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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 
AALtN ClTON, VIRGINIA 22202·4704 

September I 0, 20 I 0 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFflNSE FOR ACQUIS1110N, 
TECHNOLOGY, AND LOGISTICS 

ASSISTANT SBCREl'ARY OF THE; AIR FORCE 
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROUER) 

AUDITOR GENERAL, DEP ARTMl!NT OF TH£ ARMY 

SUl3JllCT: lmplcmcnllllion of the Predator/Sky Warrior Acquisition Oecision 
Memorandum Dated May 19, 2008 
(Report No. 0-2010-082) 

We arc prov iding this report for your review and comment. We considered management 
comments OJI a draft of this report when preparing the final report. 

DOD Directive 7650.3 reCfitires that recommendations be resolved promptly. As a result 
of management comn...l1ts, we deleted Recommendalion 2, revised Recommendation 3, 
and renumbered Recommendations 3 and 4 as 2 and 3 respectively. The comments from 
the Office of the Under Sccrelary ofDefensc for Acq11isit1on, Technology, and Logistics 
wa·e partially responsive. Therefore, we request additioruil comments on the 
Recommendations I, 2, and 3 by Oe1ober 10, 2010. 

If possible, send a .pdf file containing your comments to audacm@dodig.olil. Cqlies of 
your comments m11S1 contain the acnial signature oflhe authorizing official for your 
organiuition. We are unable to accept the /Signed/ symbol in place of the iu:tual 
siinat\lfl:. If you anange to send classified coounents electronically, you 01ust send them 
over 1~ECR.ET lntemet P~orol Router Nctwod< (SlrRNl!T). 

-~ 

~~~"'.:~\~-"":;;:;:;;;\\::;:_ 
Richard 8. Joll iffe ~· 
Assistru1t lnspcctor Geneml 
Acquisition 11nd Contr•ct Mnnagement 

cc: 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chier financial Officer 
Director, Cost Assessment and Program EvalW1tion 
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PAM 8Fff'91:'zls \.lll'IJ 8rllsl ' 



Report No. 0·2010..082 (Project No. 02009-DOOOCD-0071.000) September l 0, 20 l 0 

.• , Results. in Brief: lmplemen~!i?n of th~ . 
(: ) Predator/Sky Warrior Acqu1s1tion Dec1s1on 
~~-.;; .... ~ Memorandum Dated May 19, 2008 

What We Did 
We evalualcd whether the Air Force ond the 
Am1y complied wi1h the direction in the May 19, 
2008, Acquisition Decision Memorandum 
(ADM) to combine the Air Foree Predator and 
Anny Sky Warrior progr•ms inlo a single 
acquisicion progra1n to achieve 00tnmon 
dcvclop1ncnt. procurement, sustainment, and 
training acciviLics. 

What We Found 
I 

The Prcd>lor, Sky \Varrior, and Reaper arc­
Prtdator-cla.is Unmanned Aerial Syslems (UAS) 
ru1d are 1nnnufactured by the snme eontmctor. 
Despite using tho same primary contractor, the 
Air Force and tho Am1y have not complied witl1 
the September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of 
Defense mcmomndum or the May 19, 2008, 
ADM to combine the Predator and Sky Warrior 
programs ii'!' a sing le ncquisilion program. 
f unher, the Air Eorcc and Anny had not 
implemenlcd adequate managemenl controls lo 
comply with P\Jblic Law 110-417, uDunc.t1n 
Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2009," section 144, October 14, 
2008. This oc:cum:d because the Air Force was 
not committed 10 a single aequisi1ion program as 
demonstrated by acaions rhat v.'ere inconsistent 
with the May 19, 2008, ADM guidance. These 
actions ineh>ded the Air Fon:e uroin_g out 
procun:mcnl funding for the Prcda1or in FY 2010 
and planning 10 transition to an all Reaper Oeet. 
In addit;on, the Under Sccretaiy of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology. and Logistics 
(USD[AT&.L]) did noc create a single acquisition 
progmm office responsible for • combined 
Preda10r/Sky Warrior program. Tite Air Force 
and the Anny will no t echievc a poten1ill s.vings 
of $400 million that lhe USD(A T &L) estimaled 
would result fro1n combining the Predator and 

the Sky Warrior programs. Additionally, the Air 
Foree plan to buy live Air Force wtique MQ·IC 
aircraft, valued at S60 million v.•as caneclcd. 

What We Recommend 
We recommend tl1at the USD(AT&L) do U1e 
following. 

Oetennine whether the combination program 
is still valid; if so, establish a single 
acqoisition category prognun designation 
\vithjoint requirements and, develop an 
analysis of alteroatives and a.cquisition 
strategy, and determine theo.ptin1u1n 1nix of 
aircraft to procure. 
Require the Air force and Army to provide 
cost, schedule, and perfonnance milestones 
for tl1e development of the ground system 
architecture and conduct quarterly reviews. 

Management Comments and 
Our Response 
The Director, Portfolio Systems Acquisition, 
responded for the USD(AT&L}. As a result of 
his comments, we deleted draft Recom­
mendation 2. We renumbered Recom· 
mendatioos 3 and 4 as 2 and 3. The Dircclor's 
commenlS on Recommendations l and 2 were 
panially responsive. He proposed an alternative 
action for Recommcndalion J lha1 met the in~t 
of the recommendation. We request that the 
Director provide additional comments bY 
October 10, 2010, on Rccooimendations I, 2, 
and 3. The commmts on Recommeodatioo I 
.should oddrcss the Reaper as a potential 
:.itemative for combining the programs, and the 
commenis on Recommendation 2 should adc!r= 
the revised recommendation. The comments on 
Recommendation 3 should provide a dale when 
the alternative action will be complelcd. 
Please see-the recommendations table on the 
back of this page. 
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!lcport No. 0-201()-082 (Project No. D2009-DOOOCD·0071.000) 

Recommendations Table 

I Maaagemeol I Re<0mm•nd1tions 
Requiring Co mment 

Acquisition, Technology, and 

September 10, 2010 

:-lo Additioa"I Comments 
Rtquirtd 

Under S«mary for Defense for 11, 2, and 3 

Logistics ------- ----- ---------- -- .. - ...... ______ __, 

Pleau provide comments by O<lober IO, 2010. 
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Introduction 

Objectiv·es 
The overall audit objective was to determine the implemenuuion status or the May 19, 
2008, Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM). The spceific objectives were to 
cvalua1c whether the Air Force and the Army complied with the May 19, 2008, ADM and 
whechcr they considered alternatives sucll as chc Reaper program. 

We performed chis audit pursuant to Public (..aw 110- 181 , "The National Defense 
Au1horization Act for Fiscal Year 2008," scetion 842, " Investigation of Waste, Fraud, 
and Abuse in Wartime Contracts and Contracting Processes in Iraq and Afghanistan," 
January 28, 2008. Section 842 requires "thorough audits ... to identify potential waste, 
fraud, and abuse in the performance of ( I) Department of Defense contracts, 
subcontracts, and task and delivery orders for the logistical support of coalition forces in 
Iraq and Afghanistan; and (2) Federal agency contracts, subcontracts, and task and 
delivery orders for the Pjrfurmnnce of security and reconstruction functions in lrnq arid 
Afghanistan." This audit supports DOD's efforts in Southwest Asia, where unmanned 
aircraft systems (UASs) arc used for intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (JiiR) 
missions. See Appendix A for a discussion of scope and methodology, and prior audit 
coverage. 

Background 
The history of the May 19, 2008, A OM dale$ beck to the 2005 deliberations on tbe 
Quadlcnnial Defense Review. During the 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review, the Joint 
Capabililf Enabler Integrated Product Team l'CC()mmendcd combining acquisition 
progljfus of similar capability. The Air Force Predator and the Army Sky Warrior 
programs "'<ere identified as potential candidates. The Quadrennial Defense Review 
repon, publis!icd February 2006, stated that to build on progress to date, Military Service­
focuscd eITortsshould shift toward a more Department-wide net-centric approach. The 
Quadrennial Defense Review report projcclod O>at 45 percent of the future. tong-range 
strike force would be unmanned, Consequently, combining the Predator and Sky Warrior 
programs is critical because it estoblishes the framewoi:k for UAS commonality and 
standardization. 

The initiative to develop a common UAS has been supported iq various laws and 
memoranda from the Office of the Sccrctnry of Defense, the Air Force, and the Anny. 
Appendix B identifies the laws that have been i.ssucd concerning UAS consolidations and 
lists DOD guidance supporting the need for com~ining and standardizing the systems. 
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Predator-Class Unmanned Aircraft Systems 
The Predator, Sky Warrior, and Reaper are Predator-class UASs and are manufactured 
by General Atomics Aeronautical Systems Inc. (General Atomics). A UAS includes 
a~raft, a ground conlIOI station, and a communication suilc. All thRC aircraft are used 
for ISR and in varying capacities perfonn a hunter-kiUer role. Table l identifies the 
various characteristics of the aircraft, along with their costs. 

Table I. Aireran Ch• rao.teristic:s 

r-· Item 
-I I I Pn:dator {lllQ· IB) Sl<y Warrior (MQ·tC) Rtapcr (MQ-9) 

I Ca!£g<lrizalion I Medium-altitude, long- I l\.ftdium .... hi1ude. I Mediunt-10-hiah olti!Ude, 
cndW11Dee UAS CJCl<aCled.""'° UAS loog-enduranceUAS r·-· Anned rcoonna issance. LQng~dwelJ, wide-area Pcnistenl hunter-killer 

alrbome surveilJance, and rccoMaissance, wtapOn system Ind ISR 
lqct acquisilion surveillance, wget 

. ~ . 
I commuruc.aiont relay. 

' and attack miss Ions 
Mwdmum I I I Altitude 25,000 fl 25.000 ti 50.000 ft 

Speed I 135 mph I 1nmph I 2'16mph 

Endurance I 24 hours I 30 hours I 24 hours 

Unit Cost I SJ.5 mimon -, S6.3 million I Sl~.4 million 

System COsl I $20.1 million I S40.0 million I $4&:.4 million 

fnV~\Pl'Y I 283 Current c2u~Proamn 21 Current 67 Cum:nt (319-Proll"'m 

·r" Tocal Projection) (I 6J=Prcgmm Total Total Projoc'llon) 

' 
Projection) 

r Initial ~at 
Capability I Mlldi2005 r--:pril 200& I Oc<obe< 2007 -

. (Prioc - FY 2009) 
J Program Coll 

, .. 
$3,420 million I S11S million I Si,6*8 million 

I 
ProgomColt r I (FY2010 -

FY2015) SI , 170 mtllion $1,756 million $10,254 millioo .J_ ·-- ·--~oiilB!iOnr.M-.C1'161c-.,OQilriol'JNiit~.,ou' DOO-eaiiiliii.ltti"~Sytlftll1~ ,_.,&"l~dlir1G~ 

chllrttllldodltr._.._~byAlrP-_,Amlfp~otligcofticitlt. 

September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum 
and May 19, 2008, Acquisition DecisJon Memorandum 
The September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum requires the 
Predator and Sky Warrior programs to be combined into a single acquisition program, 
with a common data link. to achieve common dcvelopmenl1 procuremcnl, sustainment, 
and training activities. The Department was to migrate lo a single contract by O<>lobcr 
2008. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics 
(USD(AT&LD issued the May 19, 2008, ADM because the Air Force and the Anny 
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compliance with the Deputy Secretary of Defense's direction hod not been fast enough, 
and signifieant work remained to accomplish this direction. Sec Appendices C and D for 
copies of these memoranda. · 

The May 19, 2008, ADM emphasizes the need for the Air Force and the Army to increase 
inte.ropcrability and commonality through the delivery of a common MQ-1 C. The ADM 
requin:s the Air Force and the Army to resolve hardware differences with a joint plan and 
includes lang1J18e for a common MQ-1 C to support operations in Southwest Asia. The 
ADM requires the Air Force and the Anny to procure the maximum number of common 
MQ-1 Cs from a single cootraet with FY 200') funding, taking into account risk factors, 
production ramp-up timelines, and force structure mix. 

