selecting these scenarios, as needed.

The Change Management Center will conduct periodic meetings until the Charter terms are satisfied.
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Appendix B:  Participants List

This list of participants is reserved for government use.

If you have any questions about this report or this RIT, please contact us at CMCinfo@TASC.com.

Appendix C:  Executive Agency Problem Inventory (all)

	Executive Agency Problem Inventory

	Force structure is not able to be adjusted to better execute EA assignments 

· Bad language in Joint Pub 02.  Force structure not authorized for Executive Agent

· Reserve component, responsibility PRC disconnect 

	No process to match resources with responsibilities 

· OSD sourcing of requirements vice handing bills to the services 

· EA should be tied to resources. Designating an EA w/o providing resources is a waste of time

· Apply correct funding and structure to support final EA RS

· Not funded

· Lack of resourcing mechanism.

· Title IQ authority inhibits cross service logistics. 

	Lack of trust 

· Other services / allies don’t trust one service to do the job.

	Lack of clear and widely accepted definition

· Lack of comprehensive definition of EA

· Terminology ambiguous 

· Multiple terms/ definitions for log support confuse log providers 

· Stop using EA to describe everything at all levels. Use precise terms 

· Need a single definition agreed to by all services, OSD, Defense Agencies 

· Clearly define actual support vs. coordination, directive authority or not. 

	Lack of EA requirements process

· There is often no planning on how an EA will perform within different regions where there are requirements

· Need process to validate assess EA requirements 

· Requirements are not provided to the service or agency with an EA assignment  

· Establish method for CINCs to bring requirements to table for review (not service by service)

· Services unwilling to give requirements to EAs

· Requirements not clearly identified. 

	Lack of clear definition of roles and responsibilities 

· Clear definition of roles and responsibilities. 

	No centralized process for assigning EAs

· EA are now self assigned need to get oversight

· Assignments not clear 

· Who designates EA? OSD, CINC, service? Need a single point that has a final official designation authority

· Eliminate duplicity of EA responsibility 

· Duplicate EA assignments 

· Currently EA appears to be decided by history, legend or default. EA should be decided by a logical process that best supports the warfighter 

· Assignment authorities misused.

· No centralized process for assigning EAs

· Evenly assigned across the services 

· No control of assignments 

· The CINC can’t clearly use the EA so he make more assignments. 

	Lack of adequate DoD policy/ guidance 

	Lack of end-to-end process 

· Gaps in support must be closed

· Lack of simple hand off of requirement from Service(s) to CINC(s) once balloon goes up

· End-to-end process 

· Executive agency needs to be responsive to users/recipients. 

	Poor or imbalance of resources 

· No one wants to be “stock” as $ provider resource provider 

· Army has resource requirements (11,000 man years ) for class I and III DLA has responsibility

· Colors of DoD money

· Resources. 

	Lack of documentation of assignments 

· No library/database of EA assignments 

· No one place to get to “who” has an EA assignment (directives are not titled EA)

· Need easily accessible list of EA responsibilities once they are determined.  

	Lack of educational process 

· Misunderstanding by services of what EA responsibility entails 

· Educational process across DoD to build understanding of executive agency response. 

	Outdated and incomplete policy

· No clearly defined policy. 

	Lack of way to make CINC conformable with EA

· Particularly sustainment. 

	Lack of roadmap for putting EA together 

· No common operation picture across services

· Rice bowls

· No definitive list of core logistics capabilities that need to be retained in service 

· Lack of C2 (command control) for EA.

	Lack of CINC participation in EA decision

· Directives have not been vetted

· Lack of understanding as to how EA are establish

· EA designations made years ago no longer make sense 

· EA not assigned to correct entity

· No systems/procedures for requirements determination 

· EA designation are not reviewed for application on a periodic basis

· Mission creep

· Some EA designations are assumed not in fact documented. 

	Lack of central EA organization

	Lack of review mechanism

· No review mechanism

· Periodic reviews of responsibilities.

