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Chart e r fo r th A it io n Adviso r y Group 

In a co r d n w it h th p r ov1s1ons of PL 2- 4 3 ' th D partm nt 

o f D fen st bli sh s an Advisory Committ as d tail d b low : 

Th o ffi i . l d sig nati on o f th Com 1itt i s th Acqu isition 

Ad vi o r y Group·. 

Th s op of th A qui si tion Advisory Gr o up i s to xamin and 

ass th r omn ndation o f th r po r t of th Ar m y Mate riel 

A qui s it1on Re v i w Commi tt c: (AMARC ), da t o l Apr il l 74, a nd th 

a vy Ma r in Co rps Ac qui sit ion R v i w Committ (NMARC). dat d 

January I 7 5 , :1nd s uch r comm nda tion that may b submi tt d by 

t h e c r ta r y o r th /, i r F r a s t h y r e lat t o a c t i on s r q u i r d t o b 

tak n by th S c r e t a r f o f D f ns to imp r ov th e majo r weapon s 

y t m a quis iti o n pr n c s with in th O ffic of th ec r ta ry of 

D f ns . T h y w ill r port th 1r ass ss e nt of th s r ecomm ndations 

to th D puty S c r e ta ry of D f n s . 

Th e total stimat d ti 

Gr ou p to c ompl t e its purp os 
r quir e d for th e Acq ui sition Adviso ry 

i s 120 cale ndar da ys. 

Th A qui si ti on Adv is o r y G ro up wi ll r e p o rt to th De puty 

S r tary of D fense . 

The Offic of the S er tary of De fe nse will b e r es ponsible for 

pr ovid ing n cessary support for such Group. 

Th e duti s of th Acquisition Ad v isory Group will be to c onduct 

a study of thos e aspe ct s of th r e p o rts of the Army Materiel Ac quisi­

tion R view C ommittee and the Navy Marin e Corp s Ac quisition P. e view 

Comm itt ee and s uc h r comm ndations that may b e submitted by '" he 

Sec r etary of th A i r Force p e rtain ing to major weapons system 

a cquisi tion which wo uld impinge on the organizational make - up, direc ­

ti ves , i nstruc tions or other guide-lines of the Sec retary of De fense 

pe rt a in ing t o maj or weapons system acquisition within the Office of 

the S c retary of Defens e . 

The e ffort will r e quire approxim ately three man - years and a 

t ') t :-• l ;,pe ratiag budget of about $100 , 000. 

The Group will meet at pe riodic intervals and will hold 

approximate ly s x meetings . 

28 Apri l 197 5 
Dated 
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·Brief Biographi s of Acquisition.Advisory Group Members 

Dr . Alexander H . Flax, Chairman 
B. Ae . E . , New York University, 1940; Ph.D. (Physics), Unive rsity of 
Buffalo, 1958; Engineer, Curtiss-Wright Co1'p., 1940-1944; Piasecki 
Helicoµter Corp., 1944-1946; Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory, 1946-
1959; Vice President and Technical Director, 1961-1963; Chief Scientist 
of the Air Force, 1959-1961; Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Resear r. h and De velopment). 1963-1969; Vice President for Research, 
196 9, and President, 1969 to present, Institute for Defense An .:! lyses. 
Me mber various advisory panels and committees on Aerospace for NASA, 
DOT and the Pre sident's Science Advisory Committee; Member Defense 
Science Board; and Chairman and 'National Delegate to AGARD (NATO). 

Admiral Thomas H . Moorer, USN (Ret.) 
Naval Academy, 1933; Naval Aviat.or, 1936; Naval War C allege, 1953. 
Executive Officer Naval Aviation Ordnance Test Station, Chincoteag•.1e, 
Virginia, 1946-1948; Experimental Officer, NOTS, Inyokern, California, 
1950-1951; Commander, Seventh Fleet, 1962-1964; Commander-in-Chief, 
Pacific Fleet, 1964-1965 ; NATO ' s Allied Command, Atlantic, U. S. 
Unified Atlantic Command and U. S. Atlantic Fleet, 1965-1967; Chief of 
Naval Operations, 1967.- .970; and Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
1970-1974. 

Dr. Emory J. Cook 
B. S. (Chem.), 1936; Ph.D. (Physics), 1940, University of Chicago. 
Chemist, Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, 1936-1940; Assistant 
Professor, Memphis State College, 1940; Assistant Professor, 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 1941; Div:sion Director and Member of 
University Advisory Board, Applied Physics Laboratory, Johns 
Hopkins University, 1942-1954; President and Chairman of Board, 
Operations Research, Incorporated, 1954-1968; Chairman of the Board, 
Leasco Systems and Research Corporation, 1969; General Manager, 
Consulting and Systems Services Group, Control Data Corporation, 
1970-1972; retired 1973. Consultant, OSD, Weapons Systems Evalua­
tion Group, 1947 ; Executive Director, Harnwell Commission, Navy 
Bureau of Ordnance, 1948; Consultant and Member Advi:: •Jry Board, 
Weapons System Evah .. ation Group, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1951-1954; 
Deputy and Technical Director, Advanced Surface Missile System 
Assessment Group, N:ival Department, 1965; Member, Governor's 
Scientific Advisory Board, State of Maryland, 1963-1967; Member, 
Maryland Council on Higher Education, 1967-1969; Consultant to the 
President, Commercial Credit Corporation, Subsidiary of Control 
Data Corporation, 1972 to prefent. 
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of Re ea r c h , Ki rtl and Ai r For e Bas , l 53 -1 955; Mi l ita r y Assistant 

to th D p uty Di r ecto r ( tr t gi and D f ns Sy t ms ), DOR&£ , 

0 D, 2 -l 5· D puty Di r cto r, Dev lo pm nt P la ns , D p uty Chi f 

of taff, R D , V AF H adqua rt r , l 5 -1 ; Assista nt fo r C o n pt 

Fo r n u lation t o the D p11ty Chie f of Staff , R &D, US AF l-1 a dq ua rt . r s, 

and Deputy Chi f of taff fo r Dev lopment Plans, A i r F o r Syst e n s 

C onn and, l -1 8 ; Assi tant Chi f o f Staff, Studie and Analy s is , 

l -1 72; and Di r tur, W a pon Sy s tems va luati on Group, DDR& E , 

OS I.J, l 72 - l 7 4. 

M r . Cha rl s A . Bows h r 
B . S., ni v r ity of Ill inoi , 1953; Unive r sity o f Chicago , 1956; CPA, 

l 57. Partne r, Arth u r Ande r s· n and C om pany, 195 7-19 7 ; Assi sta nt 

S c r e tary of t h Na vy (Fina nc ial Manageme nt), 196 7-1 971; Managi ng 

Partn e r , Gov rnme nt S r vic s D ivision, Arthur An de rs e n and 

Compa ny , 19 71 to pr s nt ; m mb r avy Marin C o rp s Ac quisit ion 

R e view Co mm ittee , 1974 -19 7 5. 

Lt. Ge ne ral W lborn G. Dolvin, US A (R e t. 2 
W st Poi :1 t, 1939; IJ . S. Ar my C omma nd and G e ne ral Staff College 

(Ft. Le ave nw o rth, Kansas) , 1959; Army War College, 195 4. 

Prog ram Manage r o f the Jo int Uni t e d States and F e d e ral R e publ ic 

of G :-man y Tank Deve lop me nt Prag ram, 1963 -1 966; C omm andin g 

G n r a t, 3rd .A. r mo r ed Divisio n, Ch ie f o f Staff of NATO's C e ntral 

Ar my Group and C ommanding G e ne ral, U. S. Army Element, 

C e ntral Army Group, 196 6 -1 9 70 ; Chie f o f Staff , U. S. Military 

A s!; t stance C ommand, V ie tnam , 1970; Commanding G e ne ral , U. S. 

