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PREFACE

The B-K Dynamics Operation (BKD) of the DynCorpeMeridian
Corporation presents this final report for data base support and
analysis to the Office of Naval Research (ONR). The work
performed under contract N00014-92-C-0013 encompassed a wide
range of skills and capabilities, and resulted in the development
of products and processes that have made a significant impact on
the awareness and utilization of currently known and newly
emerging technologies. We have been supporting technology
transition and technology planning at ONR almost continuously
since 1985. We first supported ONR as an independent small
business until December of 1992, then as a wholly owned
subsidiary during 1993, and now as an operations center of
DynCorpeMeridian. B-K Dynamics’ analysts, programmers, managers,
and corporate staff are proud of the contributions we have made
to the management of the Navy’s Technology Base.

Effective technology planning and information management have
always been critical to the Navy and the security of the nation.
As the tone of the post Cold War world has not yet been solidly
established and the new environment for international relations
is only just beginning to take shape, the United States, as the
sole remaining superpower, must continue to find innovative means
to maintain a position of strength during this period of stiff
budgetary restraints and redefined threats.

As Congress has become more interested in R&D management,
detailed questions on fiscal and technical matters have become
more common. BKD analysts have actively supported ONR on a broad
range of fiscal and technical issues. We have used tech base
systems such as the Task Summary Data Collection System, the
Budget Execution Electronic Signature System, the SYSCOM Needs
Data Base System, the Critical Technology Data Base, and the
original BKD-developed Technology Transition Planning System, in
addition to hard-copy reports and other documents, to answer
critical questions in a timely manner.
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SUMMARY

Contract N00014-92-C-0013 was awarded to B-K Dynamics, Inc.
(BKD), as a bridge contract to N00014-88-C-0575 in January of
1992. The base period of performance was from 1 January 1992
through 31 May 1992 with option periods that were exercised for
the months of June, July, and August 1992. The contract was
modified a total of 13 times, extending the period of performance
through March 1994 with a total funded value of $502,482.00.

The bridge contract was awarded to BKD, as the incumbent, for
continuation of support services to the Office of Naval
Technology (ONT) [since reorganized into the Office of Naval
Research (ONR)] while a competitive award was being processed.
Solicitation N00014-92-0010 was released by ONT (ONR) in mid July
1992 for a competitive follow-on contract to the current BKD
effort. Several modifications to the solicitation were issued
and BKD submitted a proposal to ONT (ONR) on 24 September 1992.
ONT (ONR) anticipated an award to the successful bidder on or
about 1 November 1992.

On 4 December 1992, ONT announced the major reorganization that
disestablished the Office of Naval Technology. On 9 December,
ONR requested BKD to estimate the cost to continue support
through 15 December to allow for award of the follow-on contract.
When B-K Dynamics, Inc., was acguired by DynCorp on 15 December
1992, ONR Contracts had not yet made an announcement related to a
follow-on award. As a result of its acquisition by
DynCorpeMeridian, BKD was no longer a small business as outlined
in the BKD proposal for the follow-on effort. This ultimately
culminated in BKD not being considered for the follow-on award,
which was a small business set-aside.

After this ruling by the government, a year passed before ONR
Contracts announced the award of the follow-on contract to
Systems Planning and Analysis of Falls Church, VA, in December
1993. During that time several modifications to the contract
were issued to BKD for continuation of support services.

PERFORMANCE

The work and services performed under this contract have been
conducted in accordance with BKD’s proposal titled "Technical
Proposal January - May Bridge to N00014-88-C-0575."

The statement of work (SOW) for this contract identifies 6 task
areas under which work is to be performed: (1) Task Summary Data
Base; (2) SYSCOM Needs Data Base; (3) Budget Execution System;
(4) Develop 6.3+ Data Base for the Technology Transition Planning
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System (TTPS); (5) Critical Technologies; and (6) Analysis and
General Support.

All software and original source code developed under this
contract have previously been delivered to the Office of Naval
Research in accordance with the Contract Data Requirements List
and subsequent direction of the COTR.