The May 19, 2008, ADM designates the Predator and Sky Warrior programs as 
Acquisition Category ID programs and directs the Air Force and the Army to C()fltinue to 
explore options and schedules for combining the two programs into a single Acquisition 
Category (ACA T) ID program. Programs designated os Acquisition Category ID 
undergo additional review and consideration by the Office of the Sec.rotary of Defense, 
specific.ally 'the USD(,YT&L) and the Defense Advisory Bonrd. The USD(AT&:L) is 
responsible: for makinS critical acquisition decisions, and document's lhese decisions in an 
/\OM. 

Quadrennial Defense Review 
The Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR) that DOD issued in February 2010 
noted that long-dwell UASs, such as the Predator, Reaper, and ocher systems, have 
proven to be invaluable for monitoring activities in contested areas, enhancing situational 
awan:ncss, prolcctjng our forces, and assisting in largcting enemy fighters. Acconling to 
the rq>Ort DOD made a eommittnent to grow the capacity of Prcdatot1Reaper. The report 
alsdl'$iated that in FY 2011 the Air Foree will be on track to oblain 50 orbits with the 
Predator/Reaper and the capacity will continue to expand to 65 orbits by FY 2015. The 
Army is expanding all classes ofUASs, including the accelerated production of the 
Predator-class Sky Warrior UAS. 

Review of Internal Controls 
We detennirned that control weaknesses as defined by DOD Instruction 5010.4(), 
"Managers' Jnternal Control (MIC) Program Procedures," January 4, 2006, existed in the 
processes to implement the Predator and Sky Warrior combination. The Office of the 
USD(AT&l.), the Air Force, and the Anny did not have adequate controls for 
implementing the direction in the September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memorandum or the May 19, 2008, ADM. Public Law 111-23, "Weapons Systems 
Acquisition Reform Act of2009," sootion 139c,.May 22, 2009, contains requirements for 
wcssment of alternative plans, programs, and policies with n:spect to the acquisition 
programs of the Department of Defense. Further, Public Law 110-417, "Duncan Hunter 
National Defense Authorization Aet for Fiscal Year 2009," section 144, October 14, 
2008, contain rcqui.rements affecting UASs. Speeifically, the management controls were 
not adequate for ensuring that the programs"'""' combined in a timely and cost~ffective 
mamer and that plans, goals, and milestones were estJlblished for the development and 
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delivery of ai common MQ-1 C·aireraft. However, USD(A T&L) issued a revised ADM 
on June I 8, 20 I 0, that states that the Air Force is no longer required to procure MQ-1 C 
airer.aft from a common contract with the Army as directed in the May I 9, 2008, ADM. 
Implementing Recommendation 2 will improve management controls for the 
development of the ground control station. We will provide a copy of the report to the 
Office of the USD(A T&L) responsible for internal controls . 

.I 
' 
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Finding. Predator/Sky Warrior Combination 
The Air Force and the Army did not initiate or complete various requirements of the 
acquisition process that were needed to combine the Predator/Sky Warrior program into 
a single al)(juisi1ion prognun. Specific acquisition requ~men!S no! initiared 01 
completed included the acquisition suategy, test and evaluation master plan, analysis of 
alternatives, or the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) 
proc;css. By not initiating the required acquisition activities the Air Foree and the Army 
hne not complied with the September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memorandum or the May 19, 2008, ADM to combine the Predator and Sky W:atrior 
programs into a single acquisition program. In addition, the Air Force and Army had not 
implemented adequate management eontrols to comply with Public Law 110-417, 
"Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009," section 144, 
October 14, 2008. This occurred because: 

• The Air Force was nol committed to a single acquisition program as 
demonstrated ~ actions that were inconsistent with the May 19, 2008, ADM 
guidance. 'Iblise actions included the Air Force zeroing out procurement funding 
for the Predator in FY 20 I 0 and planning to transition to on all Reaper :fleet. 

• USD(AT&L) did not create a single acquisition program office responsible for a 
combined Predator.and Sky Warrior program. 

The Air Force and the Army did not make effective use of an estimated S 115 million 
spent on pursuing the combination from FY 2008 through FY 2009. The Air Force and 
the Army will not ma-rimizc the return to the warlighlcr or on funds designated or spent 
in the fulllre. 1n addition, the $400 million that the USD(AT&L) estimated would be 
salfd' rfom combining the programs will not be realized if the combination does not 
~ur . . 

Acquisition Decision Memorandum Guidance 
In January 2006 the Air Force and the Army Chiefs of Staff agreed to converge programs 
with complementary capabilities including the Predator and Sky Warrior programs. 
Further, in February 2008 the Air Force and Anny Program Management Offices signed 
on agreen1ent to leverage co1nmonalily in the development and acquisition of a common 
MQ· 1 C. See Appendix B for a list of Lows and DOD Guidance. Consistent with the two 
agreements llhe Depul)' Secretary of Defense directed the Air Force and Army to combine 
the Predator/Sky Warrior programs into o single program. On September I 3, 2007, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum that required the Predator and Sky 
Warrior programs to be combined into a single acquisition program. The May I. 9, 2008, 
ADM reemphasized the direction in the Scptcniber 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of 
Defense memorandum for the Air Foree and the Army 10 combine the Predator and Sky 
W1rrior programs into a single acquisition progiam to achieve comm011 development, 
procurement, suscainmcnt, and training activities. The May 19, 2008, ADM required the 
Air Force and the Army to develop an acquisition Slrategy, transition to a comm.on 
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MQ·l C airframe and contract, develop a common test and evaluation master plan, 
develop common hardware components, and procure the optimum mix of aircraft. 

Compliance with the Acquisition Decision 
Memorandums 
Wedetennined compliance with the May 19, 2008, ADM's directions and whether the 
Air Foree and the Anny efforts rcsulled in strcamlining acquisition between the twO 

programs. See Appendix E for a listing of the May 19, 2008, ADM's action items, audit 
determinations regarding compliance, the status of the action items as reported by the Air 
Foree and the Anny, and comments from the Air Foree and the Anny. See Awcndix F 
for an understanding of the oversisht structure for combining the Predator and Sky 
Warrior programs. 

The Air Force and the Army officials briefed staff in several olToces within the Office of 
the USD(A lr&L) on the status of their combination activities. Air Force and Anny 
officials ind!icaled that there wore opportunities for the Office of USD(AT&L) lo raise 
concerns on. the commonality issues during these briefings. The Air Force and the Army 
briefed the Overvching Integrated Product Team (OIP1) and addressed whether the 
May 19, 2008, ADM action items were open. requested to close, or closed. Additionally, 
the Air Force and the Army requeSled approval from the O!PT for closing the action 
ilems. Our review disclosed that the OIPT forwarded memoranda to the USD(AT&L) 
with recommendations on the action item because the OIPT lacked the authority lo make 
the final decisions regarding the combination of the Predator/Sky Warrior progrnms. 

According to the Assistant to the Deputy Director for Unmanned Warfare (in lhe Office 
of the l{llD[A T&tD. the OIPT did not have decision making aul(lority over the Air Foree 
~e Army. This was consistent with Title 32, Code of Federal Regulations, 
sec11on 382 . .5 (32 CFR sec. 382.5 (2002]), which swtes lhe USD(AT&L)'s declsions shall 
be reflected in an ADM issued by the USD(AT &L) for implementation by the Heads of 
DOD Components. The authority of the USD(AT&L) under this pangrapb may not be 
dcle~ed by the USD(AT &L). Although lbe OfPT reviewed and made recommendation 
on the action items, the Air Force and Army should have continued to pursue the 
common program as directed in ~le May 19, 2008, ADM. 

Little progress was made in establishing a single program. Specilically, the Air Force 
and Army did not initiate or complete various requirements of the acquisition process 
needed to establish a common program including an acquisition strategy, teSt and 
evaluation master plan, alternatives of analysis, or the JCIDS process. In Congressional 
testimony on March 23, 2010, the Government Accountability Omce (GAO) noted that 
the Air Force and Anny had not effectively collaborated on their Sky Warrior and 
Predator programs, and greater commonality could have been achieved given that the Sky 
Warrior is a variant oflbe Predator and is being developed by the same contrac1:0r. The 
GAO also noted that the individual services continued to drive requirements and make 
independent resource allocation decisions. The GAO stated that in many cases, the 
services had established requirements so specific that they demanded service-un ique 
solutions, thereby precluding opportunities for commonality. 
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Acquisition Strategy 
Neither 1he Air force nor the Army updaled its acquisi1ion strategy for a common 
MQ-IC as the May 19, 2008, ADM directs. The Air Force did nol present an acquisition 
strategy because it planned to move to the Reaper platform and discontinue production of 
the J'nldat()C. The Anny presented an updated acquisition strategy for i~ Sky Warrior in 
January 2009. We believe the Army did nol develop an acquisition strategy for a 
common MQ· IC because the Army was aware lhe Air Force no longer planned to 
procure the Air Force Predator aircraft. lflhc Air Force and the Army had established 
standard requirements for the common MQ· IC, an acquisition strategy for the common 
MQ·IC could have been developed. 

In December 2009 the Assistant 10 the Depuly Director for Unmanned Warfare slaled 
that the n:quirement for a common MQ-JC has been supct$Cded during the budget 
process, wi'lh the Air Force decision to zero oul Predator procurement funds in FY 2010. 
We agree 1hls budgetary decision on Predalor produc1ion will affecl the Predator and Sky 
Warrior programs. However, 1he Air Foree has not provided an t>dt strategy for lhe 
Preda1or. Funher, the Air force's decisioo to discontinue Predalor production may 
conflict with DOD IQslruction 5000.02, "Operalion of the Defense Acquisition. System," 
December 8, 2008. This lnslruction prohibilS lcrminaling or subslBntially reducing 
participation in joint ACAT ID programs withoul Requirements Authority review and the 
USD(AT&L)'s approval. In addition, the QOR discussed growing the capacity of the 
Predalors/Rcapers to 50 suslBined orbits by FY 2011 and continuing to grow to 65 orbits 
by 2015. Even if the Air Force's decision to discontinue Predator production did no1 
conflict wiLh DOD Instruction 5000.02 or the QOR, the May 19, 2008, ADM still 
contains requiremeots for the electro-opticaVinfmred (EOIJR) sensor, data link, and 
ground control station, which are subject to subsequent ADMs and public laws and also 
a~~ to the Reaper and other UASs. 

Common MQ-1C Airframe 
The Air Foru has not made the transition to a common airframe, and the Air F·orcc and 
the Anny do not have a common airframe contract The May 19, 2008, ADM requirod 
Lhe Air Force to transition to a common airfrdlllc by January 2009, and 1hc Air Force and 
the Anny to use a common airframe conlract as soon as possible to achieve quantily 
efficiencies.. Further, the ADM stated that FY 2009 fwxls may be used only to purchase 
common airframes unless lhe USD(AT&L) grants a waiver. 

Jn July 2008, the Air Force requested a waiver from the USD(A T&L) allowing: the Air 
Foree to procure up to 20 Predator aircraft using FY 2009 funding rather than acquire 
common MQ· 1 C airframes as initially directed. In October 2008, the USD(AT&.L) 
approved the Air Force's request to procure Ll1eso 20 Predator aircraft on the condition 
that lhe Air Force procul'e five common MQ· l C aircraft using a common contr;ict with 
the Anny. In response, the Air Force issued a request for proposal to General Atomics 
requiring five Air Force unique MQ· IC aircmfl and four Army unique MQ-1 C aircraft. 
In February 2009, General Atomics submiltcd its proposal to the Air Force for review. 
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However, the General Atomics proposal included two statements of work with unit price 
differences between the Air Force and the Army aimaft, whicb is inconsistent witb a 
common contract approach. Government Accountability Office Report No. 09-:520, 
"Defense Acquisitions - Opportunities Exist 10 Achieve Greater Commonality and 
EJ'l"icicocies .among Unmanned Aircraft Systems," July 2oo9, also addresses the lack of 
commonality in the two systems. The report states that the Predator and the Sky Warrior 
have little in common and have missed opportunities to achieve commonality and 
ellicicocics, including the commonality of their airframes. 