Army XXIV Corps, 1971 ; Commande r, U. S. Army, Japan/IX Corps , 

19 72-197 5 . 

Mr. Don R . Brazie r 
B. C. S., M. C. S., 19 52, B e njamin Franklin University, De puty 

Com ptroller for Budget, OASD (Com trotte r), 1966 -1967; Comptroller, 
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D f ns Supply Age nc y, 19 7; D puty Assistant 3 cretary of the Army 

(Financial Manag m nt), !9 7; Principal Deputy A os istant Secretary 

of D f ns Comptroll r). l96 i-l974; Treasurer, l974 to present, 

National Pass ng r Railroad Corporation. 

Mr. Philip Ode n 
B. A . (G ov rnn :e nt). Unive::-sity of South Da ota, l957; M. S. (Political 

Sci nee ). University of Wisconsin, 1959; Graduate work LiverpO'ol 

Univ rsity ( England), 1958 . Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(R gional Programs), 1969 -1970; Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of D <> fense (Systems Analysis), 1970-1971; Director, Program Analysis, 

National Security Counci l, 1971-1973; and Vice President, Planning, 

Wilson Sporting Goods Company, l973 to present. 

Brig. General Alfred L. Esposito, USAF (Ret.) 

B.S. Aero Eng., Air Force Institute of Tech :10logy, 1957; Masters 

Business Adm . , University of Connecticut, 196 3; Pilot l944; Air Tactical 

School, 1947 · A<l j ·tant and Personnel Offi.cer, Greenland Base Command, 

1948-l949 ; Chief, Record s Project Offic e , Hq USAF, 1953-1955; B-58 

We apon Syst .ms Project Officer, L957-l960; Assistant for Systems 

Management, Wright-Patterson AFB, 1960-1962; Systems Officer, 

Office of Deputy Chief of Staff, ~ystems and Logistics, Hq USAF, l963-

1968 ; F-lll Deputy Program f'irector, 1968 and Program Director, 

1969-l971; Dep•~t; vhief of Staff, Personnel, Air Force Systems Command, 

1971; Executive Director, . Procu reme nt and Production, Defense Supply 

Agency, 1972; Deputy to Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Procure­

ment) and Director, Procurement Policy, OSD, 1972-1973; Advisor to 

DoD Member to Commission un Government Procurement, l972-1973; 

Gene,:-al Manager , Fairch ild Burns Company, Division, Fairchild 

lridustries, l973 to present; Member, Army Materiel Acquisition Review 

Committee, 1974. 
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cc: 

5/10/74 
CGPY 

FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

ME ORA DU I FO R THE SE RET-\R Y OF DE FE SE 

S BJ E T : T r a n smi t. I o f AMARC lmp lementation P lan 

W hav comp le . ed our r evi w of th AMARC study r eport and confirm th e desi rabi lity of ace p ~i n P th e major AMA RC thrusts, including th e principal r commenda t ion for vo l 1tion towa-rd d e ve lopm ent cente rs within AMC. 

1 have, today, dir e r: t ed the Chif'f of Staff to proceed \vi.th pri o rity to forming as a separate entity th e Armaments Development Center. We plan to have a conceptual plan indi ca ting the Cente r's loc ation, o r gani zational c oncept, g r oss personnel implica tions, fa c ility requiremepts, consolidations, closings and time- pha sed implementation by Dec ember 1974. Planning the formation of the other development cente rs will proceed as rapidly as possible on a noninte rferenc e basis with the large e ffort involved in forming the Arma ments Development Center. See conceptual outline at lnclosure I. 

The AMARC Implementation Plan is at lnclosure 2. Of 172 AMARC recommendations, 147 have be en accepted and appropriate implementing action initiated, Twenty-five require additional study for possible acceptance before the end of 1974. Of these 25, aspects of five, involving action b y OSD, are forwarded for your consideration (Inclosure 3). 

The AMARC team chairmen are now reviewing the AMARC report, and weapon systems cost data prepared by Army Materiel Command in accordance with your request of 29 March 1974. We will forward the results of this review by 15 June 1974. 

We appreciate the assistance you and your staff have provided to this effort and solicit your continued personal support in this important endeavor. 

Dep S/D ASA-M&RA 
C/S ASA-R&D 5/10/74 - Original h/c at 1900 hrs. USA ASA-I&L 
ASA-FM OGC 

MG Camm 
ASG/OSA Howard H. Callaway 3 Incl 

APP C. IJ;J:,; C-1 



Incl. 3 

AMAR 

ITEM l , " An obj ctiv study should b · attempted (perhaps under contract) 

to det r min impact o f DOD o r ga nization on ma t r iel ac.quisition process o f th e 

threP. s rvic s . " (AMARC R port - Vol II- Il-D-5 - c-(2) , page VII-25) . 

ITEM 2. 11 0SD is no w hydra- headed , Qu estions pour out of these many heads. 

Th questions can O ' ' rl ap , o r deal with the same issu s. They appear not to 

be coo rdinat d at OSD lev 1, The r sult is tri - s rvice organizational entropy 

('an amount o f ene r gy i n ,:i. system not avai lab le for doing work') gain . OSD 

should consi d r the es tablishment o f a Deputy Sec retary of Defense Management 

o f Resourc s , for such coo rdi nat ion and 1 ad rship and for other us ful functions 

as per Blu Ribbon Re port. 11 (AMARC Report - Vol II-VII-D-5 -c-(3), page VII-25) . 

ITEM 3. 11 0SD should re-evalua t e its role in materiel acquisition to develop 

policies and procedur s allowing the Services to pursue materiel development 

within OSD defined mission are;.s and general leve ls of fundin g . Line item 

attention to R D projects WJ uld not begin until start of engineering develop­

ment. 11 (AMARC Report - Vol II-I- B-6-b-(l); pag I-1 9 . ) 

ITEM 4 . 11 0SD (DDR&E should maintain a modest discretionary tund with 

which OSD could have the Services pursue particular projects or embark on 

new initiatives in research and development, 11 (AMARC Report - Vol II- I-B-

6-b-(2) , page 1-19 . ) 

ITEM 5 . " Examine the layering, number of people involved at each layer 

and depth of their involvement with the intent of reduciug people and elimina­

ting unnecessary re • e of detail. 11 (AMARC Report - Vol II-II-B-2-d-(1)-

18) . 
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DEPARTMENT OF" THE NAVY 

OF.F"ICC 0,- THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTl)N . 0 C . 203~0 

9 April 1975 

ME>IOAAND0M FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subj: NM.ARC Imple~entation 

There are a number of ttMARC recommendations (some 201) 
which require adjustment of Department of De fense policy to 
effect remedial action. The thrust of the recommendations 
generally involves four basic areas of our responsibilities, 
specifical_ly: 

• Decentrulization of control and emphasis 
upon service initiatives 

• Mechanisms of cost prediction, reporting 
and analysis on our several programs 

• Personnel and manpower management 

• Program stability and multi-year authorizations 

Our ·view of the specific N~ recommendations in these 
areas is that the recommende~ acti~ns should be derived 
through joint services study and in certain cases through 
joint agency and Congressional action. 

Attachments hereto identify the recommendations in 
questior. and briefly outline suggested implementation 
actionE which you may wish to consider. 

We are prepared to take the initiative within the 
Department of Defense to develop draft policies along with 
proposed implementation plans in ~hese areas. Given your. 
approval, we will meet with our sister services with the 
objective of formulating such action and implementing 
plans. 