Task 1: Task Summary Data Base

The Task Summary Data Base (TSDB) describes the Navy Exploratory
Development (6.2) program. Initially, task descriptions
summarize the information contained in the block plans, and they
are updated on a regular cycle to reflect actual activity under a
particular project. ONR uses this data base to answer numerous
management questions that previously required frequent,
individual requests for information from each laboratory. The
time saved by being able to get information from a single,
accurate data base is significant. The TSDB is updated three
times each year, as shown in the table below.

ANNUAL UPDATE CYCLE FOR TASK SUMMARIES

Distribute Data Update Due

to Laboratories to ONT
July 31 August
October 20 November
February 31 March

BKD mailed out the TSDB by block to the laboratories that were
responsible for the research. After the data were updated using
the Task Summary Data Collection System and were returned to ONR,
BKD reviewed the data for accuracy and built an updated data
base. BKD performed established procedures for tracking the
collection effort, checking the status of delinquent records,
verifying records, and preparing for the next update as detailed
in the following sequence of events.

ONR gathers different elements of information throughout the
year. The August update describes the tasks outlined in the
block plans for the fiscal year beginning in October. The
November update corrects fiscal data for the previous fiscal year
and adds some detailed performance information. The March
update, referred to as the "midyear update," is the major
revision that reflects the balance of the performer information
and revised funding including data on transferred-in funds. The
August update, mentioned earlier, can refine these data prior to
the November "end-year" report. The cycle is designed to overlep
and continually refine data.
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July - August

BKD maintained the TSDB using Ashton-Tate’s dBASE III Plus and
Nantuckett’s Clipper. Data bases that describe the activity of a
particular laboratory were maintained in directories unique to
each laboratory. Only after each update cycle was complete and
all data had been verified were these files aggregated into a
single data set to reduce the risk of loss of data by accidental
overwrite. Laboratory directories may describe multiple blocks
or a single block. The July baseline provides a stable summary
of block activity for the current fiscal year along with the
projections included in the budget. It is sent out to the
laboratories who are asked to correct any inaccuracies in current
projects, develop narratives describing new research, and provide
a first cut at future funding. This input reflects information
contained in block plans that are in various stages of approval.

L To begin the process, BKD analysts used the Task Summary
Data Collection System to print complete task level reports
of all projects constituent to each laboratory’s blocks.

° BKD analysts then added correction codes, which our
administrative personnel input to the reports. These codes
highlight voids or inaccuracies in the data base records.

NOTE: Based on error patterns and the frequency of data
discrepancies in the 1991 midyear update, BKD analysts
devised the initial set of correction codes, modified the
Lab System to accommodate these codes, and developed
necessary instructional materials to support their use. The
codes are alphanumerics that appear in the right margin of
the task summary complete report. Each code represents a
specific statement, e.g., T.7 indicates a funding
discrepancy. There are approximately 30 correction codes
currently in use with the Task Summary Data Collection
System. They describe virtually all common errors.

° When the input was complete and verified, BKD analysts
prepared it for transmission to the laboratories. Each
package included a full Task Summary Data Collection System
disk (MS-DOS), an instruction manual, a newsletter, and a
laboratory-specific data disk.

NOTE: A transferred-in funds report can be generated based
on the previous update. This allows the laboratory to
account for funds received from other laboratories during
the previous fiscal year as they cooperate with research
under way elsewhere in the Navy technology base.

° BKD prepared each package for mailing based on an updated
list of contact persons and laboratory addresses established
prior to each update. Disks were marked, necessary
instructions prepared, and packages dispatched to the
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laboratories through the BKD registry, by regular mail, or
by courier as appropriate.

As inputs were returned to ONR, each was duplicated and
transferred to BKD for review. Our analysis focused on
updating financial records for the prior fiscal year and
developing as accurate a baseline as possible on the effort
proposed for the coming fiscal year. The procedure is quite
tolerant of voids this early in the cycle because planning
is very flexible at the beginning of the fiscal year.

October - November

This update was aimed primarily at closing out accounts for the
previous fiscal year. Transferred-in funds reports for the prior
year as well as direct funding were finalized during this update.
There were also some updates in other areas because R&D
investment strategies were being approved and implemented.

The procedure was essentially the same as used for the
August update. Primary emphasis was on prior year fiscal
data, although all significant voids were identified.