	Lack of necessity to improve EA process

	EA assignments accepted by CINCs

· Conflict between OSD and CINC definitions and assignments 

· CINC assignments vs. EA assignments 

· Requirements differ from CINC to CINC

· EA not defined varied by theater 

· The services aren’t aware of existing EAs.

	Requirements not deconflicted

· OSD assign EAs no OSD organization tracks EAs

· When conditions change, no clear guidance on how to review the process to change

· No definitive list of common items to be provided through an EA assignment 

· Directives are vague.

	Lack of clear EA definition 

· Lack of clear operational EA definition vs. academy.

	Confusion between EA assignments and title 10 responsibilities

· US Code. 

	EA language not used consistently

· Need one good definition of EA

· Definition of EA is unclear as appeased to lead agent, integrated material manager etc.

· OSD needs to define EA

· Different doctrine across services

· EA term misused

· EA not defined regulations/legislation not clear.

	Legal aspects

· Legal obstacles.

	Tracking process

	Conflicting prospective (CINC, SUC, agency)

· Service perspective vs. agency/joint command perspective vs. warfighting CINC perspective

· Doctrine (how we support change)

· Rice bowls (change might be bad)

· Need for consensus 

· Service resistance. 

	Lack of clear definition of terms

· Definition

· Definitions clearly written 

· Agreement on what an executive agent does (top level)

· Need clear dissemination of rules/responsibilities (at operating levels).

	Lack of support for warfighter (CINC service comp)

· EA under/over resourced 

· Inadequate resourcing.

· Service components compete for resources

	EA has not been operationalized 

	Designation w/o funding resources 

· Fear of giving up funding w/o support

· Don’t know requirements 

	Unclear authority to assign and measure

· Assignment authority

· Need to require more or less mandatory sources?

· Assignments process

· Business process requirements 

· Doctrine (how we fight) changes

· Assignment of metrics 

· Believe that DoD directive will solve the problem

· Top level support for EA agency

	Lack of official designation

· Unofficial designation 

	Lack of adequate performance measures

· No performance measurement 

	Process of EA assignments ineffective

· No consistent way to collect resource information

· Not funded

· Lack of resource reallocation to support EA assignment 

· Funds do not follow EA designation

· Resources difficult to track

· EA responsibilities not funded

· Funding and budget process of EA is dysfunctional (who and how much)

· Resource implications ignored by OSD


Appendix D:  Breakthrough Process (Roles / Decision Clarification Map)

The following Roles/Decision Clarification Guidelines should be used to “decode” the roles and decisions identified in the Executive Agency Process Decision maps following the Roles/Clarification Matrices for Steps 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8:

Process/system Responsibility
O = Process Owner (Responsible for performance of entire process/system for process step/system component)


Δ = Value-Adding Resource (Contributes positively to the performance of the process)

Process/ System Decision Authority
F = Final Authority (Has the right to make the decision that moves the process forward/stops the process)


R = Review Authority (Has the right to give input before a final decision is made)


V = Veto Authority (Has the right to overturn the decision after it has been made)

Decision Method
C1   = Controlled Decision Process (No input required)


C2  = Consulted Decision Process (Input required before the decision is made)


C3  = Consensus Decision Process (N0 decision until everyone involved agrees)

Step One: Identify and validate the need

Target cycle time: 45 days

Input: Receive the request 

	“Can Be” Roles/Decisión Clarification
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Step/

Component

Role
	State problem
	Compare problem to DoDD definition 
	Execute process to review problem statement
	Make decision to proceed with BCA 
	Y/N 
	Y1

Need identify. Identified boundaries 

	EA program office
	
	Perform comparison 
	Execute review 
	Facilitate decision. Direct BCA to include assessment, recommendations on EA roles/ responsibilities 
	
	EA program manager says proceed 

	SMEs
	Apply experience 
	Perform 1st level review
	Provide data and input 
	Coordinate DoD/service positions 
	
	Decision to fund business analysis 

	End users
	Identify: shortfalls, efficiencies, integration
	Use process to build proposal
	Provide data and input 
	
	
	Don’t pursue unqualified EA OPPS

	EA providers
	Identify surplus capacity, Core competency
	Match capabilities to shortfall
	Provide data and input 
	Determine support capabilities 
	