We informed USD(AT&L) officials and the Air Force Executive Steering Group (ESG) 
cochair about the dilTercoees in the airframes. AU these officials stated that they were 
unaware of the diffCl'ences in the airframes. Withou( a com_1non conlract proposaJ, the 
Air Force and the Anny were not in compliance with the USD(AT &L)'s direction in the 
May I 9, 2008, ADM. The lack of a common airframe and a common contract 
underscores the need to establish internal controls for monitoring compliance with the 
May 19, 2008, ADM and executing the combination. 

Common Test ahd Evaluation Master Plan 
The Air Forc.c and the Anny did not prepare a common Test and Evaluation Master Plan 
(TEMP). The May I 9, 2008, ADM directs the Air Force and the Army to establish an 
MQ-IC Integrated Test Team and submit the plan within 90 days. On August I, 2008, 
the Air F0«e and the Anny sent a memorandum to the OJPT stating that the MQ-1 C 
Jntesrated Test Team had been established and that the team was coordinating with test 
organizations in the Office of the USD(AT&L) to meet the May 19, 2008, ADM 
direction for '" common TEMP. When asked to provide a oopy of the common TE.W, an 
Air Fo"" oITTcial responded that there is no longer an expectation for the Air Force and 
~y to produce a common TE.'vf P. Since thC Air Force and Army consider the May 
19, 2008, ADM guidance to combine the programs no longer valid !hen: are no plans to 
submit a common TEMP. 

Common Hardware Components 
The May 19, 2008, ADM directs the Air Force and the Army to develop fully common 
hardware components f0t the EOllR sensor bell and data link, and develop a common 
ground control segment interface standard. 

Electro-Optical/Infrared Sensor Ball and Data Link 
Since 2006 Llte Air Force and the Anny have been directed by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and the USD(AT&L) to address join!JICSS and commonality issues. Public Law 
I 10-4 I 7 requires procurement of common payloaps by vehicle class, including elcctro­
optical and synthetic aperture radar. When he issued the May 19, 2008, ADM, the dten 
USD(AT&L} was "not satisfied wilh the progress on common EOITR sensor bell and 
data-link components for Predator and Sky Warrior." The Mny 19, 2008, ADM directs 
the Air Force and the Anny to accelerate elJorts to resolve differences in the EOIIR 
sensor ball and data link components, and to return in 90 days with a joint plan achieving 
folly common components for these subsystems, including cost and schedule elTects. The 
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May 19, 200'8, ADM states that any noncommon aircraft hardware should oblai" a 
waiver from the USD(AT&L). 

In September 2008, the Air Force and the Army presented their plan to the OTPT for the 
EO/IR sensor ball and daca link. The Air Force and Army presentations identified 
commonality opcions, and cost and schedule options for the components instead of a joint 
plan as required by the May 19, 2008, ADM. Table 2 illuslnltcs the options the Air Force 
and the Anny presented to the OIP'T. 

Table 2 • . Estimated Commonality, Cosl, and Schedule Delays for Common 
Componcrols as Presenlt.'<l on September IS, 2008 

I llem I EO/IR Seuor Ball I Data Lhi k 

I Current I Option 1 I Oplion 2 I Current I Option l 

I Pertenlllgc of I 80% I 95% I 95% I 400/o I 90% 
Commonality 

I Cost (milllon.s) j , $2,030.20 I $2,382.20 I $3,253.40 I $606.20 [S'Ml.20 
I Schedule Delays I None I 2 Years I Nooe I Nooe I 4 Years 

The presentation did not result in an OIPT recommendation to the USD(AT&L) on how 
to proceed with developing the common hardware components. The Air Foree and the 
Anny g;ivc briefings on the EO/lR sensor ball nncj dalll link to the OIPT and the 
USD(AT&L) in March and April 2009, respectively. In both briefings. the Air Foree and 
the Army showed the same SCI of options they had presenled in the September 2008 
meetiJ$.• For the dalll link, the Air Force and the Anny asked the USD(AT&L) to close 
the'!Ctlon item, explaining thnl ii would require an additional $35 million and an 
additionat4 years to complete Predator retrofitting with no increased interoperability. 
Again, the Ai:r Force and the Army did not present a plan with cost and schedule effects 
for achieving a fully common EO/IR sensor ball and dalll link. Furthennore, the Air 
Force and the Army did not suppon the cost estimates they presented to the OIPT. The 
Air Force staled that the cost est imates were "rough order vnlucs." The pcrccncage of 
commonal ity was oblllined from the equipment manufacturers and subsequently adjusted 
by a program manager. We were unable to determine the validity of the estimates 
because the Air Force and the Army did not provide supponing documentation. 

In August 2009, the USD(AT&L) issued another ADM directing the Air Force and the 
Army to develop and field a highly common EOllR sensor bull emphasi~ing the 
importance of joint capabilities with cost and schedule effects. In September 2009, thc 
Air Force and the Army presented to the OIPT their intention to purchase a hi&hly 
common EO/lR sensor with deliveries scheduled for FY 2013. The Air Force and the 
Anny stated t.hat the OIPT agreed with the plan, and the OIP'T closed this action ;tcm. 
Also, in the September 2009 01\'T briefing, tl1e Air Force and the Army requested relief 
for the common data link. The Air Force and Anny considered the item closed since the 
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O!PT recommended closure to the USD(A T&L}. However, aeeording to 32 CFR sec. 
382.5 (2002}, the authority of the USD(A T&L} cannot be delegated; therefore, the OIPT 
lacked authority IO close the action items. 

Ground Segment Interface 
The Air Force and the Anny have not finalized a plan for n common ground S<:gment 
interface st:mdard. lbe May 19, 2008, ADM direcls the Air Force and the Army. in 
coordination with the UAS Task Force, lo develop a common ground segment interface 
standard tha:I supports all system functions between the ground segment and the aircraft 
and payloads. The Air Force and the Anny are also to provide an update on effor1S to 
ochieve muimum commonality for the ground segment in1erface. Public Law 110-417 
requires policy and acquisition strategy for commonality of ground system architecture 
by vehicle class, ground system interoperability standardization, and competitive 
procurement. The Anny stated !hat it targeted a Level U lnleroperability Standard.' The 
Air For<:e saned that it did not develop a common ground segment intcrfa<:e Slandard 
supporting a ll system functions before February 2009. 

On February 11, 2009
1

.thc USD(AT &L) published another ADM expanding the common 
ground segment interface standard to !he Air Force, the Anny, and the Navy. The 
February 11. 2009, ADM requires a joint effon to develop and demonstiale a eommon, 
open, and sealablc UAS archi1ecture with an inlcrface standard. The Air Force and the 
Anny staled that they delivered an initial frameworlc for the ground segmclll standard 
through version 0.5 in December 2009, and planning continues. 

Air Force UAS Plan for Optimum Mix of Aircraft 
The May 19, 2008, ADM direculhe Air Force to plan to procure the optimum mix of 
PredatOllS and Reapers within existing manufacturing capability for FY 2008 to support 
op~ons in Southwes1 Asia. When asked to provide methodology and plans for the 
procurem\:nt, the former Air Force Branch Chief of the Predator/Reaper stntcd that the 
Siratcgic Command was developing an ISR force mix study to be used in planning !he 
optimum mix. Ho,.-ever, Strategic Command officials direeted us to the District 
Intelligence and Operations Coordination Center, whose officials srated the !SR force 
mix study would not recommend the quantity or type of aircraft the Air Force should 
procure. 11lc Air Force reported 24 Predators and 20 Reapers were procured with 
FY 2008 funds but could not provide source documents supporting how the procurement 
optimized the mix of Predators and Reapers within existing manufacturing capability in 
support of operations in Southwest Asia. 

Additionally. the Air Force and the Anny hove not procured ~1c maximum number of 
common MQ· l C aircraft using a single contract, lbe May l 9, 2008, ADM instnic1s the 
Air Force ancl !he Anny to procure from a single'conlract the maximum number of 

• lntetopenbllit,y levels range from Ltvel I 10 level V. Level II is the second lowest level o( 
iotrropm;bility. 
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common MQ-1 C ain:nft achievable. The Air Force explained ii would procure five 
MQ-ICs based on the October 28, 2008, memorandum from the USD(AT&L). This 
memorandum allowed the Air Force to prOCOJre 20 Predators on th.e condition that 
five MQ·ICs be procured lo facilitate the Air Force's transition lo a common MQ-IC. 
The Air Fo~e did not provide information supponing plans to procure a maximum 
number of common MQ-1 C aircraft from a single contract. The Anny stated that, 
without the Air Force commitment to procure the common MQ-1 C, the intended 
efficiencies wiU not be achieved. As a rcsuh. the Anny continues to focus reso:urees on 
developing and procuring its own MQ-I C. 

The Air For<>e did not make an MQ-JC production transition decision. The May 19, 
2008, ADM directs the Air Force and the Anny to return in January 2009 'and a.ddress tbe 
Air Force MQ-1 C production transition decision, progress on common compoi>ents, 
production capacity, life-cycle cost and schedule effects, and future management 
structure. The Anny returned lo the USD(AT&L) in January 2009 to obtain approval to 
procure four Sky Warrior production-ready test assets and presented a Sky Wanrior 
program update, ineludini: a briefing on the Anny's revised acquisition strategy. The Air 
Foree did nGt address)l\e production II1lnsition decision, explaining that analyses 
supporting a transition decision for the common MQ-IC was halted when the Air Force 
decided to procure an oll-Reoper fleet. The Air Force decision to transition to an atl· 
Reaper fleet was made in spite of direction from the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
USD(AT&L) and contrary io the Air Force's prior commitments in memoranda. of 
agreement and understanding identified in Appendix B. In addition, the QDR issued in 
February 20:10 discussed growing the capacity of the Predators/Reapers to SO sustained 
orbits by FY 2011 and continuing to grow to 6S orbits by 2015. Without the Air Force 
committing IO an l',iQ·IC production tranSition decision and a suppollllble production 
plan fo..Preda1or-class aircraft, the Air Force and the Army could not make the transition 
to~mmora MQ· IC. 

Use of the Joint Capabilities Integration and 
Development System 
The Office of the USD(AT&L), the Air Force, and the Army (including the joint 
organizations) have not followed through on joint commitments for developing 
requirements increasing operational capability and interoperability through delivery of a 
common MQ· IC. Various memoranda from January 2006 through October 2008 provide 
direction on joint octivilies for UASs. For exomple, the September 13, 2007, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense 1ncmorandum insu·ucts the USD(AT&L) and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of StalTto develop interoperability profiles for incorporation in the JCIDS. 
Further, a joint concept of operations was published in November 2008 to provide 
fundamental guidance for joint operations ofUitSs. Appendix B summarizes OOD 
guidance forjoint activities regarding the combination beginning January 2006. 

Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 3170.0IF, "Joint Capabilities 
Integration and Development System,'' May I, 2007, establishes policies and procedures 
for the JCIDS process. The JCIDS supports the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
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the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC). Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Instruction 3170.01 F states: 

I. The JCJOS process was crealed to 1upport the statutory requirements 
of lh• JROC 16 validit• 111d prlorHiu joint war0gbl1ng 
requirements . . . . The primary objective of the JCIDS process is to 
ensure the joint y,-'3l'figb&er rcocives the capabilities roquJ.rcd to 
S11CCCSSft&Uy execute the missions mi.peel IO them. This is doae 
dwouP on open process dull proYidcs oho JROC 1he inbmatloa they 
need IO make decisions on requited Clpabilities. 

2. Rccopl:dng that no1 au capnbilitieslwcapon systems roquirc the 
same kwcl or considenuion, 1hc JCIOS process is tailorable. 1'hc JROC 
bus idtnlified several altemlitlvc paths to allow aoceleratcd 
idmtlRcation of capabilily gaps and pol.cnlial solutions. and to aJlow 
them to cnti:r inco the JODS proocs1 al the appropriate st1;gc to ddiver 
those CIP'bilitics more rapidly. 