BKD prepared and mailed the packages as described earlier.

BKD analysts provided inputs from the lakoratory on fiscal
issues to the ONR Budget Execution Manager. Other
substantive update information was integrated into the data
base in preparation for the midyear update.

February - March

The midyear update was intended to provide a very complete
picture of the Navy’s 6.2 program. By the middle of the second
quarter, major management issues had been resolved and most block
plans had been approved. Research was either under way or the
funds had been transferred to another laboratory to take
advantage of a particular circumstance or capability.

BKD began the process again by reviewing each data set to
ensure that it is substantially complete. This review
ensured that all mandatory items are present --
classification markings, task numbers, titles, etc. -- and
that technical data are sufficiently detailed to adequately
describe the effort. The BKD team would then discuss the
preparation for the midyear update with the COTR and make
recommendations on how best to resolve particular issues.

The approach to the process was virtually the same as that
employed in the earlier updates. Correction codes were
assigned by BKD analysts to flag voids and inaccuracies.
Based on error patterns and the frequency of data
discrepancies, BKD revised the correction codes, modified
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the software, or rewrote instructional materials to better
support the update effort.

NOTE: Each time BKD prepared a mailing, random checks were
conducted to ensure that disk pairs operated properly. At
least once a day, while the mailing was being prepared, a
BKD analyst would actually install a system that was
prepared for dispatch to a laboratory. The analyst would
follow the instructions contained on the disk and in the
package to ensure that it would work when it gets to the
field.

° When ONR received inputs from the laboratories on the
midyear update, they were duplicated and passed to BKD for
assessment. This assessment process included checking for
proper classification markings, complete fiscal data,
sufficient detail in technical data, and overall accuracy.
Any corrections applied to the data by BKD analysts during
this period were provided immediately to ONR.

NOTE: When directed by ONR, the BKD team extracted task
summary data from approved block plans. These summaries
were then entered in the data base but were not sent to the
performing laboratories. During the FY93 cycle, BKD
personnel were directed to develop task summaries on the
NAVAIR block (WV1A), the SPAWAR block (XD1lA), and one ONR
block (OT1C).

ONR uses the TSDB to determine the final destination of all Navy
exploratory development (6.2 money). The system tracks two
categories of funds. Direct funds are those provided by ONR
directly to Navy laboratories, SYSCOMs, or other claimants.
Transferred-in funds are internal transfers that take place
between Navy laboratories, SYSCOMs, or other activities. After a
manager transfers money to another activity, the sender may not
know the identity of the ultimate performer since the receiving
laboratory can distribute this money as it sees fit -~ spend it
in-house and/or distribute the money to others. To properly
track the ultimate performers under these circumstances, the
receiving agency must report the disposition of these funds.
This is done with the ‘Transferred-in Funds’ form. Adding this
information to the TSDB allows ONR to keep track of both direct
and transferred-in 6.2 funds.

Appendix A contains laboratory point of contact (POC) lists,
sample status reports, and document covers to reference each
deliverable under the task.

Task 2: SYSCOM Needs Data Base

BKD developed the SYSCOM Needs Data Base (SNDB) in response to
ONR tasking in December 1990. Since that time, there have been
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several changes in the system. The following procedures reflect
our most recent update.

Using the prior year needs as a baseline, ONR tasks the SYSCOMs
to update the data base using procedures outlined in the General
Instructions.

° SYSCOM POCs are encouraged to print the needs for the entire
command and distribute the individual needs along with blank
forms to codes that are responsible for review and update of
the SYSCOM input.

o Revised needs are returned in hard copy to the POC who
inputs the revised data using the input/edit function in the
system. (Note: SYSCOMs can request contractor assistance
through ONR to input data if necessary.)

The SNDB was designed to operate similar to the TSDB with each of
the SYSCOMs using a common system to update needs. In fact, the
BKD experience is that the bulk of the input received to describe
FY92-93 needs was in hard copy and did not correspond to the SNDB
format. The result was that input and update were very labor-
intensive. 1In May 1992, just prior to the release of the Block
Program Guidance, BKD distributed approximately 50 copies of the
SNDB to Navy laboratories and centers, and within ONR.