	Support activities 

	Funding
	Recommend economies of scale
	
	Conduct level resource assessment 
	Provide resources for BCA (if yes)
	
	EA program office 

	Legal
	
	
	Conduct high level legal review
	
	
	

	Approval authority
	
	
	Conduct high level political assessment 
	Execute process for review/ validation of EA need
	Direct source BCA or don’t 
	Decision: recommend BCA Y/N

	EA program office is in place and is funded
	State problem
	Define, execute, agent. Validate proposal against DoD EA criteria (definitions). Terms compare problems
	Request comments from stakeholders on problem statement and review
	
	
	

	Infrastructure 
	Establish policy directives and templates are in place 
	
	
	
	
	


Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step One 

Decision: Proceed to business Case  

	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA program office USP (P)
	F
	· Meets policy criteria

	SME
	R
	· Meet agency/SVC position

· Meets operational requirement.

· Makes functional sense 

	EA provider  
	R
	· Capability available  

	Funding  
	
	· Resources identified for BCA  

	Decision Method 
	C2
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step two: Create the Business Case 

Target cycle time: 90 days. Input: Receive the request 

	Step/

Component

Role


	Review proposal
	Define the Statement of work to include scope of service/ service needed 
	Express the required capability in measurable terms 
	Identify potential candidates and customers 
	Assess baseline performance metrics and cost to execute 
	Project or forecast future performance and cost 
	Perform final date analysis and decide whether an EA assignment is appropriate
	Select EA candidate and recommend based on PCA

	Program office 
	Review the input and determine whether to translate into a BC plan
	Receive input, consolidated review start working draft 
	Reviews data and determines if sufficient 
	Consolidate 
	Establish baseline
	Assessment 
	Comparison and final analysis and decide go/no go
	Prepares final document and recommendation and forwards on 

	SMEs Data input PSA’s, service EA reps.,outside 
	Not involved 
	Provide data, under-standing of the process, current operational goals and reports, 
	Estimate cost of performance. Provide Data 
	Input 
	Input
	Assessment 
	Assist/input on go/no go 
	Assist/input on final recommenda-tion 

	End users, CFNC JS, service rep, agencies, other (EA candidates)
	
	ID require-ments, rough draft of requirements 
	Provides requirements and capability data
	Input
	Input
	Assessment 
	Assist/input on go/no go
	Assist/input on final recommenda-tion

	EA candidate
	
	If a user provide their needs 
	Provide capability
	Input
	Input
	Input 
	Assist/input on go/no go
	Assist/input on final recommenda-tion

	Funding comptroller 
	
	
	
	
	Provide data 
	Provide data 
	Assist/input on go/no go
	Assist/input on final recommenda-tion

	Legal 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Assist/input on go/no go
	Assist/input on final recommenda-tion

	Approval 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Completed business case. Ready for final decision 

Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step two

Decision: Make Recommendation to go/no go or alternative 

	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA program office 
	Formed 
	Is it the best way (E/E)

	Service SME
	R
	· What might change?  What is the impact? 

· Are there suitable alternative? 

	End users 
	R
	· Can it be done? 

· Does it add value? 

	EA candidate 
	R
	· Are there any outside factors that will change this? 

· Who has bought in, who hasn’t? Why and their role?

	Legal  
	R
	

	Comptroller  
	F
	

	Decision Method 
	C2
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step three: Accept/reject EA proposal

Target cycle time: 90 days. Deputy Secretary office

	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step/

Component

Role
	Receive the business case
	Analyze the business case
	Consider other factors outside BCA
	ID resources 
	Gain buy in for Stakeholders 
	Coordinate the proposed decision 
	Sign/publish decision 

	EA program office 
	Accepts or reach back
	Analysis
	Analysis
	Are all resources needed available when needed? If not recommend alternatives 
	Communicate with all stakeholders 
	Coordinate 
	Draft and publish directive 

	SMEs
	
	SMEs who will analyze
	Did not play analyze
	In steps 1-2 analyze 
	Go/no go recommendation 
	Review coordinating draft comment endorse 
	Recommend approval