D. S. Potter 
Under Secretary or the N~vy 

Gll51 
APP END IX C - 2 



Su gest d Initi al Imple m ntati o n Action 
R lative to NMA RC R comme ndat i o ns Whose Th ru st 

Involve s Dec e ntraliza i on of Co ntrol and Emphas i s 
upo n Service I nit i atives 

--- - ------- - --- -- --- --- - - · -- - - ·-- - -- -· -- - -- - - - -·-

MARC Recomme nda ti ons 

Ove rvi ew # 3 - Withdraw f r om mgt of Se rvic e detail~ 

Procurem nt # 1 - Re info r ce dece ntralizati on po licy of 

R&D 
PRODUCTI ON 
COST 

o Discussion 

DODD 5000 .1 
# 7 - Reduce OSD deta i 1 j nv o l veme nt) 
# 9 - Improve ba lance bekween Navy/OSD 
#11 - Str eamline dec isionmaking - emphasize 

DODD 50 00.1 
#27 •• Cut back on s ta ffs that hav e becom e 

ope rati onal 
#28 - Reduce supe rflou s qu es tions 
#29 - Red uce s upe rflou s questions 
#31 - Impleme nt letter and inte nt of DODD 500 0.1 
#15 - Hi e rarchy of teprog ramming authority 
# 9 - Reduce/consolidate briefings 
#10 - Reduce lay e ring / modify CAIG charter 

The NMARC r ecommendations cited above address OSD/Navy, 

OSD/ other service r e lationships and stronoly recommend 

a reduction of OSD staff involvement in Navy/ other service 

de tail. 

The recommendation s and associated text establish the 

view that existing OSD policy is generally pro?erly stated, 

e.g., DODD 5000.1, however, in not being appropriately 

carried out. Service responsibilities/prerogatives are 

eroding and an ensuing further degradation in defense 

capability is foreseen. 

The Navy views the recommendations and associated 

text as valid observations of current OSD/Navy reletion­

ships and is of the opinion that improvem~nt can only 

stem from a mutual recognition of the possibilities for 

improvement and a mutual commitment to demonstrably 

improve such relationships. 

The cited recommendations and associated report text 

can serve as an appropriate baseline for establishing such 

mutual commitment. Additionally, a Chief of Naval Operations 

memorandum to the Secretary of Defense dated 24 June 1974, 

and a May 1968 monograph 1/ speak directly to the issue and 

should be utilized as well in reviewing the issues and 

1/ "Defense Planning and Budgeting: the Issues of Centralized 

- Controlh, J. D. Schlesinger. 

Attachment 1 



establishing a re~ewed commitment to the poli~y/principles 
established by DODD 5000.1. 

• ~ug~ested _Initial _Action 

• Navy will initiate discussions between appropriate 
OSD/Navy/other Service personnel. 

• From such discussions, Navy will develop a set of 
particulars for review/discussion with SECDEF/ 
DEPSECDEF. 



I, 

Sugges t ed Initi al Implementation Action 
Rela tive t o NMA RC Reco mmendations Whose 

'.!'~ ~~~ ':_ ! n ~o 1 ve s _Pr <2.9. r am _ St ab i 1 i ~ - and _ Mu 1 ti -Yea r _ Authorizations 

M~RC Recommendat i ons 

PROCUREMENT J 5 - Budget on multi-year basis/include 
ma na geme nt re se rve 

, 6 - Id e nt ify COFtt: '.'")rog rams to Congress 
#38 - Multi-y ea r authorizations 

COST #77 - Manageme nt Reserve r eq uir e ments 
#78 - Eliminate a rtificial budgetary constraint 
#79 - Fund probable syst em costs 
#80 - Includemanag ement reserves in cosc 

est i mates 
PRODUCT I ON #29 - Five year s hi pbuil ding p ~ogr~m 

• Di sc uss ion 

The NMA RC r ecommP. ndations cited above address the 
need for incr eas ed acquisition program stability and 
sugges t steps which can be tak e~ to enh ~nc e such stability. 

The Navy views the need and suggested steps as 
having universal a?plication throughout the DOD and thus, 
impl eme ntation should be e ffected by the other services_/ 
OSD staff as well as by th e Navy. 

Interna Navy efforts have been initiated to imp l e­
ment the cited recommendations to the extent possible 
through unilateral Navy action. For example, a Navy 
in-house study has been launched to examine Navy policy 
and practice relative to use of management reserves. 
Successful use of management reserves is highly dependent, 
however, upon the philosophy, policy and practice of each 
echelon above the entity actually utilizing such a 
reserve. Navy use of such reserves must therefore be 
attuned to OSD/Co ngressional views and where Navy views 
differ some improved accommodation of differences should 
be attempted. 

The Navy generally endorses the cited recommendations 
and associated report text and as indicated above, is 
moving to unilaterally implement the recommendations to 
the extent possible. 

• Su~sted_Initial _Action 

• Navy will initiate a series of coordinated actions 
~etween Navy/OSD staff/other Services to develop 
a set of particulars to improve understanding and 
accommodation of divergent Service / OSD/Congressional 
views relativ e to budgeting, ~unding and managing 
major system acquisition pro~rams. 

Attachment 2 
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• Given DEPSECDEF approval of such particulars, 

Navy ~ill pursue such Navy/OSD agreed upcn action 

and carry same to an appropriate conclusion. 

-2-



St• ..,s t c Initi a l Im :? l m n a tion Ac tion 
Re ..1. .' .. ve t o :UARC Recomme nda tion s ~/ hos 

'.1.·h r us t Invo lves P r so nn e l a nd Ma npowe r Ma na a 111e n 
- --· ··- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - ·- - - - ... - - - -- ·- - -· - ¥ --· - ·-· -

N1APC Peco~~e nd a ti o ns 

. r o · uc ti on D 4 - Co ll oca t !A VSEC wi t h NAV SE A 
# 5 - Remo ve p r ~o nne l c ilin s f r o111 

cu s t ome r r e i m ur seab l e pr oqr ams 
su ch as Fe r in Mili t a r y Sa l es 
(F MS ) n r og r a111s 

ii 24 - See k F de r al fun ds to supoo rt 
opp r ntic e or o J r ams 

#25 - Remove o r sonnel ceil ing cont r o l s 
f r om NI F ac tiviti es 

26 - ee xam in e Civil Se r vic r e ul a ti ons 
wit h r espec t to Ri r ac ti o ~s 

#28 - Public Se rvic / Vi tn am Ve t e ran / 
sh i ya r d job s 

Pr ocu r emen t #33 - Pr ov i de adeo uc1te s taffing or. r,11S 
r l ated oro _r a rr. s 

CO ST #5 4 - Str e ng t hen s t a ffing on FMC 
r e lat ed prog r ams 

55 - Str e ng t hen s t aff ing on FMS 
r e l a ted orogram s 

R&O 134 - Re111ov r : tri c ti on s on top l e v 1 
Gove r m ,_ :1t xecutive ra l a ri s 

o Discussion 

Th r ec ommendation s above a r e e ndo r sed / non- end ors ed 
in va rying de ~ r ees by the Navy . I mp lement a ti on ac ti on 
will r eauire va r y ing deg r ees of joint Na vy / OSD/oth r 
Se r v ice ac tion. 

o Recomme nda tion Pr od uction #4, conce rni ng coll oc a tion 
of JAVSEA / N VS EC i s be ing our su ed as a ma te r of 
separate corr espond e nc e be tween Na vy / OSD . 