BKD developed this tracking system for ONR to support internal
technology planning while meeting certain needs of the
laboratories and the SYSCOMs. The initial SNDB was developed
early in 1991 using inputs from NAVSEA, NAVAIR, NAVFAC, NAVSUP,
SPAWAR, the Naval Medical R&D Center, and the Marine Corps. For
FY92 and FY93, the SNDB was distributed to the Navy laboratories
with the block guidance to be used as a data source for the block
plans.

Because the SNDB was developed using a variety of raw data
sources, it was difficult to standardize the data base structure.
Additionally, the initial SNDB was sometimes confusing because
multiple technology needs were often grouped as a single record.
The current format is limited to one technology need per record,
and although there are still voids in certain data categories,
the presentation has been standardized.

Great care was taken to accurately translate the SYSCOM inputs
into the current "one need per record" format. Priorities and
terms (timing) related to needs were only included when they were
clearly reflected in the input; otherwise, the field was left
blank. A large portion of the prior year’s input did not specify
a hierarchy among priorities (1~4). Instead, many needs were
marked with an "X" in the appropriate term. The X’s were
incorporated into the current system as simply "High" priority.
Oon the other hand, mission area thrusts and warfare areas were
assigned by analysts based on the content of the need
description. These categories are complete.
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The bulk of the descriptive ir.formation on technology needs is
included in three fields: Need Title; Need Statement; and Need
Description/Justification. When component needs are provided as
part of a proposed system, e.g., a hydrophone as part of a
passive sonar, the Need Title and Need Statement are related to
the system. To maintain this structure, the title stem and the
need statement are repeated with each such component need to
ensure that data remain in context.

Perhaps the major benefit in building needs into a fine-grained
hierarchical system is that. the R&D Manager becomes aware of
voids. Some needs may be beyond the current state of the art,
but that will not always be the case. An enabling technology may
offer a chance for a breakthrough if the need is clearly known.
Further, not all exploratory development tasks reference needs
directly -- some tasks are focused on developing an innovative
technology to a level where it can satisfy a future generation
need. In either case, a fine-grained technology needs data base
with a hierarchical structure promises to be an effective tool in

meeting future requirements and balancing the 6.2 investment
strateqgy.

To develop this structure within the data base, needs should be
described in terms of their component parts. For example,
"Airborne ASW" is a mission and therefore not a proper title for
a technology need, even though needs are often grouped by
mission. Actual need titles identify major systems or
capabilities. The following table provides a graphic example of

how this need structure could be implemented around the Airborne
ASW mission.

HIERARCHICAL NEED STRUCTURE

MISSION:
SYSTEM CAPABILITY: Torpedo, Sonobuoy, Signal Processing
(s01) (so2, (S03)
|
I l
| |
COMPONENT NEEDS: COl. Lethality C0l1l. Longer Life
C02. G&C C02. Lighter Weight
C03. Life Cycle C03. Lower Cost
Cost C04. Data Transfer
C04. Signature
C05. Reduce Drag




In addition to providing space for detailed information on each
component need, the format allows the claimant to assign a
specific priority to a given component need, e.g., to show that
lethality is more important than drag reduction or perhaps that
one is a mid-term need while the other is a far-term requirement.
Finally, the hierarchical structure also allows for a standard
numbering system. The component need for TORPEDO G&C in the
table above could be designated ASW,S01,C02, and each component
need has a similar unique descriptive identifier.

To simplify the process of verifying and updating technology
needs records, this tracking system offers Enter, Edit, Delete,
and Report options which can be used by SYSCOMs to review and

update, expand, or clarify their technology needs as listed in
the SNDB.

Following several reorganizations, both within ONR and Navy-wide,
ONR informed BKD that all work under this task was to be
discontinued as of 1 October 1992. As a result, FY93-94 needs
were never prepared.

Appendix B contains cover material to reference the deliverable
under this task in addition to a sample report and special
analysis data derived from this effort.