	End user
	
	Analysis 
	Evaluate impact
	Provide estimated resource requirements 
	Provide feedback to chain of command 
	Review coordinating draft comment and endorse 
	Recommend approval

	EA candidates 
	
	
	
	Provide force structure funding requirements to provide 
	
	Review coordinating draft comment and endorse
	Recommend approval

	PA & E comptroller 

(funding)
	
	
	
	Provide PBD
	Go/no go recommendation
	
	Recommend approval

	Legal
	
	
	
	
	Go/no go recommendation 
	
	Recommend approval

	Approval authority 

Secretary of Defense 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Recommend approval

	Infra structure 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Approve 


Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step three 

Decision: Approve / disapprove EA

	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA program office 
	R
	

	Service SME
	R
	

	Sponsoring PSA
	R
	

	Legal 
	R
	

	PA & E comptroller funding 
	R
	

	Secretary of Defense 
	F
	

	Decision Method 
	C2
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step four: Communicate Decision, Educate on Implications 

Target cycle time: 90 days. Stakeholder 

	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step/

Component

Role


	Develop EA specific communication plan 
	Provide focused CINC training for those EA that are relevant to the area responsibly 
	Provide focused service training for those EAs that are relevant to the service 
	Put new EA assignment on the Web (enclose list) 
	All relevant stakeholders have been informed and initially educated 

	EA program office 
	Coordinate and consolidate input from PSA
	
	Provide or reinforce training 
	Put information on the Web
	Inform EA

	SMEs
	Define critical elements. Recommend approval JS/PSA/SSMES
	Provide or reinforce training e.g. JFcom
	
	Put information on Web 
	Confirm and report to program office 

	End users
	Additional review
	Identify End user activities that require training and provide feedback 
	Identify End user activities that require training and provide feedback 
	
	

	EA (providers)
	
	Develop and provide training to End users 
	Develop and provide training to End users 
	
	

	Funding 
	Review and recommend a disapproval
	
	Apply EA resources 
	
	

	Legal 
	
	Apply EA resources 
	
	
	

	Approval 
	
	
	
	
	

	Infrastructure 
	EA policy process and definitions incorporated into joint and service doctrinal publications 
	General military education (PME) on overall policy process and definition of EA
	In support of EA specific tasks.

Essential tasks: services develop mission essential tasks related to EA to guide and support training 

Joint essential tasks: joint forces develop joint tasks related to EA to guide and support joint training 
	3 years +
	


Policy known by all. All stakeholders prepared to deal with EA

Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step Five: Resource and Prepare to execute 

Target cycle time: Six months to two years depending on total cost, relationship to DOM cycle, motivation  

Output: Provide certified funds for personnel, infrastructure, etc. 

	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step/

Component

Role


	Review assignment directive and BCA and refine scope of EA mission to be funded 
	Identify required resources and legal authority 
	Identify savings by success. If any resulting from EA assignment, negotiate reprogramming funds and other resources 
	Services reprogram funds or request supplemental for EA tasking outside POM cycle  
	Ensure future requirements are put in the POM cited to the EA 
	Verify adequate resources provided
	Furnish certified funds to applicable EA comptroller 

	EA program office 
	Provides oversight and guidance throughout 
	
	OSD PO gets from OSD comptroller send to SVC comptroller 
	PBD program budget decision 
	
	Match resources to requirements PO—OSD $
	Verify with OSD $

	SMEs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	End users
	
	Provide estimates to EA
	
	
	
	
	

	EA candidate designee 
	
	Validate End user estimates and provide to comptrollers
	
	
	
	
	

	Funding 
	Service comptroller develop formal inputs into budget/ POM language / or reprogram 
	
	Verify savings jo’d at OSD level
	SVC comptroller make offer or ask for more money $
	Suc. Comptroller build information POM
	
	Spend it 

	Legal 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Executive authority 
	
	
	
	
	
	Legal review
	Make final decision 


Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step Five 

Decision: Approve to prepare to execute 

	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA process office 
	R
	

	SMEs
	R
	

	End users 
	
	

	EA candidate designee 
	
	