Neither the Air Force "9' !he Army followed through on a tailorable JCTOS pro«SS for a 
common MQ· IC or related hardware. The Air Force stated that the common M:Q-1 C did 
not require JCIDS validation because the Air Force considered its MQ- l C an upgrade to 
the Predator. The Anny prepared JCIDS documentation for the Sky Warrior, but did not 
collaborate on developing a.tailorable JCIDS process for a common MQ· 1 C with the Air 
Force. Further, the Air Force and the Army posit.ion is that there have never been JCIDS· 
approved requirements for a common MQ· l C aircraft. EO/IR sensor, data link. or ground 
control station and that the May 19, 2008, ADM docs not provide a threshold definition 
for commonality. Also the Air Force and the Anny explained that forcing commonality 
can be difficult and wasteful as their two sq>arate programs mature. However, the Air 
Fo~d the Army should have pursued the JCIDS process as part of their cffo'l'tS to 
comply with the September 13, 2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum and the 
May 19, 2008, ADM. 

Consideration of Alternatives 
lh: Air Force and the Army have not considered all Predmor-class s~cm alternatives, 
such as the Air Force Reaper, throughout the combination activities. Public Law 111·23 
requires an assc.ssmcnt of alternative pl811$, programs, and policies with respeci to the 
acquisition p:rograms of the Department of Defense. DOD Instruction S000.02 requires 
on analysis o f alternatives throughout the acquisition life cycle. The Assistant to the 
Deputy Director for Unmanned Warfare Slllted that the Reaper was not originally 
considered im the combi.nation. On June 13, 2007, the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
issued a memorandum directing the Air Force and the Army to identify and quantify the 
efficiencies in development. procurement, sustliinment. and trainins related to pursuing a 
common acquisition program for Predator-clau UASs. lh: memorandum directed the 
Air Force and I.he Anny to present their proposed common program to tl1e Deputy 
Secretary's Advisory Working Group. We""''° unable to locate a copy of the 
presentation 10 the Advisory Working Group. Ho,.,.,ver, based on the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense discussions with the Advisory Working Group on September 13, 2007, he 
issued another memorandum directing the Predator and Sky Warrior programs to 
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combine into a single program. The direction from the Deputy Secretary of Defense gave 
the Air Force and the Army the opponunity to consider alternatives for combining the 
progiams. The May 19, 2008, ADM requires the ESG to continue to develop options and 
schedules to support the combination of the two programs into a single ACAT CO 
program. The Office of the USD(AT&L), the Air Force, and the Army agree similarities 
exist among the Predator, Sky Warrior, and Reaper. Memoranda issued after th.c May l 9, 
2008, ADM include Reaper as part of DOO's effort to enhance interoperability and 
commonality among UASs. Therefore, oppor111nlties still exist for improving 
interoperability and commonality among all Pndator-class systems. 

Designation of a Program Official 
In issuing the May 19, 2008, ADM, the USO(AT&L) directed the Air Force and the 
Army to wock together in achieving common development, procurement, sustainment, 
and training activities and to deliver commonality and interoperability. However, the 
USD(A T&L) did not assign responsibility to a single organization for overseeing and 
monitoring dlc May 19, 2008, ADM or the combination effort. Instead, various working 
groups and t.esk forces 1\11 l!ave roles in overseeing the combination activities. As 
previously discussed, tlle Air Force and the Army requested approval from the OJPT for 
closing the action items in the May 19, 2008, ADM. However, the O!PT did not have 
decisionmalcing authority and could only make recommendations to the USD(AT&L), in 
accordance with 32 CFR sec. 382.5 (2002). The combination's oversight strueturc is 
described in detail in Appendix F. As discussed in this report, this structure has had 
limited success in complying with ~le May 19, 2008, ADM. 

To facilitate.accomplishment of the May 19, 2008, ADM tasks and provide adequa1e 
management conirol, the USD(AT &L) should have designated a single organimtion for 
1hc. ~~ination program. Delegating responsibility for the May 19, 2008, ADM and 
co1d>lnat\on program to a single organization with a designated program manager or 
acquisition executive would have provided accountability and improved cost, schedule, 
and performance reporting. 

Benefits of a Common Aircraft 
We estimate about $ 115 million wns spent on research, development, test, and evaluation 
for tl1c combination effort in FYs 2008 and 2009. The Air Force and the Army do not 
track combination activity costs. The cost ofthc combination effon is recorded in the 
Army's Sky Wamor budget and the Air Force's Predator program budget. Therefore, we 
based our estimate on analysis ofFYs 2008 and 2009 appropriations for rtsealci'I, 
development, test, and evaluation compared with amounts contained in the 201() DOD 
budget request. Spending continues on some aspects of the program without clear 
decisions or time frames. In a November 8, 2000, memorandum, the USD(AT &L) cited 
the potential ·to save at least $400 million by combining the Predator and Sky Warrior 
programs. "The savings would rcsuh from a single production line, reduced engine 
maintenance, and reduced aircraft attrition. The amount does not include all potential 
benefits from continuous improvements such as supply chain manogemen~ acquisi1ion 
streamlining, and sustainment activities. 
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CancelaUon of Five MQ-1C Aircraft 
In October 2008, the USD(AT&L) directed the Air Force to procure five common 
MQ-IC aircra.ft using a common contract with the Army. While the Air Force was 
reviewing the General Atomics proposal for the aircraft, an official working for the 
Assistant Secre!M)' of the Air Force (Acquisition) repo<1cd lo the Deputy Uodcr Secretary of 
Defense (Acquisition and Technology) that his offtce could not project cost savings. in 
executing a common contract with the Anny and that adding a limited quantity of Air 
Force MQ-IC aircraft to the Air Force's current UAS ncet would create intcropenbility 
and sustainment problems. The Air Force' s Air Combat Command a.nd acquisition offtoe 
were also not able to elaborate on how these five aircraft would be used aficr delivery. 
Further, at the time of the audit, the Air Force no longer planned to procure additi.onal 
UASs of this class and pmnncd to transition to an all-Reaper Deet. 

In April 2009, we informed Offtce of the USD(AT&L) ond Air Force officials that the 
planned procw-cmcnt of these five Air Force MQ-1 C aircraft was not prudent. In June 
and July 2009, we presented our concerns about the Air Force's procurement of the live 
MQ· 1 C aircraft to the D)l?UIY Director for Unmanned Warfare and to l'rogrnm Amalysis 
and Evaluation officials. We explained that the Air Force did not have plans to use the 
live MQ· 1 C aircraft. We also raised concerns about whether the Secretary of Defense, 
relying on Air Force information, could certify that the contract would achieve co.st 
savings as required by the Public Law 110-329, "Consolidated Security, Disaster 
Assislance, and Continuing Appropriations Act, 2009," section 8094c, September 30, 
2008. The Air Force could not project cost savings from the contract Subsequently, the 
Air Force asked the USD(AT &L) to rescind the direction to procure the five MQ-1 C 
aircraft, and the Under Seen:tary of Defense (ComptrollcrYChief Financial OffOCCT 
reprogrammed! the S60 million in FY 2009 funds budgeted for the five aircraft. These 
fun~/."'6 to be directed to higher priority JSR operations. 

Summary 
The Air Force and the Anny have not complied with tl1e direction in the September 13, 
2007, Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum and the May 19, 2008, ADM to 
oombine the Predator and Sky Warrior programs. The Air Force and the Anny could 
have a single acquisition program if they bad successfully updated their acquisition 
strategic• for a common MQ-1 C, tron5itioncd to a common airframe and contract, used a 
common test plan, developed fully oommon hardware components, procured the 
optimum mix of aircraft, and used the JCJDS. However, the Air Force was not 
commim:d to a single acquisition program as demonstrated by actions that were not 
consistent with the May 19, 2008, ADMs guidance. In addition, the lack of an effc.;tive 
oversight structure and the lack of plans, goals, and milestones for the common MQ·I C 
contributed to noncompliunee with Lhe May 19, 2008, ADM. The PY 2010 President's 
budget may affect the Predator/Sky Warrior oombination effort. However, the 
USD(AT &L) stm needs to ensure compliance with Public Law 110-417, KDunean Hunter 
National Defense Authorizotion Act for Fiscal Year 2009," section 144, October 14, 
2008, a.s discussed in this report. ' 
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The May 19. 2008, ADM lays out actions to combine programs of similar <;apability into 
a common acquisition program. The initial direction was to combine the Predat-0r and 
Sky Warrior programs into a single program by October 2008. By not complying, the 
Air For<:e and the Army have not achieved a potential savings of$400 million. 
Moreover, we estimate that the Air For<:e and the Army spent about $115 million on 
research, development, test, and evaluation in FYs 2008 and 2009 on ineffective efforts 
to combine their programs. Furthermorc1 additional spending may not be effective 
without controls necessary to fulfill instructions contained in the September 13, 2007, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum; the May 19, 2008, ADM; and subsequent 
ADMs related lo the combination. 

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our 
Response 
Deleted, Revised, and Renumbered Recommendations 
As a result of a meeting with senior AT&L officials and the subsequent management 
comments, we deleted draft Recommendation 2, revised Recommendation 3, and 
renumbered Recommendailons 3 and 4 as 2 and 3, respectively. 

' 
Recommendations, Management Comments, and Our Response 
We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Techn-0logy, 
and Logistics: · · · 

1. Determine whether the Predator/Sky Warrior May 19, 2008, Acqu isition 
Decision Memorandu1n direction is still valid concerning co1nbining the Predator 
and Sky Wanior programs and include consideration oft he Reaper, the thi rd 
Unn~ncd Aerial System in lhePredutor-cluss. If the combination program is still 
van.;· establish a single acquisition program with discrete funding and do the 
following: 

a. Validate the requirements through the Joint Capabilities 
Integration and Dcvelopmenl System. 

b. Develop an analysis of alternatives in accordance with DOD 
Inslruction 5000.021 "Operation of the Defense Acquisition System,» December 8, 
2008, and Pu blic Law lll-23 "Weapons Systems Acquisition Reform Act of2009," 
section 139c, May 22, 2009. · 

c~ Prepare an acquisition strategy. 

d. Prepare a test and c.valuatiori master plan . 

e. Dete1·01ine the optimum 1nix of aircraft to procure. 
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Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics Comments 
The Oill!ctor, Portfolio Systems Acquisition, with agrcccmcnt from the Director, 
Acquisition Resources and Analysis, responded for the Office of the USD(AT &L) and 
agreed with the recommendation but proposed an alternative action. Specifically, the 
DiRctor proposed an alternative moommendation that the May 19, 2008, ADM be 
revised to reOeet the budgetary and force structure decisions made in the FY 2010 and 
FY 2011 President's Budget. The Director noted that the President's Budget Request did 
not include funding for the Air Force's procurement of Predator aircraft. In a meeting 
with the Director on June 21, 2010, we were provided an ADM dated June 18, '2010, 
which smtcs that the Air Foree is no longer required to procure MQ-IC aircraft &om a 
common contmct with the Army as directed in the May 19, 2008, ADM. During the 
meeting, the Director explained that the Air Foree and tho Anny are no longer required to 
combine the Predator and the Sky Warrior proSTams. 

Our Response , ' 
The Director's comments were partially responsive. We Bl!l'ee that the AirForee's 
decision to no longer procure the Predator reduces the need to combine the PrecUltor and 
Sky Warrior programs. The revised June 18, 2010, ADM meets the intent of the 
recommendation as it pertains to combining the Predator and the Sky Warrior programs. 
However, the Director's response did not give considemtion to combining the Reaper and 
Sky Warri<>tr progt11ms. Both the Sky Warrior and the Reaper were derived from the 
Predator and are made by the same conuactor. Opportunities may exist for combining 
the two programs.· Therefore, we request that the DiRctor provide additional comments 
tht_.icfress the Reaper as a potential ahemativc for combining the programs. 

' . 
2. Require the Air Force and Army to provide cost, schedule, and 

performanCC' milestones for the development Of the ground •)'Stem architecture. 
Direct the Unmanned Aircraft System Task Force to conduct quarterly reviews and 
report on the progress in developing and implementing the ground system 
a rchltectu re. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics Comments 
The Director agreed with the recommendation but proposed an alternative. The Director 
stated that So00tion 144 of Public Law 110-417 required the Secretary of Defense to 
establish a policy and an acquisition strategy for payloads and ground stations for 
manned and unmanned aerial systems and to rqlorl compliance to Congl"SS. He noted 
that the repc><1 was provided lo Congress as required. The Director proposed. as an 
ahcmativc, that management controls be implemented Om! address the need to promote 
and initiate interopcrabiHty in die acquisition of future manned and unmanned !SR 
platforms, sensors, and ground' stations. The Director funher stated that the UAS Task 
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Fo11:e had all'Cady developed interoperability profiles for Line-of-sight communications 
and is currently developing a common architecture for fururc ground control stations. 