Task 3: Budget Execution System

The Budget Execution System is a collection of network programs
and data bases used by the ONR staff to track 6.2 project funding
transactions. BKD originally started work on this system in the
Fall of 1989 when ONT (ONR) tasked BKD to redesign and automate
their budget execution process. BKD delivered a technical
report, Structured Analysis of Budget Execution Process,

25 January 1990. Shortly thereafter, BKD received final ONR
approval and began developing the Budget Execution System [now
referred to as the Electronic Signature (ES) System].

The ES system comprises five modules: Addendum (AD) ES system,
Procurement Request (PR) ES system, Program Change (PC) ES
system, ES Utility system, and ES Reports system.

. The AD and PR modules allow ONR staff to create, view,
print, add comments, and electronically sign/approve the
approximately 300 AD and 200 PR funding transactions each
fiscal year. Planning documents, deliverables, and sample
reports from the ES system can be found in Appendix C.

° The PC module allows the budget execution monitor (BEM) to

track the approximately 250 program change transactions that
occur each fiscal year.




° The ES Utility module allows the BEM to enter and update
baseline fiscal data for each of the nearly 350 6.2 projects
each fiscal year.

° The ES Reports module allows the BEM to print or view the
historical transactions and provides several specialized
summary report formats.

The ES system automatically identifies each of the 15-20
authorized ONR users by retrieving the user’s network
identification name. The system checks the name against an
internal table and grants system rights based on the access

category to which the user belongs. The three ES user categoiries
are:

v BEM - users can create AD, PR, and PC transactions; enter
and edit baseline data; print/view historical transactions;
and have final approval authority in the AD and PR
electronic signature loops.

. Director - users can approve or reject AD and PR
transactions for projects under their control.

. TAM/PA - users desig.ated as task area managers (TAMs) and
program a.aalysts (PAs) can create PR transactions for BEM
approval, review the AD and PR transact:-ns pending for
their director, and mark the transactior. as ready for
director approval.

To speed the initial) development of the ES system, ONR directed
BKD to develop the FY91 AD, PR, and PC modules as stand-alone
systems. For the FY92 system, BKD enhanced and integrated these
modules to run on the SECNET, a classified local area network.
BKD also added a utility module to the FY92 system and started
collecting requirements for the reports module.

From January 1992 through March 1994, BKD continued to develop
and support the Budget Execution System for ONR. A mujor part of

the support involved setting up the ES modules and data bases for
each new fiscal year.

Starting in July of each year, BKD mapped baseline data into a
new set of ES data structures. The baseline data sources for
project, block, funding, and AD document numbers included Lotus
spread sheets, the prior year ES data bases, and hard-copy
reports. BKD was responsible for ensuring the accuracy and
completeness of these data.

After populating the ES data bases for the next fiscal year, BKD
set up a new directory on the ONR network and installed the new
data files. BKD worked with the ONR computer staff to ensure
that all authorized ES users had access to this new directory.
In configuring the system for the next fiscal year, BKD would
modify the source code to handle the new out year span, modify
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the list of authorized users, and update the header information
for the new module.

As the final step, BKD installed and tested the new ES rodules on
the ONR network. By mid to late September, the new ES system was
ready for the ONR staff to begin entering the basic funding
transactions for the new fiscal year.

In addition to setting up the ES systems, BKD was also
responsible for providing general support to ES users and
implementing system enhancements as directed by the COTR. A
summary of these tasks follows.

In early 1992, BKD worked with the ONR staff to determine the ES
report requirements and development priorities. BKD installed
the FY92 ES reports module in April 1992.

BKD began working with the ONR staff in April 1992 to develop a
process for including project level obligated and expended (O&E)
data in the ES system. ONR put this task on hold at the end of
August 1992 due to a change in task priorities. After a
reevaluation in January 1993, ONR decided not to continue with
the O&E effort and BKD did not receive any further O&E tasking.

In September 1992, ONR tasked BKD to propose a process for cross-
checking and validating the data from the ES and Task Summary
systems. BKD developed several ad-hoc modules to validate
elements of the Task Summary data bases. ONR redirected
resources in February 1993 and BKD was never tasked to fully
develop the automated routines.

BKD performed documentation tasks during the entire ES
development process. As part of this effort, ONR directed BKD to
write a process specification for each of the ES modules. BKD
delivered these reports to ONR in the first months of 1993.