o ~e comrne ndations Production #5 , Pr ocu r e111ent #33, 
Cost 54 and 55 address the need for 3dequate 
st aff ing of p ro g ram offices be ing s ubjec t ed 
to incr e asing l evel s of foreign militar y sa l es . 
Procur eme nt #5 a lso addresses the p ro bl em of FM~ 
r e i mbu r sed funds not ac tu a lly bei nq ma' ava il abl e 
to the p r og ra ~/ ? roject office inn ed of suc h 
funding. The Navy endor ses such r e com~e1dat i o ns 
a nd is highly desirou s of r eachi ng some i i p rov ed 
ac commodation r e l a tive to ~e r son ne l ceilings and 
funding defici e nci es which are adver s el y affect ing 
the pe rformanc e of such pro r am off ic es . 

l\tt ach me nt 3 



, 

o Pr od uc tion *24 co ne rn s funding and pur s uit of 

a r ~ntic p roq r ms . A ~arch 197 5 a r eeme nt 

bctw e n I avy/ MARI\D / and Labo r De?artme nt wa s mad e 

which will qov e rn a 6-9 month f fo rt to acquir e 

fund ing and d ve l op sh i pya r d training orog r ams . 

o Rec mrne nda tion Production #25 cone rns r emoval 

of oe r so nn e l ce iling controls from NIF activiti es . 

R P. nt (Mar 75) Nav y and O O te st i mo ny befo r e 

Co ngr ess ional Co~m ittees pr ese nt ed th e case for 

s uch r e li e f . Co n r ss io~al action is pe nding . 

o Recommendation Proauc~ion #~ o concerns civil service 

r gula tions r e l a tive to RIF action s . Navy do es 

no c P. nd o r se t h i s r ecom~e nd a tion ano no further 

action i s contemplated . 

o Recomme ndati on Production #28 conc e rn s support 

of a d ition al ? redu c tive jobs in private shipyards. 

o Recommendatio n R&D #3 4 concerning r emoval of 

r es tricti ons on top l evel Gove rnme nt executive 

sa lari es , i s beyo nd th e scope of any action whi ch 

t he Navy might unilate rall y undertake to influ e nce 

~assage of such r e lated legi s lation . However, 

beg inning with the month of March 1974, ASN{M&RA) , 

(OCMM) DOU and ot he r age nci es hav e been providing 

in f ormation to the Civil Service Commission, on a 

monthly basis r lating to: (1) those execu tives 

who l ea ve Fed e ral em? loy me nt, by r e tireme nt or 

other wi se ; (2) those ex ecutives who refu se nro~o­

tions or r e assignments; and (3) those candidates 

who decline job offers because of current ceilings 

on e xecutive level salaries . The CSC has reouested 

t ha t we continue to fur ni sh them with this kind of 

information through february 1976. We have and 

will continu e to orovide support for corrective 

e xecutive pay l eg islation to DOD and other age nci es . 

Th e CSC is working on a revision of the propos ed 

Executiv e Per sonnel Se rvice that has a salary item 

in it which would allow an agency to vary individual 

salaries as long as a cP.rtain set age ncy salary 

average was mai ntained for oositions above the 

GS -15 l evel . The revisions will be sent to Congre ss 

in th e next ses sion. The salary aspect s of thi s 

p roposal, how ever, would be dependent on separ~te 

pay l egislation enacted by Congress. Navy will 

pursue the issue of ex ecutive salaries as appro -

priat e as a matt e r separate from NMARC implementation. 

o Su9.g_es t ed _Initi_al __ Action 

o Na vy will develop a set of particular s relativ e t o 

r emoving pe r so pn el ceilings and funding / r e im bur seme nt 
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issu s wh r e F S or og r ams a r conce rn ed . Given 
D£PSCCDEF ap r ov l th e r eof , Navy will ou r s ue 
t sp i i c action so indicat ed jointly wit h 
v ' D/ o th e r S rvic es as aporopriate . 

• Navy will continue act i ons a lr eady un de rway with 
r e spec t t o cnipya rd app r nti ce tr a ining p rog ram s , 
dd iti o na l shio a r d jobs as a oart of th e public 

sc r v i c~/Viet nam Vet r an p r og r am and r emoval 
of pP r so nn e l c iling co ntr ol s from NIF ac tiviti es , 
keep ing cog niz a nt OSD/ o th e r Se rvic pe r s onn e l 
app r op ri - t ly aJv i sed . 

- 3-
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Su gest d Impl me ntation Action 

Re lc::. ti v to · r~A)-{C R comm nda t ions Who se Thru s t 

Involv es Improvin Pr ediction , 

_ -~~p~~t.!n_q __ ~r:'~ -~~~!.~~~ ~ _<?f _P~o - ~~~ -~<2~~~-----

MAkL Recomm e nd a tion s 

COST j30 - Cost perform ne e r epo rting 
131 - Int rate cost data reporting systems 

#32 - Int qrity of data 
37 - SAR r eportinq freauency 

#38 - Treatm nt of escalatio n 
#39 - Keeo changes to 0001 7000.3 to a 

minimum 
# 40 - Revi e w SAR data with contractors 

#59 - Treat escalation r ea listically 

#61 - Treat esc a lation r ea listically 

#63 - Tr@at esca l a tion r ea listically 
#6~ - Adjust exis ting contracts to ~rovid 

for esca l a tion 
~70 - Recognize imput ed interest as a cost 

#71 - Recognize imputed int t rest as a cost 

#7 2 - Recognize imputed int e r ~st as a ccst 

#76 - Adjustment to burden · a i:es 

PROCURCME T i49 - Limit requests for data 

o Discussion 

o Rjcommendations Cost #30 , 31, 32, 37 , 38, 39 

40, ?Q, 61 and 63 generally all involve incr eme ntal 

im~~ ovem e nt to existing F: actices. The Navy endorses 

the t hrust of these recommendations and in several 

case; some initial discussion has occurred between 

ASN(FM)/OSD(C) oersonnel. OSD(C) comments have 

been solicited and subseouent action will be plan ned 

based u9on receipt of such comments . 

o Recommendation Cost #69 speaks to equitable adjust­

ments to e xisting contracts. Such adjustments 

are currently provided for under P. L. 85-304 . 

Equitable adjustments to existing contracts can 

only be mode under the provisions of P.L. 85-804 

and the t e rms and conditions of specific contrccts 

involved . No specific action is contemolated by 

the Navy to implement this recommendation. 

o Recommenaations Cost no, 71 , and 72 relate to 

recognition of imouted interest as an allowable 

cos t. The Navy does not endorse these recoMm e nda­

tions. 1\ssuming similar OSD non-endorsement, the 

Navy intends to drop such rccomm~ndations from 

further consideration or action incident to imple­

mentation of NMARC r ecommendation s . 