Our Response 
The Director's commentS arc partially responsive. Although we agree that management 
controls to promote interoperability ore imponant, the Director's commcnlS do not fully 
address the ;,.tent of the rccommendniion. We continue to hove concems that without 
specific cost, schedule, and performance milestones for the ground control station, the 
Office of the USD(A T &L) will not have sufficient measures to track the progress of the 
Air Force and the Army implementation of the ground control station. We have revised 
tl1e recommendation to rcOec.r the common ground control station guidance from tl1e 
February I l, 2009, ADM. In addition, we have deleted the clectro--0ptical sensors from 
the recommwdation based on the congiessional testimony of the Deputy Ditector, 
Unmanned Warfare Office, on March 23, 2010. Specifically, he testified that the Air 
force and the Anny have converged on a common electro·opticallinfr.tred senso:r payload 
for the Predator and the Sky Warrior. He stated that the Air Force and Army plan to use 
a common co.ntract to procure the vvious COlllj>Onents beginning in the third qua:rtcr of 
FY 2010 wilh the fully upgraded sensor completely fielded in FY 2014 by both Mlitary 
Depanments. We request that the Director provide funher comments on the revised 
rocommendat ion. 

3. Perform a review and initiate appropriate administrati"·e action for the 
lock of compliance and the delays in implementing the dlre•1ion in the 
September JJ, 2007, Deputy Secretary of l>efense memor,.ndum and tho sub~t1cnt 
M.ay 19, 2008, Acquuition Decuion Memorandum. 

Under.Secreta'ry of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logljtics Comments 
The Direcfor disagreed and stated that the budgetary de<:isions that impacted the 
implementDtion of the May 19, 2008, ADM were made at the Secretary and the Deputy 
Secretary level. As previously discussed, the USD(AT&L) issued a revised ADM that 
effectively rescinded tho requirement for the Air Force and the Army to combine the 
Predator and Sky Warrior programs. l lowcvcr, the Director proposed, as an alternative 
action, a review to identify and apply lessons learned for updating acquisition 
dcx:umentation when programs are significaotly impacted by die budgetary process. 

Our Response 
The altcmati.-c action that the Director proposed is responsive to the r«ommendation. 
However, we request that the Director provide a date when the alternative action will be 
completed. ·• 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 
We conducted this performance audit from November 2008 through April 2010 in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standatds require that we plan 
and perfonn the audit to obtain sufficicnl, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our finding and conclusion based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our finding and conclusion based on the audit objectjvcs. 

The objective of the audit was to detenninc whether the Air Force and the Anny complied with 
the May 19, 2008, ADM. To accomplish this objective, we evaluated the efTorts of the Air Force 
and the Army in completing 16 specific action items contained in !he May 19, 2008, ADM. See 
Appendix E. 

We interviewed personnel involved in the acquisition process for the Predator and Sky Warrior 
programs as well as Office of the Secretary of Defense officials 10 determine the implementation 
status of the Predator and Sky Warrior combination, as directed in the May 19, 2008, ADM. We 
studied the roles, responsibjlitles, and outputs of various oversight groups participating in the 
Predator and Sky Warriortombination, including the ESG, OIPT, Senior Steering Group, and 
UAS Task Force. We also coordinated with the following offices to detennine what role, if any, 
they played in th-e combination: 

• USD(Comptroller)/Chicf Financial Officer, 
• theJROC, 
• Cost Ana lysis Improvement Group/Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation,' 
• USD(A T &L), Acquisition Resources and Analysis, and 
• U.S. Strategic Command/District Intelligence and Operations Coordination Center. 

·r:' 
We obtained and reviewed Predator and Sky Warrior program dn1a documen1ing Office oflhe 
USD(AT&L), Air Force, and Anny efforts to combine the programs, incorporating information 
from the General Atomics February 27, 2009, propos•I. and verifying coordination among the 
Office of the USD(A T&L), the Air Force, the Anny, and other organizations listed above. 

We obtained and analyzed infonnatioo used to execute and rcpon on the swus of the 
combination. Information eXAmined includes: 

• Memoran.da of Agreement and Understanding between the Air Poree and the Anny; 
• Joint Conecpt of Operations for Unmanned Aircraft SysUms; 
• ESO briefings to the OJPT; 
• OIPT n1ccting 1ninutes; . 
• UAS Tasl!c Force briefings to the Senior Stccrlng Group; and 
• Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda and the USD(AT&L) ADMs. 

' The fl.mctions of Lhc Office of Pros.ram An.aJy1i1 and Evalualion were transferred to the Office of the Dircc1or of 
Cost Assessment and Program Evalua1ion by Publ"- Llw 111-23, .. Weapon Sy11CmS Acquisidon Reform Act of 
2009," May 22, 2009. 
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Use of Computer-Processed Data 
We did not uS<O computer-processed dala to perform this audit. 

Use of Technical Assistance 
We based our estimate of$400 million in potential savings on information from a ()AO report 
and the USD(AT&L). We coordinated with the DOD Office of Inspector General's Qunnticative 
Methods and A!llalysis Division, the Office of the USD(ComptrollerYChief Information Officer, 
and the Cost Assessment and ProgJam Evaluation office to identify functions where pocential 
savings could boC achieved for the Predntor and Sky Warrior combination. We used commercial 
industry standards and other factors obtllined during the fie ldwork to support the reasonableness 
of the potential savings (monelllry benefits). 

Prior Coverage 
During the last S years, GAO has issued two testimonies and four reports discussing the Predator 
and Sky Warrior combination. Unrestricted GAO reports can be accessed over the Internet at 
bnp;/lwww.gao.aov. 

.I 
' 

GAO Report No. GA0· 10-508T, "Defense Acquisitions - DOD Could Achieve Greater 
Commonality and Efficiencies among Unmanned Aircraft Systems," March 20101 

GAO Report No. GA0· 09·520, "Defense Acquisitions - Opportunities Exist to Achieve Greater 
Commonality nnd Efficiencies among UnmaMcd Aircraft Systems," July 2009 

GAO Report No. GA0-09- l 75, "Unmanned Aircraft Systems - Additional Actions Needed to 
Improve Management.and lnteSJlltion of DOD Efforts to Support Warfighter Needs." 
Novc~·2008 

GAO Report No. GA0-07-578, "Defense Acquisitions - Greater Synergies Possible for DOD's 
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance Systems," May 2007 

GAO Report No. GA0-06-593, "Defense Acquisitions - Better Acquisition Strategy Needed for 
Successful Development of the Army's Warrior U1UMD11ed Aircraft System," May 2006 

GAO Report No. GA()..06-61 OT, "Unmanned Airernft Systems - Improved Planning and 
Acquisition Strategies Can Help Address Operational Challenges," April 6, 2006 

·. 

'The GAO gave -imooy ber.,.. die Subcomminee oa Narloflll S<curlty and Foceign Affairs, Coounince on 
Ovcnight and Qo\·anment Rcronn. Hou.sc of Rqmsentative1 on March 23, 201 O. 
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Appendix B. Laws and DOD Guidance 
Various laws and forms of DOD guidance provide direction for combining and standardizing the 
Predator and Sky Warrior programs. 

Public Laws 
Public Law 110-329, "Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance. and Continuing 
Appropriations Act. 2009, •section 8094c, Sepcember 30, 2008, requi"'5 that the Scaetary of 
Defense cemfy to the congressional Defense eommittces that an inter-Service common contract 
for acquisition of PredalOr or MQ· 1 C aircraft would achieve cost savings, be interoperable with 
the current fleet, and not create undue sustainment costs compared with the current :fleet. 

Public Law 110-4 17, " Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fis<:al 
Year 2009," scction 144, October 14, 2008, mandates that the Secretary of Defense establish a 
policy and acqui.sitioo strategy for !SR payloads and sensors for unmanned aerial vehicle 
systems. This strategy will achieve integiated "'50an:h, developmen~ test. and evaluation and 
procw-emcnt connmonalit>;·1 • 

Public Law 111-·23, "Weapons Systems Acquisition Reform Act of2009," section I 39c, May 22, 
2009, requires an assessment of alternative plans, programs, and policies with respect to the 
acquisition programs of the Department of Defense. 

DOD Guidance 

Memoranda and Related Guidance 
A mcn111i~um of understanding dated January 30, 2006, and signed by the Air Force and the 
Army Chiefs bf Staff records their agreement to converge programs with compiementary 
capabilities incl<tding the Predator and Sky Warrior programs. The memorandum documents 
their agreement on the need for joirit unmanned intelligence collection. reconnaissance, 
surveillance, target acquisition/attack, and communications relay. The aareement in.eludes the 
need for complementary/joint requirements for thc$e capabilities at the tactical level and 
p111nering IO shape requirements for the Predator and Sky Warrior UAS ~with the goal 
of meeting the full spectrum requirements of the Joint Commander. 

A memorandum from Ll10 USD(AT&L) dated November 8, 2006, states that the Predator and 
Sky WarTior UASs were identified as potential candidates to combine similar capabilit ies into a 
common acquisition program as a result of the Quadrennial Defense Review. The memorandum 
states that combining the two programs will increase capability and reduce costs for the Air 
Foree and the Anny. The USD(AT&L) memorandum requests tbat the Air Foree an:d the Army 
provide a memorandum of agreement (within 30 days) with a plan for collaboration, including a 
eost-bendit analysis identifying opportunities for increased efficiency and insunces when: 
commonality fell shon.. The memorandum ex.plains that the Joint Center of Excellence is 
working toward an overarching UAS concept of operations and requests that the Joint Staff brief 
the USD(AT&L) on the integrated concept of operations focusing on Predator/Sky Warrior 
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capabilities. Th.c memorandum swes future opportwiities for common training and basing 
depend on success with the joint conoep1 of operations developmenL 

A memorandum dated June 13, 2007, from the Deputy S«retary of Defense reiterates the 
n>COmmendation to combine programs of similar capability into common kquisition efforts. 
The memorandum states the Air Foroe and the Army will puwe common acquisiti<in programs 
for Predator-class air systems and focus on common development, procurement, sustainment, 
and training activities. The memorandum requests that the Air Force and the Army identify and 
quantify efficiencies to be pined and present their r«<>mmendations to the Deputy's Advisory 
Worlcing Group in August. Additionally, the Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum 
instructs the Joi111 Staff to develop for the Joint Commander a joint-mission study for Prcdator­
class UAS capabiliti~rike, lSR, and communications-that considers efficiencies and 
operational risks associated with each alternative. 

A memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense dated September 13, 2007, based on a 
meeting of the Deputy's Advisory Worlcing C'rroup states that the Predator and Sky Warrior 
programs will combine into a single acquisition proaram to achieve common development, 
procurement, sustainment, an4 trnining activities. The Air Force and the Army will migra~ to a 
single contract by Octobe{ 2008. Additionally, the memorandum directs that the USO(AT&L) 
convene a task rorce to coordinate specific UAS issues and opportunities. The Dep"Uty Secretary 
ofDefoosc's memorandum further instructs the Acting USD(AT&L) and the Chainman of the 
Joint Chiefs 10 develop interoperability profiles to incorporate in JCIDS, and di=ts the IROC 10 
coordinate the development of UAS trnining activities and operational employment. 

An October S, 2007, memorondum from the Acting USO(AT&L) directs the formation of the 
UAS Task Force. The memorandum states that this task force will lead a Department-wide 
efTon to cooJ<linate critical UAS issues and enhance operations, interdependencies, and 
acquisiwm "streamlining. The memorandum asks tho Secretaries of the Military Departments, 
Under Secrelllry of Defense for lnllllligence, Vice Chairman of the Join! Chiefs, Commander of 
U.S. Joint Forces Command, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Networlcs and Information 
lntcgration)IDOD"Chief Information Officer, and Director of Program Analysis andl Evaluation 
lo support the UAS Task Force'sjoint integrated product teams. 