ONR tasked BKD to relocate the ES systems to new network hardware
twice during the contract period. BKD moved the FY92 and FY93 ES
systems from the classified SECNET to the unclassified OASIS
network in July 1993. This work required many meetings with the
ONR computer staff as well as a thorough testing of each ES
module after the relocation. During November and December 1993,
BKD moved the FY92, FY93, and FY94 ES systems to a reconfigured
OASIS network. As part of the relocation effort, BKD worked with
the ONR computer staff to allow ONR users to access the ES
systems through Microsoft Windows.

Task 4: Development of 6.3+ Data Base for TTPS

The annual updating process for Navy 6.3, 6.4, and 6.6 data sets
for TTPS data bases consisted of manually extracting data from
the Congressional Research and Development Descriptive Summaries

(RDDS), a classified document, and manually entering new,
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relevant data or editing existing text in the appropriate TTPS
fields as needed. This document was made available by ONR after
it was releasable to the public (classified portions available to
qualified DoD contractors).

The RDDS are generally available immediately after the
President’s State of the Union Address. (The RDDS are embargoed
prior to that because Congress does not have access.) For
various reasons, internal distribution within ONR is normally
delayed until late February.

Typically by early March, ONR provided the RDDS to BKD in hard
copy and on electronic media in WordPerfect. The BKD-developed
Data Entry and Edit System (DEES) allows either a direct map-over
of text (ASCII) or manual update of the 6.3+ records. BKD
analysts would print the entire TTPS 6.3+ prior year data base in
a complete report format and begin by comparing this run with the
hard-copy RDDS; they marked discontinued projects for deletion
and new projects for complete development. BKD then initiated
the following procedure:

. Working in pairs, BKD analysts marked the phrases and
funding detail in the hard-copy RDDS that were to be added
to each project record. At the same time, they also marked
obsolete data in the prior year reports for deletion. Two
analysts working together provided a continual cross-check
to ensure a high degree of consistency within the data base.

° BKD administrative personnel input the changes using DEES in
the manual mode and printed revised reports.

° BKD analysts then validated the revised information by

comparing the revised records with the hard-copy RDDS and
marking any inconsistencies.

. BKD administrative personnel input necessary corrections and
printed an entire copy of revised 6.3+ information for final
verification.

The procedure for new projects is similar:

° Individual BKD analysts used the RDDS to develop
identification and fiscal data using a complete report work
sheet for each new project.

. Data not available from the RDDS, e.g., Mission Area Thrust

or sponsor, were developed separately and entered on the
work sheet.

° If appropriate, text in the RDDS project description was
marked for semi-automatic transfer with DEES. If not, the
manual mode was used to input the work sheet information.
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o The input and verification procedure was as described for
continuing projects except that an analyst other than the
original author would do the validation/verification.

When the update was complete, the new 6.3+ data bases were tested
using the TTPS system. Each function of the TTPS was tested
using random records in the new data base. The BKD team resolved
problems as they occurred and, when testing was complete, the
data were transferred to ONR on floppy disks. Generally, the
entire process required 30-45 days.

Although BKD received occasional 6.3+ data inquiries from ONR
during the period of performance of this contract, the last
complete 6.3+ data base update for the TTPS was made in 1991.
During 1992-94, BKD was tasked by ONR to conduct some 6.3+ data
analysis; however, ONR provided the specific raw data necessary
for each task and never endorsed a complete update of the TTPS.

In early May 1992, BKD assisted ONT (ONR) by providing end user
support for TTPS.

In late November 1992, BKD located the historical TTPS files for
FY88 and FY89 and printed the complete data sets for block OR1A.

Task 5: Critical Technologies

The Critical Technology Data Base (CTDB) was designed by BKD for
internal use at ONR to provide an enhanced ability to respond to
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Research & Advanced

Technology (OSD/R&AT), as they respond to Congressional interest
in critical technologies.

To update the CTDB, BKD analysts would begin by printing out the
entire CTDB by block and research category. These reports were

then distributed, by the ONR monitor for critical technologies,

to the TAMs and other responsible officers for update.