Attachment 4 



o Sugges t ed _Initial _Action 

o Navy will de velop a se t of oarticulars pertaining 
to incr eme ntal imp rov eme nt r e lating to r ecomwe nd a­
ti o ns cost #30 , 31 , 32 , 37 , 3ti , 39 , 40 , 59 , 
61 , a nd 63. Fo llowing OS D re vi ew and apo rov a l , 
Navy will pu r s ue th e sr c ific actions so ind i ca t ed . 
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r .,A ~C p orrm nd a tion of 

Mi sce l l 2neous Ti r us -- but wh ich P. u i r e oc:o 

co nc ucc e nc e o r OSD/O he r Se cv i c . Pa ctici~• i on Incident 

o T ei r r e so lution 

- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - ·- - - - . - - . -· - •• - - - - - - - • - - - - - ·- -- - - - - - - -- • 

·A C ec ommen ation s 

PRODJCT I O ijl8 - Re t e nt i on of Bos t on ava l Sh i ?v ar d 

il9 - Leasi ng of shioya rd tac iliti es 

PROCUREME t 1 34 - Ea uitable r ea trne nt of co ntractor s 
----- ------- - -- - - - --

inci nt to fo r e i gn Militar y Sa l es 

R&D ~20 - AS PR mod ifi cat ion rega rds 

Ti tl e X sec tion ~30 4 Thr sho l ds 

cost ~2 4 - Coo rdination / Int eg r ?tion of mg t sys t ems 

~2~ - U?da t e a nd coo r dinate rngt r epo rting 

sys t ems 

o Di s uss ion 
o Recommenda ti on Product i on il 8 conce rn s disoosition 

of the Bos ton Nava l Sh i pya rd. workload r eview 

du ring Sho r e [stabl i shment Realighment (S ER ) s tudi es 

(J anua r y 197 2 - No vember 1972) irdic at d th at the 

Bos t on aval Sh i py ard was excess to t he Navy ' s 

--- ---- - -- -

need s. c urrently the shipyard is in a car e t aker 

sta tus un e r th e Bosto n caretaker Gr oup as s igned 

to th e Po r ts~outh Naval Shi oy ar d . Gen e ral Services 

Acmini s tration i s schedul~d to tar. e ove r the 

or o t ection and ma int e nance r es?onsi bi lity for t he 

south Bes t on Si te on 1 Jul y 1975 and the Charlestown 

s ite l ess the constitution Park, and buildings 

housing ·t he Boston Planning Group on 1 Januar y 1967. 

In view of the above Nav y oroooses no further a i on 

on t h i s r ecomme ndation. 

o Re commendation Production U9 concerns leasing of 

shipyard facilities . For reasons cited above , 

the Charl estown portion of the Boston Naval Shi pyar d 

and the large drydock at south Bost0n Annex will 

not be l eased . The Na vy has reviewed th e Hu nt e r s 

Point facility for retention as a standby shioyard 

~o r mob ilization and outleas1ng and recomme nd ed 

to CNO that the industrial portion of the overall 

shipya rd be r etained , primaril y the imorov ed wate r-= 

front and industrial a r eas. All remaining areas 

would be excesseo . congress has approved this 

action and it is the intent of Navy to se ek a single 

l e ase. A l e tter of intent to solicit interest 

in the pos s ible leasi~g of the Hunters Point Naval 

Shipy a r d property is expect ed to be issued in late 

April 1975. In vi ew of the above, Navy proposes 

no fu rthe r 5Qeci f ic action on this r ecommend a tion. 

Attachment 5 



o R co mm c nJa ti on Procur ement #3 4 an R&D #20 both 
r egu ir in it i a ti on a nd pu r s ui t of a n ASPR case 
t o r vie w pr os and con s and a rriv e at a joint 

r v ic e/ OS D pos ition. 

o Re comme nda ti o ns Cos t #24 and 25 r e l a te to ac hi v­
ing be tt e r coo r d in a tion a nd integ ration of the 
num e r ous individu a l ma nageme nt sys t ems currentl y 
in use thro g hout th e DOD. The thru s t of th ese 
r ecommendations i s close ly r e lated to th e decen­
tr a li z tion a nd orog r am s ta bil ity is s ues discussed 
e l se whe r e he r e in. Spec i f ic impl ementation ac tion 
r e lative to Cost #24 and 25 shou l d thus be cL ;;e ly 
r el t c to acti o n takPn with re s ec t to tho se 
i s : ues . A dominant oroblern is that each s ystem 
i s ,1s orne what ori e nt ed to th e particular in fo rm atio n 
ne d s of an in d ividu a l As s i s tant Secretar y of 
nef nse f unction . The s taffs of th ese individual 
Ass i sta nt Sec r e t a r y of Defe nse functions often 
do no t r eco niz e th e decis i ons th a t ha ve be e n 
ma de p r ev i ous l y in other dec i s ionma king cycles . 
!any program staff oaper s are written without 
r eg ard t o some of the decisions made and the 
i ssues r e so1vPd in the budget , DCP, and DSARC 
p r ocesses . Co ns ea uently , much time and effort 
is expe nded i n r ecycling i ssues and decisions 
r egardi ng we apon sys t ems p rog rams which action 
in tu rn leads t o program inst ab i l ity and increased 
co s t s . 

o ~g-9.ested_ Initial _Action 

o Navy will initi a t e ASPR cases relative to recommen­
dation Procur eme nt #34 and R&D #20 . 

o J oint Se rvice /OSD effort to identify specific 
me ans to im prove coordina tion/ inteqration of 
individual management systems in use throughout 
DOD r e lative to r e commendations Cost #24 and 25. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WAS HINGTON ZOUO 

MAY 5 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY SECRE,'TARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Ac quisition Advi sory Group - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

I am very pleased with your decis i on to undertake an 

evaluat ion of CSD' s procedures and operations in the ma j or 

weapon sys t ems acquisition process . The establishment of 

the Ac qui sition Advi sory Group with its distingui hed 
membership s hould provide a unique opportuni t y t o seek 

needed i mpr ovement s obj ~ctively for an extremely important 

process. You can be a ss ured of the Air Force's continued 

support throughout the course of thi s study. 

The Air Force 's concerns with OSD involvement in major 

systems acqui s ition are similar to those emphaBized in the 

separat e AMARC and NMARC studies. · The central is i; ue is 

the apparent increasing centralization of authority and 

decision-making within OSD. While I strongly endorse the 

DCP/DSARC process, extens i~e and extended pre-DSARC and 

post-DSARC activities are generating excessive workloads 

on program managers and their staffs and are delaying timely 

decisions . Additionally, the lines of responsibility 
established in DODD 5000.l are being weakened by direct OSD 

staff involvement in actions and decisions that more 
properly belong with the Services. The result is movement 

toward restricting Service prerogatives which could, if 

continued, jeopardi~:,? the intent and objectives of 
DODD 5000.1. 

Specific recommendations are attached. While certainly 

not complete nor fully developed, they do indicate the kinds 

of action which should be considered to place the centrali­

zation/decentralization issue in more proper balance. 

l Attachment 
Air Force Recommendations 

cc: Secretary of Defense 
Vice Admiral Reich 

~'M.~ua.,. 
~hn-L. ~~~ 
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AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

'l'h • Gf', : Reduce_ the number of pre -DSARC rev iews 
pr vid th -m as informat i on briefings only. The pur­

pos of th se r evi ew s s hould be to prepare the DSARC pr i n­
cipals for inf ormed part i cipa t i on in the DSARC r e view and 
shoul d be s tronGlY emphasi z d. The OSD poi nt 0f contact 
with i n th DSAHC Chai rman's office should coord j na te and 
con s l i dat e al l reques t s for r eviews, conf i ni ng them to 
the 15 day period precedjng the DSAHC revi ew. 

Reaff i rm the basic program decision miles t one s as 
DSARC I, I J and III. Additi onal DSARC r eviews should r equire 
full just if ic a t ion and DepSecDef approval and s hould be base d 
upon spe~i f ic program-mile stone e vents. 

Restr i ct the DepSecDef de c ision memorandum to broad 
implementation gui dance and direction, empha s izinG what 
to do and not how to do it. 

Limit pos t-DSARC activity by the OSD staff to that re­
quir ed t o iss ue the DCP incorporatine the D~pSccDcf deci s ion . 

The DCP Proce ss: Clarify the distinction between us e of the 
DCP a s a decision document and its use as an information 
docurn nt. Tho se aspects of program manag ment which are 
within th Servic e 's responsibility and prerogatives nor­
mally sh8uld not be included in the DCP. 