On Dceember JO, 2007, DOD issued its integµted "UAS Systems Roadmap (2007-2032)," 
summarizing five major studies underway to advance unmanned symms development across 
DOD. The $ys1cms roadmap defines and explains interoperability: "Interoperability is the 
abilicy lo operate in synergy in' the execution of assigned tasks .... interoperability is achieved 
by buying common components, systems, and software and/or by building systems to common 
standards." 

On February 8, 2008, the Air Force and the Army Pi'ogram Management Offices signed• 
memorandum of agieemcnt to leverage commonality in the development and acquisition of a 
common MQ-JC oircraft UAS to .Wuee total acquisition COSI$ and facilitllle interoperability. 
The memorandum states that an MQ-1 C Joint Servioes Configuration Management !Plan will be 
created. The memorandum ossigJ1s\'OSponsibility 10 the Joint Program Management Working 
Group to support the establishment of the Joint Configuration Control Board. 
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On April 9, 2008, the JROC directed the Air Force and Strategic Command to lead an integrated 
Service/combatant command effort to define a force-sizing cons(ruct for airborne £SR. The 
i_nitial effort was to focus on supporting general-purpose maneuver ele1nents sustaining existing 
operational plans and return within 60 days with an initial draft of the candidate sizing 
construccs. 

The May 19, 2008, ADM emphasizes direction f rom the September 13, 2007, Depul)' Secretary 
of Defense memorandum to combine the Predator and Sky Warrior programs "into a single 
acquisition program. to include a common data link, in order to achieve common development, 
procurement, sustain.n1ent and training activities." 

On October 28, 2008, the USD(AT&L) directed the Air Force to participate in a joint effort to 
develop a prototype of a common ground station interface and develop competicive solutions for 
procurement of' future {,.'Tound stations for Predator-class unmanned aircraft. 

A January 16, 2009, memorandum signed by the Depul)' Under Secretary ofDeferuse 
(Acquisition and Technolo,11~ and the Depul)' Under Secrecary of Defense (Portfolio, Programs 
and Resources) directs "tlic Army and the Air Force to collaborate in the accomplishment of a 
single comprehensive business case analysis to assess the cost, schedule, performance, and 
operational imp aces of migrating to a single acquisition program by March 2, 2009.'' and "to 
make an infonned, fact-based .decision on where to continue to invest funding to develop and 
procure low-band Signals Intelligence sensor capabilil)'." The memorandum provides specific 
guidance for the business case analysis. 

The USD(AT&L) issued an ADM on February 11, 2009, that directs the Air Force and die Army 
to adopi a common ground control station architecture and submit an initial plan within 45 days. 
The ply.is 'to include a definition of a common functional architecture and interface standards. 
AdditiQh~lly, th>\' 1,JS!)(AT8'L) directed the Air fQr<;e <!lld the Arrny t\> accelerate the fielding of 
a common data Iink~mpliant communication system on Predators, Sky Warriors, Reapers, and 
other Army UASs. 

On March 2, 2009, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tcchn.ology) 
directed tl1e Air Force and the Army to provide cost estimates for their individual MQ-1 Cs. 

The August 13, 2009, ADM instruccs the Army and the Air Force to develop and field a highly 
common EOIIR sensor payload configuration for the Predator-class UASs and to include cost 
and schedule docu1nentation. 

The QuadrenniaJ Defense Review Report issued in February 20 I 0 emphasized the DOD 
commitment to unmaruned aircraft systems. The report recognized that the Predator, Reaper and 
other systems, have proven invaluable to the warflghter. According to the report DOD made a 
commitment to grow the capacity of the Predator/Reaper in FY 2011 through 2015. In addition, 
the Army will ae<elcrate production of the Sky Warrior. 

li'9R 9MQIMo Ui liO 9tfJ Y 
22 

.. 



DOD Directive and Instructions 
DOD Directive 5000.01, "Defense Acquisition System," November 20, 2007, provides 
management principles and mandatory policies for managing all acquisition programs. The 
primary objective of defense acquisition is to acquire quality products that satisfy user needs 
wilh mcaMllblc improvc=nt.110 mi$$iOll ~bility md opemional 11!ppol1, in a timely 
manner, a.nd at a fair and reasonable price. 

DOD Instruetion 5000.02, "Operation of tho Defense Acquisition System," December 8, 2008, 
states that the !Defense Acquisition Board must advise the USD(AT&L) on critical acquisidon 
decisions and document the decision(s) rc.<ulting from the review in an ADM. Further, DOD 
Components c:annot lerminate or substantially reduce participation in joint ACA T lD programs 
without Requirement.s Authority Review and USD(AT&L) approval. The USO(AT&L) may 
require a DOD Component to continue some or all funding to sustain the joint program in an 
ellicient manner, despite approving the Component's request to tcm•inale or reduce 
participation. The Instruction also shows an analysis of alternatives Is statutorily .required in 
major defense acquisition programs throughout the acquisition life cycle. 

DOD Instruction 4120.~4'-M, "Defense Standardization Program," March 2000, e.xplains that 
information su.periority demands standardized data and equipment interfaces and petfonnance 
requirements to permit infonnation to be shared among systems and personnel. 

Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff lnstruetion 3170.0IF, "Joint Capabilities Integration and 
Development System," May I, 2007, identifies the JCIDS process as~ key supporting process 
for DOD acquisitions. The JCIDS identifies joint military capability needs and can be lllilored. 

Code of Fede"ral Regulations 
Auth<Jlties and relationships, 32 CFR sec. 382.5 (2002) states the USD(AT &L)'s decisions must 
be rcflectccfin an ADM issued by the USD(AT&L) for implementation by the Heads of DOD 
Components. The authority of the USD(AT&L) under this paragraph may not be delegated by 
the USD(AT& L). 

·. 

1'81l 81'1'1@1!'itl lj81! 8!111'/ 
,. 

23 



Appendix C. September 13, 2007, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Memorandum 

THC Ol~Y SECMTAA'P OF C~H 
WMHllrfOTOH 

~1).2007 

MEMOl\AMDUM FOR~ Ol'1l!ZMIUTARY DU'IJ<TME>ITS 
OWU4AN Of' nm JOll(f Olll5FS OF STAI'!' 
UNDl!lt SSCIUiTAJWiS OI' D1!Pm<SE 
COMMAl<lJEll$ Of Tim COMlll(DU(T COMMANDS 
ASSiSTAHT SECltETAJUiS OI' D6F1!NSB 
O£N1!RAL CIClUNSn. OF me DEPAJrn<E>ll" Of DUEN9! 
OOlEC'10fl. AOMD<ISTRATION AND M/\l'IAGEMBl<r 
m.ECTat. ttOGRAM NtALYSIS AHO BVA.LUAl'ICr" 
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Appendix D. May 19, 2008, Acquisition Decision 
Memorandum 

-- · --
T1iE '-"'CEJ< SECRETA!n' OF CEl"£NSE 

S>IOOCF'E.-S POn'AGOH 
WMHIMCl'TOH. OC mtot'1010 

MEMORANDUM FOll SCCRETARY Of THB AOl FORCE 
SBaETAAY Of TH.a ARMY 

SUBll!CT: Predator/Sky Wamor Acqulsirioo Dcclslon Memorotndum (ADM) 

On May 2, 200!, J eooclucted a Ocforue AcquWdrm Executive (DAE) Review oflhe 
• Air FOKC Predator andtAMy Sky Wan'ior prcgmms. Tho two Military OqiarlmelllS hive 

ullldesome progress ioward meetin& tile httcnt of the lleptemba' 13, 2007, ~f 
direction IO combioe the Prodltor and Sky Worrlor proer1ms Into a siniJe ooquisitioo prognun 
and mi grace 10 a single colltract. How...,.., lhll progms b11 nol been fast enough, and tll<To is 
slgnlncamly ,_. wod< to.Do done IO complete Ill• Wk u directed. I canoot empbasl:z. 
enouah 1bc dircctioo liom the Dq:llty Socte11ry lo combine lhcse programs "imo a sinQlc 
uqulsido<> proarom. IO include a co_, dlta Ii.ale, in C<der to edlievc common develop.-. 
p<OQftlll<n~ 1115Wnmctll. and aainina ICllvllles." 

I ectnowledaethe wodt oftbe p,_ Bncuti .. Oftiett-!<d. Air Forodlurny MQ-IC 
l!xecWw :Steering G.oup (E.S()) ,.......,. to Ibo F*-Y:ZOOS Manorandum of /\grcctlllCllL 
I 1m moouraged with lho initiol mulls of !he l!SO ""'wd oommouli1Y and iru:ropcnbility; 

· lfS",._, Qie ddiYC')' of this copability oome1 tbtouJb ddivay of the OOOllllOO MQ-IC 
~\\Web i1 mving tool.lowly. I direct lhe llSOto "'tablitlil an MQ-IC lntegralod.Teot 
T'clm and witllin 90 days rubmlt a eommm Tes( eocl Evalaatloo Master Plan (TEMP~ 1rbe 
TBMP shlll·encompass Developmental llld ()perlliond Testing and include a pW. form 
lategJa1cd Opera1iorutl Utility Bvaluation to c°'no&de wilh tho Oumlllt Anny Limited User Tesi 
"'hcdiled fe< Aprtl 2009. The ESO shall also •ns•rc Ille Military Deponments complete an 
up<!Ato to !heir •C'luisition stntegks prior 10 Milestone C. 

The Air Force will transition to 11 common MQ-I C airframe as s<lOn as pos~ble, butnol 
later th.an lanuary 2009, aDd both tltc Anny and Air force wlll use a oommon airframe 
con.tr1ct as soon as possible to achieve c[UIWtity efficiencim. Prior to award, production 
c""tracts io excess of $20M for Pmlalor md Sky Warrior shall be provided IO me r .. rewi.w 
Wllil furW:< rotico. Fis<:al Year 2009b\ldid and •uppiem:ntal ftmds inayonlybeused to 
purebac common MC>-l C aillllnles unle&J a wai>er Is annted io wriling by a.e. 

I am ~to not $1li$fied with lbe prosrca on ~mmo:t eJfCtt'O.Oplical!i.o&.vod (EQIJR.) 
- ball and -.tmlt CX>mjlODalU lb< l'r<dllOf eod Sky Worrier. l dttect the ESG 
l<Celenltedrom10 rc:soheCU<Te111 ban!wvedim..-s fnrdlosesysemaodremn in 90 
cla> .. .n1• a jOnr pl>n d>M adi"""' !\Illy""""""° c:ompoomu for lheR llbsyltemc. ProVode 
- ond schedule impacts to Predator, Sky Wuriar, ood Armed Rccomaissaoce Helicopur 
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Appendix D. May 19, 2008, Acquisition Decision 
Memorandum (Cont'd) 

ossociotod wrlh meecing lhiJ 1oal. A USD(A. T &L) waiver lhroual> tile: ESG will be JQClUircd 

1W IJ!)' nco-oornmon oiruoll -- I .WO direct Ille ES(), io eoonliiuboo will> Ilic OSD 
t-.....i A.ik<ralt Sy11emo T'at Focu, to~• commoaGrcund S-in•­
- lbal ,_..111- - ..quired belweeo .... G!O'.nl Segma:ot Ind '"" 
~ •od ~ylooik. 

In aceadalK:e wl!b tbc DCl)OtlmCllrl urge111 oeod tor lmclli1c:ix:e. Survcilluloc, ll1d 
Roconnaimnoe (JSR) 01pobiliry, 1ilc FY 2008 Global W11011 Tenori1m (OW011 P'""'""m"'t 
lbr A.irFcroc VnmaoocdAin:nft Systems s~ouldlncludc a mix ofMQ-ls aad MQ-9L P« 
FY 2008 OWOT, I dircc:t lhoAlr Forte to plan 10 procure the 01>linrum mixofMQ·ls and MQ-
91 within txistiiig manu.faewrloa capability aod to report th it plan to the F.SG for approvtL F(Jll 
tile FY 2009 ......,_ •• Budgd Ind OWOT •awl<lncnlal, I dh .. 1 d>c: Army and Ak p.,.,,. IC> 
poaKeflurn a single-tho .,..brum ,,,,,,_oroomman MQ-lCallaall aclllMble, 
CONldcriaa rut &don, pnldgetioG ._...pl~ Ind b<c -am. I will_. 
thot number, will> Ille ~runa rlticrale, priocio lhc bcJ!im>iol o!FY 2009. 