For each of the three categories of data in the CTDB, the
following procedures were followed:

° 6.1 - Basic Research Data. BKD analysts developed funding
estimates for the current program and POM years based on
percentages provided by ONR describing the overall funding
for critical technologies in basic research. Nominal growth
factors are applied for out year projections. A complete
print of 6.1 data was sent to ONT/P&A for review. Unlike
the 6.2 portion of the data base, funding detail for 6.1 is
maintained only at the program element level. Although 6.1
programs are managed by project, project financial data are
not available in the 6.1 portion of the CTDB.
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° 6.2 - Exploratory Development Data. TAMs reviewed the block
reports and made any necessary changes to task identifier
information while updating the task funding totals. All
project totals were automatically recalculated by the
system, based on task fiscal data. Because tasks were often
renumbered from year to year and the content of a particular
development effort could change rather quickly, it was
important that the TAMs review these reports carefully. The
TAMs returned the revised data to the ONR monitor for review
and then it was passed to BKD for entry into the data base.

° 6.3A - Advanced Technology Demonstration Data. Critical
technology data for the current program and POM years were
sent to the Office of Advanced Technology (OAT) for review.
Due to the nature of 6.3A programs, out year projections
were selective and were made only in technology categories
where there were active projects that OAT believed had
potential for continuation. All funding information was
maintained at the project level, which is the primary
management unit for the 6.3A program. As with 6.1 and 6.2,
the data were passed through the ONR monitor to BKD for
input.

When input was complete, BKD analysts manually cross-checked the
revised printouts against the inputs to verify the data. When
totals had been verified for all research categories and
technologies, BKD updated the "Critical Technologies Navy Funding
Summary," which was produced in a format suitable for overhead
projection. Summaries developed for use by OSD/R&AT included

funding estimates for the current fiscal year and the balance of
the six-year program.

All of the system development work for the CTDB occurred prior to
the initiation of this bridge contract. However, much of the
system utility and data inquiries carried over into the current
contract period.

Critical technologies continue to play an important role in Navy
tech base planning, but the frequency of inquiries using this
system greatly diminished by early to mid 1992 as Congressional
reporting requirements continued to evolve and ONR monitoring and
reporting responsibilities shifted.

Task 6: Analysis and General Support

Under "Analysis and General Support," BKD was tasked to provide
assistance in a wide variety of technical and logistics areas in
support of the Navy tech base. A few of the more involved
support efforts are listed below.
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A. Funding Validation

ONR relies on the data collected in the Task Summary data bases
as the best source of historical 6.2 funding at the task and
performer levels. To ensure the accuracy and completeness of
these data, ONR tasked BKD to formulate and execute a funding
validation process starting in January 1992.

This process was designed to ensure that the end-year funding
totals reported at the laboratories and 6.2 activities were
consistent with the budget and allocation amounts in the Budget
Execution System and other official ONR financial records.

BKD evaluated the project and performer funding data in the Task
Summary data bases and identified the following problem areas:

° The lead laboratories did not report the distribution of

direct funds to within +/- 5% of the project end-year totals
confirmed by ONR.

° The laboratories noted as receiving transferred funds did
not report the distribution of funds to within +/- 5%.

After further analysis, BKD attributed each project funding
problem to one or more of the following situations:

° The end-year project funding in the Task Summary data base
was not correct.

) The lead laboratory did not accurately report the direct
distribution at the performer level.

° The laboratories noted as receiving transferred funds did

not accurately report the distribution of the funds at the
performer level.

° A laboratory reported receiving and distributing funds that
were not confirmed as sent by the lead laboratory.

° The laboratories did not properly identify the projects for
which they received funds.

BKD took the following steps to resolve these direct and
transferred funding problens:

. BKD aggregated the Task Summary project and performer
funding data submitted by laboratories to close out the
fiscal year. Using hard-copy reports provided by ONR, BKD
identified and added projects that ONR funded during the
fiscal year that were not in the aggregate. BKD then

updated the project end~year funding data with totals
confirmed by ONR.

-14-




L BKD wrote several programs to compare the confirmed actual
end-year project funding with the distributions entered by
the laboratories. These programs identified the projects
that had direct funding distributions that were outside of
the +/- 5% threshold set by ONR.