Emphasize DODI 5000 . 2 requirements for DCP currency and 
issue the DCP on a timely basis following _DepSecDef decision. 

Organizational Responsibilities : Clarify . roles and respon­
sibilities for systems acquisition between ODDR&E and 
OSD(I&L). All program actions and decisions should be 
coordinated by the organization having responsibility for 
the current phase of the acquisition life cycle. 

Establish lines of authority and responsibilities for 
other DOD organizations and agencies involved in major 
syst~ms acqui~ition. All program direction should be coor­
dinated through the 0DDR&E or OSD( I&L) _offices having fiscal 
r~sponsibility for that program or program area. The estab­
lished systems acquisition process should be used. 

Provide full recognition of JCS and Service responsi­
b~lities for operational requirements, military operations, 
and force structure and doctrine. 

Establis~ closer coorlination uetween the DCP/DSARC 
process and the PPBS. Fiscal constraints should be fully 
addre s sed in DCP/DSARC actions, and the DepSecDef decision 
then full y supported in subsequent budget reviews. 
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FCREWORD 

Th is Append ix con ta ins a su n~1a ry of pe rt inent inf ormati on made avai l abl e t o 
the Acq ui s iti on Adv isory Group by the Mi lita ry Depa r t ments. It wa s prepared 
by the sta ff of th e AAG fo r the purpose of maki ng the assess me nt of Se rvice 
comme nts and rcco~me ndati ons which ap pear in t he ma in body of the re port. 
The key be low iden tifies the cod ing used to cross refe rence tl 1e extracts to 
the source documen t s . 

KEY 

TITLE 

Army Ma t e r ie l Acq uis iti on Revi ew Comm it tee Report 

Army Presenta ti on to Acq uisiti on Advi so ry Group , 
19 May 1975 

Le t ter , Unde r Secreta ry of the Army t o Admira l 
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Impl ementation, 9 Apri 1 1975 
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Advisory Group (AAG), 17 July 1975 
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ITEM // 

2 

3 

4 

DOD DIRECTIVE 5000. 1 

DCP/DSARC PROCE SS 

REMARK 

D ARC recommend tions and SecDe f decisi ons should 
be a ltered on ly if ab so lute ly necessa ry and th en 
on ly as the resu lt of a further DSARC meet ing and 
s ubsequen t Sec Oef deci s ion. 

Re lative to shipbuildi ng programs , the threshold s 
es tablished in the original Development Concept 
Pa pe r {DCP) should operate to control the con­
s truction program {reverse the cur rent trend toward 
requiring upwards of ten sepa rate DSARC's, with a ll 
the a ttendant preb~iefings , etc ., in connection with 
a new shi p cl ass deve lopment and construction program.) 

The frequent use of the DSARC process to approve 
nnua l procurements of hardware for programs pre­

viously approved for producti on should be eli mi­
nated. 

The DSAP.C process seems to be well conceived; DOD 
Directive 5000.1 provides f or an appropr iate bala nce 
between OSD policy and direction and delegation of 
authority and responsibility to the DOD components. 
In practice, however, the delegation of responsibi­
lity by the OSD to the Navy, indeed by Congress to 
OSD and the Navy, for the managemei:t of programs is 
insufficient. 

Viewed from the perspective of Navy PH's, the basic 
thrust of DOD Directive 5000.1 -- to incentivize the 
armed services and PH's to seek more responsibility 
and authority -- has been blunted by a continuance of 
heavy OSD staff involvement. The complaints focu ~ on 
the DSARC process for the following reasons: 

a. After scrubbing all alternatives and firming 
up the Development Concept Paper (DCP), the Navy often 
finds alternatives added by the OSD staff that fre­
quently carry greater weight than the Nav position. 

PAGE // 

NHARC I 1-13 

NMARC I I - 14 

NMARC V-10 

NHARC V-11 
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ITEM // 

4 
(Cont) 

REMARK 

b. DSARC's are schedul ed too frequently, creating 

fu nding, con tr ctu 1, and schedule t rbulence. The 

numerous prebri efings for each DSARC are pri ma rily for 

t he benefi t of staff and result in the dilution of the 

PM's ti me out of proporti on to the value of such 

exercises. 

c. The DCP decisions, as drafted by the OSD 

s taff, are frequently delayed in issuance and may 

not re flect the verba l discussion at the actual 

DSARC meeting. 

PAGE # 

NMARC V-11 

5 The Secretary of Defense (SecDef), Dep SecDef, and SEC- NMARC V-11-12 

NAV mus t effect improved accomn.odation between OSD 

and Navy views as to the appropri3te ba lance to be 

s truck between OSD/Nil vy res ponsibilities, interests, 

and prerogatives as intended by the principles of 

DOD Direct ive 5000.l. Some specific examples are 

the fo 11 owing: 

a. Eli min at e OSD staff constraint of Navy studies 

of alternatives prior to Navy's requesting the fi r~t 

DSARC. 

b. Extend the half life of DSARC decisions. 

Once the SecDef/Dep SecDef and SECNAV agree on a 

signed DCP, stick with the decision longer than is 

currently the case -- i.e., purposefully reduce pro­

gram turbulence, which is generated internally by 

OSD/Navy. 

c. Adopt a pra~~ice of hearing Navy positions 

firsthand before making negative decisions regarding 

the Navy's DSARC proposals. 

d. Retreat from the practice of using the DSARC 

process to approve annual production buys of hardware 

programs already approved for production. 

e. Relative to shipbuilding programs, adopt a 

practice of letting the thresholds established in the 

original DCP operate to control the construction 

program (i.e., the current trend is toward requiring 

as many as ten separate DSARC's, with all the attendant 

prebriefings, briefings, etc. in connection with a new 

ship class development and construction program). 

2 



ITEM # REMARK 

6 On the occasion of his departure as CNO, Ad mi ral 
Zumwalt wro te to Secretary of Defense Schlesinger 
this opinion on the impl ementation of DOD Di recti ve 
5000. 1: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

.... The move toward decent ral iza tion of acqu i ­
s i tion res porsi b i lity wh i le retaining maj o r 
dec ision authority at the Secretary of Defense 
level was a significant change. I wholeheart­
edly endorse this change to participatory 
management. However, dur ing the several years 
that we have bee n operat i ng under the aegis of 
5000. 1, I have observed an erosion of the 
principles and con cepts basic to that direc­
tive ... . 

The SECDEF and the Department of the Navy should 
take immediate steps to implement the letter and 
intent of DOD Directive 5000. 1 

DSARC Reviews should be restricted to major mi le­
stone decisions or breaches of DCP thresholds. 

Pre-DSARC activities should be coordinated by the 
DSARC Chairman's office with the intent to (a) 
consolidate reviews by the OSD Staff and (b) 
insure the preparation of the principals for 
DSARC. 

The DSARC decision should be clear, concise, and 
promulgated with minimum delay. 

The preparation, review, and approval of the 
Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP) should be 
centered on key issues and the required decision. 

The DSARC principals should be required to coor­
dinate on thP. For Coordination draft DCP prior 
to the DSARC review. 

3 
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NMA RC V-3 0 

NMARC V-33 

AF #1 
23 May 75 

AF #2 
23 May 75 

AF /13 
23 May 75 

AF /16 
23 May 75 



ITEM# 

12 

13 

REMARK 
DATE/ PAGE # 

rr n ly 00D o no use the D ARC a a de cision A/5/1 /7 5/ 

forum . W however , see a r eal e for he D ARC to 

ision-makin body as opposed o the prese n 

in whi h he issues are i sc11 sed a he 

i u ant e retary and quivalen 1 v 1 . Currentlv 

forum , omrnon und r standi:1 s r e presumably 

only oh v hem sub equently modi f ied i n h 

s ffing ford to the Deputy ecr et ary of 

De fense nd he of De fen e . Thi r esult s , 

a imes, in need information bein presented for 

d ci s ion t hrough s aff broker s ra her than from the 

s nior man r s direc ly to the decis ion-maker . I t 

also r esults in a yo- yo effect since finally he 

pertinen information et to the Deputy Se re t ary of 

De f n e or t h S r etary of Defense af te r a ser i es of 

i terations so that an equitable decis ion car 

It means delays in pro rams and increased 

cos s and ther e is adequa e eviden e to support thi s 

j ud en . 