The ESQ,.iJI p:°OYidoprcsrell opdales IOWWMQ-IC cominoaalily viaperiodi< 
DcfeolC Aoquisitioa Ex.ecutive Reviews. l dJrcd !be Ail' Force Predator and Anny Sky Wurior 
pc'Olflnw rdUrn in Jaouary 2009 lo addras the Aic Poree MQ· 1C production transitioo dccbl:oo. 
oonlinuod progr'C$S on c0mmon 'MQ·I cocnponcota. surrM:ienOy of production capacity, wilh 
usoc:iatcd tit'Ocydei oou: a.ftd sch.eduJe impacts, and futu~ management 1-truccu.re. £Mure yc>U'f 
presentation i:nd1Jde$ an update oo your efforts 10 achie"• ma.x.imum commonaJJl)' ror chc data 
linlcs.1hc EOo!!R sema ball, 1hc sip v..m_. .....,.., ~ ~ U..crfaco, 8Rd -
clT..,. 10 ccalomi b> \JlllllUlllcd S)llm l.._..,ilily l'nl(,Jo vcnioa one, llld • t<<linolcJsy 
....im..............u.-"""8<••1llit•oaeor111<iotlcnl«IACAT 1Dprogn111. ·~ 
bod11-ir Fon:o Procl•or ond 11'oAm17 Sky w.mcr as Acq.lisitioo Catesory (A.CAT) ID 
~· TbeESO wll conoinuo oo dcYelop op<ioos aod ad1"dales 10 i;uppon 1hc ocmblnadoo 
ofl>olhprograms in1o1 ainglc ACAT ID program. 

I will reyiew the ruult1 of the Joint Requirements O\lcrsl~ Council JSR foroo mix 
rtwlts and a4just th.is direc.tion if noocs1ary. 

My point of contaot is Ml. M- t...11, Deputy llf ........ A<ctwsition Ra<>orctl .t 
A.mtysls (OUSD(AT&L)), u JO;.ff7-J 6Ci0. 

oc: 
DAB Mcrnbe:rs 
DAD AdvlS<>n ·. 

2 
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Append ix E. Status of Air Force and Army 
Compliance With the Acquisition Decision 
Memorandum 

Artion l l•m.s (Addr=cd IO boch 
Services unless specified In 
~) 

I. Esiabllsh an MQ-IC lol<gtat<d 
Test T~. 

2. Submit CoJTUn(llQ Test llld 
f.vaJuatlon ?\.faster Plan. 

. 
. · 

), c.c.np1m Update IO-i•!tion 
slrategies prior co 1'-t ileston~ C. 

' · Trwi1ion to • coovnon MQ. l C: 
Airframe(Air Force). 

. 
·<' 

~. l.hili:r.c common tirframe 
contra¢t. 

6. Submit produce ion coouacts in 
c1tccss of $20 millton for it:\'lc:w by 
lhc USDIAT&Ll. 

7. Use FY 2(li)9 filftds ont)• to 
purchase common ~IQ· IC airframes 
\#\less granted a waiver by the-
USD(AT&L). 

Compff•ac:t Air fcutt •nd 
(Audit Army S111u1 of 

lkt.mniQCd) Action lctnu 

Ye> Closed 

No ~ .. a ... 

No °""' 

No °""' 

No Open 

y.., Rtq•u<1<>Clo« 

Yes Clnleif 
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Air fortt.and Army Comments 
ti or Septc-mbtr 8 , 2009 

Nooe 

The Anny T<>t and Evalll&lioc 
1'1aner Pt1n '1.1,'flS updated. and the: 
Anny ex-poets to forward i1 10 
Offi<eofd>t USUIAT&Ll for 
cooN'ioation in ~l!mber 20()?.• 

The Arnoy-, AOQ•isitioo S•n«gy 
was briefed al the January 2009 
Oc feosc-Acquisition Executive 
Rni<w. 

The Air f"""' i.,c<Uig 
USD(AT&L) rclkffrom 
requirement to pt"O<ure 
ftve "fQ..ICs. TIIU. .a:ion iti:n'I 
wa.s $Upencded w ith the Air force 
docliioo to procure 111 alt RcapeT 
fkct aod ...,, out fundina '"'ch< 
l'n>daior io FY 2010. 

FY 2009 Appropri.Oon Ace 
"'lulrcs 1ht USU(AT&L) lo CMify 
COM~ befo«: ooatntcl 
in:uituttd, The Air Foret and lht 
Anny are w&.itina for congrtssiontf 
re:spoa.s.e. As exp lained in I km ' 
the Air f()f'\;C furw.Sing deci$ions 
wp«Sedtd this item. 

The A•pJt I), 2009. AUM 
resciod:s Che action itttn. 

Nooe 
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a. Resolve current hardware No Request 10 Close The Au~ust 13, 2009 J\l)M 
difl'cttne., for Iii< EOl!k ..._ball .. ....,.., .. the May 19. 2001 
and raum ta 90 day• with ajoiM ADM. Th< Air l'oo;.,nd lb< 
pl&n. Provick cost and s.;::beduk Army hl\•e agreod on a highly 
impacts. common EO/CR sensor WJI.• 

9. ·Rc.sol .. ·e current hardware No llcquc$1 to Close The Alt Force and lhe Anny 
ditt'cn::ocet fOr the data link aod briefed 11>e OIPT oo ~larch 25, 
r-erum in 90 dtys with a joint plat!. 2009, _, Scpum!lt< I , 2009. • 

10. Provide oost aod ~bedule No Open Not Addteucd. • 
impacu to llCh~·e fully common 
comooncn11 for the data link. 

1 l. Submit a waiva lO the No Opal No< Addrt$$«1, 
USll(AT&I.) for any nonoommoo 
aircnft hardware. 

. 
12. Develop a common grour¥1 No R<qu ... IO Close The fcbruar)' 2009 UAS Gl'OWl<l 
sl'lement inttrface standard. Control Station A.U~l supm:edes 

lhc Mty 19, 20og, ADM.• 

13. Plan 10 procure the optimum mix' No Op.n Nol Addrwcd. 

ol Pr.do"" """ Reaper within 
exi11ing m1nuf~uring capability for 
FY 2008 (Air Poree). 

14. Pt0cun: from a iingle Conme1 No Open Nol AddrC$sed. 
the maxc;umb<r of common 
~IQ-IC ~icvobk. 

Is. ketum in January 2009 IO No Op.n Not Addtt-sscd. 
iddA-ss the Air.~°'" MQ-lC 
prod\.IClion tran.siticm decision, 
common components, Pfoduc1ion 
......... :iv, and futun:: -·---cn1 

16. Present ESG op1tons for sin&,le No Request to Close BriefCIJ f\olarch 2S. 2009. The Air 

A<quisition CakgOfy lO --· 
Foru MCI the Anny will oon1inue 
10 work oommon.-lity issue• 
through 1he ESO. • 

•The Ai.r Force aod tJ1e Army sr•tod that these ace ion iterus wcr~ closed in the Octob~.r I), 20-09, Of PT report . 

.. 
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Appendix F. Oversight Structure for Combining 
Predato·r and Sky Warrior Programs 
Several groups participate in implementing lhe Predator and Sky Warrior combination. The 
figure below depic.ts the oversight structure for the combination. 

Ovcrsig.ht Structure for the Combination* 

Deputy Secretary of Defeose 

Deputy's Advisory WOfk:Ulg Group I+---~ 

Joint Program Mtln113Cmeot 
Wort-ing Group 

USD(AT&L)IMilcstone 
Dccisioa Autlwity/Dtfcn~ 

Aetiui!lilion Exeieu1ive 

O\'tran::hina fotttrated 
Product Te:am 

UASTas.lc 
'forQC 

• \\' c wtte unable to obtain a complete and accurate organimtional chart, including 
'responsibilities, pro<ocols, and lines of authority for the combination. Thjs is the 
DOD Office of inspector General's understanding and ioterpre1a1jon of the· 
comliination's organizational structure-based on information provided by the­
USD(AT&L). the Air Force, and the Army. 

Joint Program Management Working Group 
The Joint Program Management Working Group is cocbaired by the Program Managers for the 
Predator and Sky Warrior. The Joint Program Management Working Group is responsible for 
providing collaborative program management in ident ifying and moving to\vard greater 
commonality and interoperability of the two programs where practical. The Joint P~ogram 
Management Working Group coordinates weekly to achieve the intent ofd1e May 19, 2008, 
ADM. The cochairs are responsible for directing activities and developing plans of action along 
\Vi~ goals to achieve joint efficiencies. " 

Board of Directors 
'fhe Board of Directors is cocbaired by the Air Force Program Director of the 658m Aeronautical 
Systems Squadron and the Army Program Manager for UASs. They arc responsible for 
providing guidance and assessing progress of the MQ· IC program. The Board of Directors also 

,• 
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coordinates and settles issues that have not been resolved by the Joint Program Management 
. Working Group. 

Executive Steering Group 
The ESG is eochaired by the Air Force and the Army Program Executive Officers for Aviati.on 
iiid Aircril.ft. Aoeording to the February 8, 2008, memomndum of agreement, the purpose of the 
ESG is to provide overarching executive management of the Air Force and the Army combined 
MQ-IC acquisition elTort. The memorandum states the ESG also a.sscsscs progress roward stated 
goals and settles issues that have not been resolved by the Boanl of Directors. The Air Force 
cochair of the ESG and an Anny ESG official stated that the ESO measures the progress of the 
action items in the May l 9, 2008, ADM using a "scorecard" lislillll the action items and whether 
or not they arc considered open or closed. This scorecard is presented to the USD(AT&.L) or 
Office of the USD(AT&.L) representatives to elieit a decision. If the USD(AT&L) closes an 
action itetn, he indicates he is satisfied with the Air Force and the Army efforts. 

Overarching Integrated Product Team 
The OIPT is a DOD Instruction 5000.02 requirement for nil Acquisition Category I acquisition 
programs. According to the11nstruction, the primary role of the OIP'f is to faciliiate program 
communications .nnd issue'resolution and to support the USD(A T&L). The OIPT Chairman 
stated 1lla1 the OIPT is convened as needed on a program-by-program basis and is made up of 
subject matter experts from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Join• Staff, and 
representatives of the appropriate program office. The Chairman added that, regarding the 
Predator and Sky Warrior combination, the OIPT's responsibility is to review program plans for 
execution of the combination and advise the USD(AT&L). The ESG periodically briefs the 
OrPT on the progiess of the combination effort, and the OIPT subsequently issues meeting 
minu1es and recommendations to the USD(AT&L). The OIPT does not verify the accuracy or 
reliability ofJhc information presented to it bY the ESQ. The Assisant to the Deputy Director 
for Ullfl1!Clhcd Warfare explained there is no OIPT specifically desi8J>8ted for the combination, 
and the OTPT weighs in on ESO rcoommendations but docs not havo da:isionmaking authority. 
Despite this, the Air Force and the Army stated the OJ PT closed the action items in the May 19, 
2008,ADM. . 

Unmanned Aircraft System Task Force 
The UAS Task Force was formed in October 2007 by the acting USD(AT&L) as a rcsull of 
diroclion from tl1e Deputy Secreiary of Defense. The purpose of tl10 cask force is lo lead a 
Depanmen1-widc olTon lo coordinate critical UAS issues and 10 develop a way ahead for UASs 
that will enhance operations, enable interdependencies, and streamline acquisition. With !hat 
mandate, the UAS Task Force has responsibilities beyond the Sky Warrior and Predator 
combination. Similar to the OIPT, the UAS Task Force has no decbionmaking authority and 
cannot dictate who! the Services can or cannol do. According to GAO Repon Number 09-175, a 
primary near-tenn focus of the UAS Task Force has been lo implement the direction to combine 
the Predator and Sky Warrior progiams into a single pri>gram. However, the Assistant to the 
Deputy Dircc:tor For Unmanned Warfare. a member of the UAS Task Force, sated the Predator 
and Sky Warrior combination has essentially been pushed out of the task force, and most of the 
ovasigh1 is being done by the OIPT and the Defense Acquisition Boord. The task force official 
added that initially !here were three sub-integrated product teams dircetly dedicated to the . 