] BKD printed correction reports for each project that had a
direct funding distribution problem and faxed the reports
along with a cover letter to the laboratory POCs for
resolution.

° As the laboratories returned the corrections, BKD worked
with ONR to resolve any discrepancies through a series of
phone calls with the laboratories and meetings with the ONR
budget execution manager. BKD updated the funding data
bases to reflect the ONR-approved corrections.

° After resolving the direct distribution problems, BKD
identified the projects that did not have accurate funding
distribution data at the ultimate performer level. BKD
printed correction sheets and faxed the reports along with a
cover letter to the laboratories that received the
transferred funds. BKD entered the funding corrections
after confirming the changes with ONR.

BKD used these validated 6.2 funding data bases as the data
source for several specialized reports requested by ONR. These
reports included:

° PE, block, and project level funding distributions by
performer category

o Funding distributions by state and performer category

° Funding distributed to Federally Funded Research and
Development Centers (FFRDCs)

° Funding distributed to universities.

BKD performed the complete validation process for FY91. For
FY92, ONR tasked BKD to perform the direct funding validation
steps; after reviewing the FY92 funding statistics, ONR decided
not to pursue resolution of the transferred funds. For FY93, BKD
aggregated the Task Summary data bases but was not tasked to
perform any resolution other than to update the project end-year
funding data. The following table summarizes the validation
results by fiscal year.
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# Projects | End-Year | Direct Distrib, Ultimate Distrib,
Funds Delta & percent Delta & percent

91 296 406165 405799 392065
366 0.09% 14100 3.47%

92 329 451852 452577 421011
-725 0.16% 30841 6.83%

93 346 517222 478110 406163
3911 7.56% 111059 21.47%
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In March 1994, ONR tasked BKD to generate a special data entry
sheet for ONR to collect 6.2 Science and Engineering funding by
project. BKD also generated a second set of data entry forms for
ONR to confirm 6.2 university funding at the project level.

B. SYSCOM Needs and OP-91 Priorities

In early May 1992, BKD began an analytical task to relate the OP-
91 Technology Base Planning Guidance to the FY92-93 SYSCOM Needs.
Working with ONR, BKD developed notes on ASUW/Strike Warfare and
Anti-Submarine Warfare. These notes were combined into a
narrative which was included in the mission area strategies. The
BKD report was delivered in June 1992. (This deliverable was
classified. The cover is attached for reference.)

C. Task Attribute Categorization

On 12 November 1992, ONT 20PD sent out a data call letter to the
TAMs to categorize each exploratory development (6.2) task with
three distinct taxonomies: Key Technologies, Reis’ Thrusts, and
Reliance Technologies. Earlier in the year, the TAMs supplied
6.2 attribute data at the project level. This task level
categorization would allow ONT (ONR) better tracking and
justification during program reviews.

The COTR provided BKD with the basic data base structure and raw
data from the TAMs. The BKD team modified the structure to
facilitate the input and entered data for over 1700 tasks. The
first portion of the proofed data base was delivered in late

November and the complete data base was delivered in early
December 1992.

BKD revised the data base for the task level categorization to
accommodate up to three Key Technology elements, broken out by
percentages to total 100% for each task; up to nine Reis’ Thrust
applications, broken out by percentages to total 100% for each
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task; and a numeric Reliance taxonomy code from a three-tiered
classification scheme developed jointly by ONT (ONR) and BKD.

D. Joint Mission Area Categorization

In late September 1993, BKD responded to special analysis tasking
to support categorization of all Basic Research (6.1),
Exploratory Development (6.2), and Advanced Development (6.3)
projects by Joint Mission Area (JMA) application. Text files
were generated from various ONR tech base data bases, extracting
specific project data from the data base format and using the
text files as input to WordPerfect documents. The final
WordPerfect report incorporated data from each of the above R&D
maturity levels. This effort continued through October and into
November of 1993.

E. 6.1 Technology Data Base Input Analysis

In January 1994, BKD was tasked to conduct an analysis of 6.1
(Basic Research) Technology Data Base reports received from Navy
labs. This task contained