The thir d AMARC recommendation was : 

"OSD should r eevaluate its role in mater iel 

acquisi tion to develop poli ci es and procedures 

allowin the Serv ices t o pursue materiel develop­

ment within OSD defined mission areas and general 

levels of fundi n . Line item at t ention to R&D 

pro jects would not begin until start of engineering 

development . " 

Ther e are t wo associated parts to t hi s AMARC 

r ecorranendati on . The first part r ecommends 03D sti ck 

A/5/1 / 75/#8 

t o macromanagement . Thi s approach is only a reiteration 

of the OSD poli cy in DOD Directive 5000 . l as r ecently 

r einforced by the Deput y Secretary of Defense memorandum 

of 13 May 1975, sub ject : Headquarter s Review; and we 

a ee wholeheartedly. The second part would not have OSD 

get into line item R&D management unt il engi neerin 

developnent starts . This se cond part also parallels t he 

AMARC r ecoll'O':lendation that t he Army should not establi sh 

a formal r e: q_'..iirement for a sy t ern prior t o en ineer ing 

4 



ITEM# 

13 
(C n ) 

ms . 

REMARK 

w i..) 

vi 
vel in 
or in 

n ·, w 
in li ne i em of a·or 

DATE/PAGE // 

A/'J/1 /7 ;///8 

14 In ummary , t h r e are wo overridin A/ 5/l l /75///~2 

must be addressed nd olved if we are o 

nd improve h OSD/ ervi e r el~ i onship 1 

quisition. Fi r st , th miss ion of the 0 

e r estri c ed broad poli y and pro am 

They should abide by DOD Die tiv 5000 .1 on uc 

broad r views and nalyse o achi v mission balan e 

in he on olidation of he ma riel a qui s i in 

pro ams of t he er vices . One positive pproa h 

achi vin hi s obje ctive is to redu e he i ze of 

the OSD staff drastical ly . Secondly, the D ARC must 

be ome a de i s ion-makin body with th D puty Seer tary 

of Defense as t he active chai nnan or a ec1s1on 

empowered alter- o acti n in his stead . We feel his 

a tion could r esult in prompt , effe ctive decisions an 

r educe the imc r equired to fi eld new or improv 

equiJJlllent . 

15 o how should we do it differ ently? The basic principl N/7/17/75/#2-

espoused here is a s imple one : the e ntral office staff 

should enforce good business practice , not make detailed 

decisions . This means the establishment of service -wide 

standardi zation and star. ·lards of competence . It means 

the establi shment of appropriate service -wide personnel 

policies , rules for the amorti zed repla ement of capital 

assets, idance on spare part i nventory polici es , and so 

forth . Such rules can be made suffi ciently flexible t o 

pennit spe cial exceptions where i gnifi cant diffe r en e 

in operational practices between servi ces o require . 

Proper ce nt ral offi ce operation !:il o means stayin out of 

particularized line supervision . The central offi e, 

5 
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\5 
( on ) 

\6 

REMARK 

c ice , nee s to avoid 

nagemen j ud en for 

r e pon.ibl br nch man gemen . A a eneralized 

rul , staff a tivi ies of he Depar ment of 

De fPnse should mak ha are 1ppli able 

fr all h servi no rul es th t apply o 

~in le r vice or a in le pr o r am . The line 

opera ion of the business would then flow from he 

e r e ary of De fens /Depu y ecr e ary of D fense 

ire tly o h rvi es . 

- I ns l u e pr o edure whicn r estri cts the r eopening 

of pr ior D ARC ec1s1ons . (e . g. r eopen only with 

advance form 1 noti e i n wri i n) . 

- Ins i ute pr o edure wh r ~by the sense of each 

DS ARC meeting is ummar ized i n writin in session 

wi h copies furnished to all principal par i ci pants . 

- In~titute procedure wher e SECDEF/ DEPSECDEF de cisions 

emanating f rom the DSAF.C forum are formally r ender ed 

wi hin t hree days . As an element thereof , ensure 

that deci sions whi ch may r eRult in maj or pro ram 

r edi r ection are r eviewe i n advance per sonally 

betw en the DEPSECDEF and the co ni zant servi ce 

secr etary. 

- Reinstitu e procedure wher eby a maximum of t hree 

D ARCs are held on any i ven program . 

-S r en hen trie procedures '-'he r eby l ower l evel OSD 

staff per sonnel ar e prech ,ded from altering or 

negatin pro ram actions or deci sions made by t he 

DEPSECDEF. ( Perhaps by r equi rin an "impact 

statement " to be i nclur:ed i n each Program Budget 

Deci sion do cument and hat PBDs affectin prior 

pr o ram decisions be s i gned by DEPSECDEF wi th 

prior coordination ,ri th the servi ce secr etar y 

concerned .) 

- Reins itute t he' idance of DOD Dir ective 5000 .1, 

that "minimum d,.!mands for f ormal r epor ing" be 

pla ed on the ~r ogram mana er by r educi ng t he num'Jer 

of Pre-DS ARC 'Jr iefin s h ld for OSD staff member ,; . 

6 
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16 
(Con ) 

17 

REMARK 

- Re efine he dollar hreshold r i eri.a for major 
programs to bring t he total number of pro rams 
subje t to the DSARC process in line with the 
in ent of DOD Dire i ve 5000 . l at the time it was 
issued. 

The DSARC Process : Re uce t he number of pre-
D ARC r eviews and provide them as i nformat i on 
br ie fin sonly . The purpose of t hese reviews 
should be t o prepar e t he DS ARC pri ncipals for 
informed participation in t he DSARC review and 
should be strongly emphasized , The OSD point 
of contact within he D ARC Chainnan ' s offi ce 
should coordinate and consolidate all requests 
fo r r evi ews , confinin them t o the 15 day period 
preceding the DSARC r eview. 

Reaffi nn the basi c progr am dec i sion mile-
stones as DSARC I, II and III . Additional DSARC 
r eviews should requi re full justification and 
DepSe cDe f approval and should be based upon specific 
program milestone events . 

Rest r ict the DepSe cDe f de cision memorandum to 
broad i mplementation idance nd direction , 
emphasi zi ng what to do and not how to do it . 

Limit post- DSARC activity by the OSD staff to 
that required t o i s sue the DCP incorporat ing the 
DepSecDef decision. 

The DCP Process : Clari fy the distinction between use 
of t he DCP as a decision document and its use as an 
infonnation document . Those aspects of program manage­
ment which are within the Ser vice 's responsibility and 
prerogatives nonnally should not be included in the DCP. 

Emphasize DODI 5000 . 2 requirements for DCP 
currency and issue t he DCP on a timely basis following 
D~pSecDef decision. 