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Predator and Sky Warrior combination. The dedicated sub-lPTs were Acquisition and 
· Streamlining, Standardization and Interoperability, and Payload and Sensor. The Acquisition 

and Streamlining IPT was consolidated into the core task force. The Standardization and 
Interoperability IPT does not have responsibilities related to the combination. Additionally, the 
Standardization and Interoperability IPT d id not deliver interoperability profiles for the Predator 
and Sky Wa1Tior combination. The Payload and Sensor !PT is pursuing commonality for signal 
intelligence. Overall, the IPT roles regarding the combination effort have been eliminated or 
significantly reduced. The draft UAS Task Force charter docs not specify responsibilities 
pertaining to the Predator and Sky Warrior combination. 

Senior Steering Group 
Similar to the UAS Task Force, the Senior Steering Group was formed in October 2007 by the 
acting USD(A T&L) at the direction of the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Its members come from 
lhe Services, the· Joint Staff, the Office of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation, the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Networks and Information lntegration)/DoD Chief 
Information Officer, and the Joint Forces Command. The Senior Steering Group is ·responsible 
for coordinating significant issues with the UAS Task Force before presenting them to the 
Deputy's Advisory Workin_g Clroup. The Senior Steering Group a lso issues UAS Task Force 
meeting minutes to the USD(AT&L) . 

.. 

·, 
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Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics Comments 

OFFICEOFTHEUNDERSECRETARYOFOEFENSE 
300000'£N•PCNTAGON 
W~N.OC 2.oaQt4000 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECl'OR GENERAL FOR ACQUISITION 
AND CONTRACTMANAOEMENT, 0.010 

n!ROUOH: DIRECTOR. ACQUlSITTONRESOURCESA.>IDANALYSIS • ~ '\\~10 
SU81£CT: Response to DoDCG On.ft Report on Implementation of the Predator/Sky 

Warrior Acquisition Oe~Jsioo Memorandum dated May 19, 2003 (Project 
No. 02009-DOOOC,11'0071.000) 

A1 rcqueslcd. I am providing responses to die gsncral content and 
recommendations contained in the subjc:ct report. 

Rtspm1Dt9datlop 1: Dei:cnnlne whether the Predator/Sky WaJTior May 19, 2008., 
Acquisition Decision MemorMdum (ADM) direction is still valid concerning combining 
tbc Prtclaior and Sty Warrior programs and include coosideration of the Reaptt, the third 
UMlanncd Aircraft Sys1c:m (UAS) in the Prcdator-t.lass. [(the c.ombioalion program is 
still valkj C6tabUsh a single acquisition prQgnm with dfacrdc funding and do the 
following: 

a. Validate the requirements througb lbe Joint Capabilities ln1egn:idon and 
Qe\·el<>~t'System. 

• · . b. Develop an analysis of Alternatives in accordance with OoO lnstruc1ion 
5000.02, "Op~tk>n of the Defcn.\e A<lquisi1ioo System," December 8, 2008, and Publte 
Law 11 1-23 "Weapons Systems Acquisilioo Refonn Act of 2009/' section I 39c, May 22., 
2009. . . 

c.. Pr.epart an acquisition s.trategy. 

d. Prq>uc t test and evaluatton master plan. 

e. Detennine the optimum mjx of aircra.ft to procure. 

~ Concur. We. recommend rewording the recommendation to: .. RevJ$C 
dirtdion given in tbe May 19, 200~ Predator/Extended Range Muhi Purpose (ER.MP) 
Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) Acquisition Decision Memorandwn (ADM) to ~fleet 
budgetary and force structurt decisions made in the FYI 0 and FYI I President's Budget." 
lbt1 office recognizes I.hat acquisidoo managemcnl decisions are made in support of the 
0CJ)&1rnent's dee:lsiom rea,arding capabillly ~ulremtttt.s e.nd resource allcxation.. As 
such, on June 18, 2010, lhc USD(AT&.L) issued a revised ADM that renects the 
budgdary dcc:tsions: made on the BR.MP and Predator programs:~ Specifically, the 
decision was made io lhe Pre:sideot's Budg~ Request for FYIO- IS to zero Air Poree 
Procuctment of Predator Mrcraft. Thi& was dOQJmcnted in POM-10 Program Decision 

F911 9Miloltli UIJJii 9>11 " 
32 

.. 



-...ium ll~ s;gn.d by Ille Ocpocy ~ ofO.rcnscon Oaober JI, 2001. A 
key bl&blill>< of the FY 10 l'm;dcnt'• Bod .. ~ as stottd by the llecttWy in !Us bodg<t 
brieflnJ. was th.e sipjficanl tarDSHIP otlntclligmCCt SurvciJJancc, and RecoMaiss&ncc 
(JSR) eapabiliti>cs 10 iacfudc jO orbits or comblocd Predator/Reaper airalif't fi.eldcd by 
FYIO. This ramp-up wH 1d1lcved by n:rotna proc;W'Clnmt or Predator and maximbi.na 
proc:urc:men1 of Reaper 1i.rc:ntft tlvouS)i the FYOP. 

8«9••pd•don 2; BslabUsh cotl, schedule, 11nd performance milestones for lhe 
Preda1or--Clus Uomannc:d Aircr1ft S)'6tems to develop and field a standard data link or 
grant a waiver and certify tba1•1tandard dala Unk is 1cchno~gk1lly infeasible or 
oocoonomi«I a.s required by PubJlc Llw 109·163, .. Natiom1l Defense Authorization Ac1 
Car Fiscal Year 2006, .. subdtkrE - Joint and Multiscrvicc Maners. secdon 141, Janu1ty 6. 
2006. , 

&!R!u!!t: NorK;oncur. The rfPOr1correotJy1&11a that the data link f<>r Prodaior and 
ER.MP aheady contain common components (aboul 'O pcrcc:nt). However, the 
CMntdbng 1.._.,i Ploducl Tttm cJosed lhe ldiao - lhe AU Fc."CO estimalcd 
lhat it would n:iquirc ao .ddit.ional $JS ndllion 10 complete a ftdty c:oanon dwi link. 
Since: the Air fatte no ton,eer pl&M to bu)' lbe Prcdllor, no l'wtbcr" wort b: needed on a 
""""""'dalalint. Bdhlhe ..,_llldERMP ....,.... .. still comp!iwwith 
~Law 1~16J, "Nllloo&I o.rc.... A-A<t for F'....J Year2006," sulllitlc 
E - Joice: and M.ultisavicc M•nn:s. MCcion 141. TM: Law ttqLti:rn wall tocticol t1111•en«l 
..,ialwlddn(UAY1)q/1Nh""'.~-Corps.ondAirF.,...,,.,q~ 
0NJ CO#j"rgtl'td :IO t/t/Jt-(1) t/w dlHa /hfll f4U'tl ~y lllo$~ wJikfa iJ I/It Dtl"l'f'Mnl of 
Dt-11andard 1aaical M11ttJnntd t11t.,l11J wllkk data lint known as th* Toctkol 
ComlmNI /)Qt4 Lbt.k (TC.Di.). 111tlll 411Clt Ii• Al th* Toc.tkal Common Data Unk 'tnndord 
is tYplacuJ by an updaJrd itandMd/"' wr by 11tru1 vthlcf1s. .. The law specifies a 
standard. koowo u "Tactical Common Olla Link'" which is a sl.bsct of lhe Comtn0n 
Data Lirik Spccilication and apsillcs to Ill larticul UAS.. To comply wfth the law the 
Anny BR.MP pr.ogram is developlna and procuring aitaaft With a TCOL<ompllarn data 
link on both lhe Quick Rucdon Capabillry configured systems 1J1d poductloo 
coofigurcd systems. The Air Force Predauor program bcgo.n in 1994 and pre-da1c1 I.he 
Jcgisla.tioo. The Afr forte la In lho PfO«H 0(11"1nshioning PredatOr to the TCDL­
oompliant Pred•tOr Prlnllt)I D111 Lbd: lo complcle in 201 2 as reflected in their FYI 1 
budget docwnt111t1. RccoLntncnd dcletina thi1 rcco.1nmcndali0o. 

Ruommnd•tion 11 tnsliMe manaaement controls tbat inc:todc csublish.ing ecs1, 
scbcduk. and performance: mileuones to ooenpl)t will! Public Law 11MI7. "'Duncan 
Huattr NatlOMI Defemc Au1.horindon AC!l for FiK.11 Yees2009.'" sectioo 144. 
0c:90ber 14, lOOl. ~lri.na .. K"qlllisition IQ"atqy for inteffip:ncc. SUf'\"Cilla.."'llte.. and _....,ueud ro,.....,...llld"""""""'-procurancmor­
C'lectto-optical semors,, ground l)'tltnl 1rdd1«Nrr. lr'ld swianf"Wdion tor 
iolCrOp<SObildy. 

2 
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.Brusws: Ccmour. Section 144 of Public Law 110-417 ~uittd rhc Sccrcwy of 
Oefe.ns.c to "establish a policy and acquisition Sbatcgy for intelligence, survriUanc~ and 
reconnaissance payloads and ground stations fbii' manned and unmanned aerial ~hicle 
systems" and to report compliance to Congress. The rtpOrt pt'Ovided to Congress 
described the policy and 2cqufailion $!rt1tcgy for commonality a.rnoog control s.13.tions and 
peyJoads for numncd and unmanned ISR aircraft symms. We propose an alternative 
recommendation: .. Institute management C-OnttQl.t th;iit addrcs! the need lo implonent 
open in!crfaccs and slandardt-based arcb.iteciures 10 promote interoperability in the 
acquisition of fu_run: manned snd unmanned intelliatnct. $\ltVCilJtnec, and 
reconnaissance (J.SR) platforms, sensors, and ground nations." Enhanced intcropttability 
between JSR sys.terns. sensors, and ground infrastructure is a key enabling caP'bility as 
lhe Department concinlW:s to e_ipaild ISR support for ongoing connicts. Key to 
interopttability • . however, is the dc6nition and implementation of open architecwrcs with 
open, standard!l-basod interfaces. In this light, the UAS Task Force has developed 
interoperability profiles for line:~f-sight communicatioos and i.s in tbc proces$ of 
devtloping a common a.rchitcc:lurc for future ground control stations. These interfaces 
will be included .a..s future requirements for the acquisilion ofISR systems. 

Rts21uMpd1tion 4: Perform a review and initia.le appropriate administrative action for 
the lack of comp'.liance and the dctays in implementing the direction in the September 13, 
2007. Deputy Secretary of Defense mcmOfandum and the su~equent May 19, 2008, 
Acquisition Ded'sion Memorandum. 

Baiua! Non-Conalf. As discussed In our resp0n5e to retonuncndadon 1, the 
budgpyleci:slons diat ifnJ>'ld.cd the May 2008ADMa:c made at the Secreto.ryand 
~ ·secrc<ary lev-el and include the approp.ri11te under secn:caries. including the 
USD(AT&L), a!ona with represerUdvcs &om the Mllil.U)' Departments. As an 
alternative action co deteim.lnlng the lack of C"OmpUance wilh lhc ADM, we propose to 
.. Perform a rcvicw·and identify IC$$011$ le&med thOJ can be applied 10 lhe process of 
deveJoping and revising acquisi1ioo documenu11ion when programs arc signirrcantly 
impacted by decb lons M3.de in the PlaMing Programming and Budget Bxewtion (PPBE) 
process.•• This ortict recognites lhat acqaisition man11gtmcnt decisions are made in 
auppon of the Oepa11mcnt•s decisions rca:3..rdin& capabiliry requfrcments a.nd resource 
allocation. 

Please comae< OUSD(AT&LYAIPSA·UW,···· if 
additional information Is requJred. 

) 
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