…

I was very impressed with your solutions oriented attitude while discussing the aerospace industry. I believe that's how things are accomplished and improved in this world. It's important to identify problems, but once identified, it is important to generate and evaluate possible solutions. 
 

Another thing I appreciated from Dana was his question "What are the five things we should cut, or withdraw funding from, in order to favor these five programs you're supporting?" That's the difficult decision, and that's what we had no advice for. I'd like to say I have some concrete suggestions, but at this point I'm still learning the industry. 
 

For whatever it's worth, I do have one suggestion I think is worth consideration. It seems it would be most effective for the government to allocate funds for projects to larger and smaller companies (teams), according to the benefit of personal accountability to project success, and the need for risk reduction through enforcement of processes and procedures. A balance of personal accountability and procedural risk reduction are essential for timely success of a program. Both these elements are fostered in different environments, so the environment blend for a project should be chosen accordingly. 
 

It seems apparent to me that for technology development, smaller companies are able to do far more than established defense monoliths, at a much lower cost, and at a much higher speed. I believe this has to do with the organizational nature of the business, but more so with the personnel dynamics that take place within the selected teams. The individuals within smaller companies are much more apt to pick up the projects as their personal projects, taking personal accountability for performance and success. There are countless advantages to a team operating by personal accountability. Dr. Ballhauss, President of The Aerospace Corporation spoke on this recently.
 

Contrast this to the larger corporate machines who simply throw more people at a project, more procedures, and more paperwork. The very nature of the procedures and paperwork within the larger corporations is to eliminate the need for personal accountability. Everything is broken down into an exhaustive list of meticulous, simple steps. To execute these steps does not require a thinking person (indeed, they're executed best by non-thinking people). Procedures, not people, take the credit and blame for both success and failure.
 

There are some projects of such breadth that they require a large prime contractor like NG, Boeing, or Lockheed. We cannot overlook their value in these areas. These monoliths are expensive to operate within, but sometimes the procedures they have in place are worth the expense. For example, building an Aircraft Carrier is beyond the capacity of an 80 man team. Furthermore, that Carrier will be in operation for decades, and records need to be accessible for everything that went into it.
 

Building an Aircraft though... the U2 went from contract to flight in 8 months. The SR-71 was under 2 years. Kelly Johnson, a personally accountable individual, was responsible for these (among other achievements). The greatest cause for delay on the F-117 under Ben Rich was not technology, but security paperwork. Even so, that came through at a tremendous speed. I could be wrong, but I don't think these aircraft were any less technically challenging than anything being undertaken today. They were incredibly challenging, but individual people were 'allowed accountability' to create them.
 

Given this example, it is noteworthy that this team that operated as a small company, came out of a larger corporation. Not as large as Lockheed is today, but certainly larger than the team itself. I'm not aware of any corporate machines that have been able to duplicate this type of team. 
 

To wrap this all up, it seems that the most effective way for the Government to determine what they will be allocating funds to projects and companies for, would be according to the team dynamics necessary for the development of each project, system, or sub system. This will require allocation according to the technical ability of individuals within smaller teams, which requires technically adept individuals to assess their ability. It will also require technically adept individuals to assess the projects themselves, and how much must be controlled through processes and procedures. We must also keep in mind maintenance for the national capacity for military defense. And there are also differences between development and production. There are many challenges and risks to this, particularly in the form of political and public opinion. If it were an easy and risk free solution, it would have been implemented already. It really comes down to personal accountability and risk on all levels. There's only so much personal accountability that a democracy / republic is willing to tolerate. I don't know of a better system, so let's work to tune this one. 
 

I hope this was worth your time to read it. You come across as the type of person that I hope to have working in all aspects of politics and in business as well. I would like to keep in touch, and would be interested in updates about policy decisions, allocation decisions, and so forth, that you are involved with. I will continue to be involved, and will continue learning this industry, as it is, as it has been, and as we can make it, as effectively as possible. Good luck with everything,
 

~Bryan
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