	Funding 
	R
	Law and funds availability 

	Legal 
	R
	

	Executive authority 
	R F
	

	Decision method 
	C2
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step Six: Execute Mission

Target cycle time: Situational 
	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step/

Component
Role


	Execute order 
	Deployment of assets 

Allocate resources to accomplish mission 
	Execute mission 
	Monitor performance 
	Adjust as needed 
	Output: end user requirements met 

	EA program office 
	
	
	Provide oversight 
	Monitor mission execution 
	
	

	PSA Lc Dr. McPeake 
	
	
	
	Provide oversight 
	Provide oversight 
	

	End user 
	Collaborate with SMEs, EA, etc.
	Receive support 
	Receive support 
	Monitor 
	
	

	EA
	Collect requirements form End users
	Deploys 
	Execute 
	Receive feedback adjust as necessary 
	Adjusts 
	

	PA & E comptroller (funding)
	
	Provide funding 
	
	Monitor budget execution 
	
	

	Legal
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lead agent 
	Coordinate with EA
	Cooperate 
	Cooperate 
	Cooperate 
	Cooperate 
	

	Executive authority 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Infrastructure 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step Seven: Formal Performance Evaluation

Target cycle time: Three months 

	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step /

Component
Role


	Gather data 

4 weeks 
	Sufficient data.

Evaluate data 
	Perform cost and performance analysis 
	Make assessment with ang improves. Two weeks 
	Draft performance report.

Two weeks 
	Output. Provide objective assessment of performance and provide recommendations 

	EA process owner
	
	Yes! (EA program)
	Yes!
	Yes!
	Yes?
	Yes!

	End users
	Give data/input
	Input/interpretation (End user)
	
	Input on improvement and the assessment
	Chop
	

	SMEs
	Give data/input
	Input interpretation (SME)
	
	Input on improvement and assessment 
	Chop
	

	EA designee 
	Self-assessment and data on cost performance
	
	
	Input on improvement and assessment
	
	

	Funding 
	Data for performance cost
	
	
	
	
	

	Executive authority
	
	
	
	
	Chop legal
	Establish process for initial identification of need common.

Prepare preliminary EA proposal


Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step Seven

Decision: Is the Data adequate?
	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA process owner 
	F
	Sufficient/adequate data to make assessment 

	End user
	R
	Does the data reflect all customers

	SME
	R
	

	Decision method
	C2
	


Breakthrough Process

Roles/Decision Clarification Map

Step Eight: Decision to Divest 

Target cycle time: 60 days. Output: Secretary of Defense decision to terminate or not

	“Can Be” Roles/Decision Clarification

	Step/

Component
Role


	Receive Evaluation
	Review Evaluation
	Make recommendation 
	Decide and document 

	EA program office 
	Accept input
	Review/ receive input
	Coordinate, consolidate, prepare input
	Forward decision document

	SMEs
	
	Review/ provide input
	
	

	End users
	
	Review/ provide input
	
	

	EA candidate / designee
	
	Provide assessment
	
	

	Funding 
	
	Provide assessment
	
	

	Legal
	
	
	
	

	Executive Authority
	
	
	
	


“Secretary of Defense /Deputy Secretary of Defense forgo/no go

Executive Agency Decision Process Map

Step Eight 

Decision: Go/no go EA responsibility (continue)  (dis-establish)

	Role
	Decision Authority
	Decision Criteria

	EA program office 
	R
	Performance factors and stakeholders input

	SME
	R
	

	End users
	R
	

	EA candidate/designee
	R
	Secretary of Defense direction

	$
	R
	

	Legal
	R
	

	Executive Authority
	F
	

	Decision Mode
	C2
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Develop the Breakthrough

Process

“How do we get there?”

Define the Issues

“What Needs to Change?”

1

2

3

4

5

Reinvention RIT

Game-Plan

Craft a New Vision,

Mission and Scorecard

Identify and Prioritize

Barriers to Execution

“What else needs to change?”

Design “Action

” Strategies

“How do we get it done!?”

6

Create the Action Campaign

Plan

“What, Who, When?”
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