7 
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18 

19 

REMARK 

D AR Revi ws Restri c ed o Maj or Mil tones/0r hes 

- on i d r only key is u s nd requi r ed ue ision 

- onnal s affin for les er i ssue s 

- Dis i plined use of ex utiv r vi ws 

Pre DSAR A tivity Coordina ed by Chainnan ' s Office 

- onsolidate r eviews by O D taff 

- Pro f~ram ba k ound and s tus infonnation 

- Used with DCP r evi ew to prepare principals 

Clear, Tim ly DEPSECDEF DSARC Decis ion I ssued 

- Reduced mphas is on detailed ac ions/conditions 

- Based upon D ARC Principals ' input s 

-What , no how , provi ded in impleme ntation idance 

Operation of the DSARC 

Key Word - Dis cipline 

- Only current maj or issues 

- Restricted parti cipation 

- Preparation by the principals 

- Dis uss ion at review contr olled by Chairman 

- Refle ct conclusions of principals 

DATE/PAGE# 

AF/ 5/1 /75/ 
BRIEFING 

AF/5/19/75/ 
BRIEFING 

- Present minority views/service views to SEC DEF 

8 
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2 

3 

4 

REQU I REMENTS 

REMARK 

We recommend strong ly that the ROC, Task Force , 
ASARC, DSARC and establishment of a Program Mana­
ger be delayed until critical experi ments have been 
performed , technology i s demonst rably in hand and 
the user has had the opportunity to test the con­
cept in an operational environment using experi­
menta l equipment which demonstrates all the salient 
points. Then, and only tren, should engineering 
deve lopment (6 .4) begin. 

OSD should re-evaluate its rol e in ma terial acqui­
sition to develop policies and procedures allowing 
the Services to pursue mate riel development within 
OSD defined mission areas and general levels of 
funding. Line item attention to R&O projects would 
not begin until start of engineering development. 

Requ ire t he ROC and DCP only after advanced develop­
ment. 

The lack of a complete definition of a requireroont 
specifically oriented to a mission deficiency is 
the biggest single contributor to criticism of 
the acquisition process. 

The term "mission deficiency" refers to a broad mission 
area and the ability of the Army to totally perform 
that mission. The fulfillment of a mission deficiency 
may require more than one weapon system. It may require 

PAGE If 

AMARC 1-5 

AMARC 1-19 

AMARC 11-18 

AMARC 11-20 

a change not only in weapons systems but also in doctrine, 
tactics, and force structure. 

Define requirements and justify new weapons sys t ems , force 
structure and doctrine on the basis of fulfilling a 
defense mission deficit. Appropriate responsibilities 
for defining mission deficits should be delineaten. 

9 



IT EM // REMARK 

5 Th l ack of agr en nt on r qu irem nt s i s a maj o r 

prob l m whi h can be trac d to the l ack o f identity 

of the r s ponsi bl individu I to s p c ify and manag 

t h ne d . Thi s lack o f identity caus s conL inua l 

ha ng and obviat s Lhe ca pubilily to ma inta i n a 

6 

7 

8 

corpora le memo ry. 

I L is s s ntia l, therefor , that the se goa l s and needs 

b rea ffi rn1ed a l the end of t he deve lopmenl cyc l e and 

befo re the fir s l production run . The ac tu a l sys Lem 

to be produc d s hou ld then b meas ured again s t t he 

:- va l i dated requ i remen t. 

SecDef should cont inue t h practice of perm itt ing 

s l f -genera t d force -t rades to the Se rvice s to he lp 

t ward s estab li shi ng a bi as t owa rd s s implicity. If 

it se s a va lu e to thi s approach it must be pr pared 

t o dea l with t he Armed Se rvices Co1 i t t ees on thi s 

bas i s . 

An i ,,stitutiona l bias away from weapon compl exity be 

in s tiluted i n the A;-my. Hi gh t echnology mus t be 

scrutinized i n terms of Lh deve lopme nta l risks it 

induces . Perhaps this i s a l ready unde rway. CSA 

mus t lead . The ASARC/DSARC process should reflect 

this bias, and should hammer a t the i ss ue. Some 

advoca te capability (pe rhaps in TRADOC) s hould be 

st ructured to s taff thi s role in the ASARC/DSARC 

di scu ss ions . 

The ideas that lead to a bona -fide requi rement have 

to be pl ayed with, ana lyzed and experi men t ed with 

both broadly an d in de pth. TRADOC has not had a 

resource capability to expe ri ment with ideas be fore 

requi reme nt s are generated. 

What shou ld be the nature of such a resource? 

It should certainly be analytic, i .e ., the 

equations of mo ti on , the ma thema tics of gui d­

ance , bal 1 i s tic tables , damage statistics, 

the ae rodynamic laws, etc. are all subject to 

useful and ROC-pertinent analysis, synthe s is 

and judgmental i nte rpretat ion . 
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{C on t) 

REMARK 

It s hou ld probably be mechani s tic {compute r-
cu d), i . e , pres tructured prog rams s hould b 
~vai lab le and part icu la r ROC-ori e nted programs 
shou ld be generated . 

The in c lu s ion nf an expe ri men t a l and e va lua tion 
ca pabili t y appears indicated. One c r itica l and 
po intedly des ign ed expe ri ment can be worth a 
roomful of compute r t pe s or a Pentagon full of 
Commander ' s opi nions . 

It shou;d be cos t-intens ive and othe l>'lise 
s t a ti s tically embedded as t o pe rformance-i ndex 
va lues , cos t c ff ec tiv ity, deve lopmenta l ris ~s . 

It shou ld be opera ti onally extrapo lati ve , i.e., 
future threat evaluation, force planning, future 
tactical concepts, the prob abilities of future 
geopolitical cons tra ints must on a pre-ROC bas i s 
be made avail able and endemic to the rigorous 
a pproach to a forma l requirement. 

11 
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10 

11 
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REMARK PAGE // 

lns t ab i l it'y' o f requiremen ts aft e r cor,1mitment to a ma jor NMARC 11-4 

program i :; a pri me Heakness in the acquisiti on proce ss . 
So ft or changing requ i rements have led to pro longed 

deve lopment, cos t growth, and critic is m by the General 

Accounting Office (GAO) and the Congress. Such 
i ns t abi I ity can be a ttr ibuted large ly to poor defini-
ti on of ro les withi n OSD and the Navy, funding inade-
~uaci es , l ayering and perso~ nel t urbul ence in k~y posi -

tions , and fai lure to respect program decisi ons and 
comm i tments . 

An acquisition program should n0t be forma lly undertaken 

until the major participant s involved have an agreed 
understanding of what is achievable and usable. For 
systems that do not evolve fr om existing weapon syste~s, 
such agreement normally should follow completion of an 
advanced development program; th us , when the program is 

formally established, it can be well defined, costed, 
and supported. Formally establishing the program 
earlier is to invite disastir by denying freedom of 
investigation, the pursuit of alternatives, and neces­
sary development iterations. 

Effective pursuit of alternatives should normalli i~ ­
volve an early industry/service dialogue, with em­
phasis on a set of mission objectives that establish 
the mini mum capability being sought. 

Unfortunately, however, the Naval Material Command is 
observed to defer frequently to strong OSD and OPNAV 
staff efforts to control the details of choice, sub­
stance, and schedule in connection with various 
acquisition efforts. 

NMARC 11-5 

Evidence suggests that many decisions reflect undue NMARC 11-11 

influence of OSD staff personnel who have individually 
tended to assume the role of final authority. Para-
doxically, detailed OSO staff review of Navy conceptual 

efforts is likely to suppress rather than stimulate the 
exploration of a l t e rnatives due to the tendency of the 

military services to push fur OSD concurrence with 
what may ap~~ar to be the best choice at a given junc­
ture with given individuals. 

12 
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13 

REMA RK PAGE // 

To cxp lor l t rn tive~ d quate ly, s r vi ce dutho r i t y NMARC 11-11 

i s required to pursue d iverse e fforts in an uncon -

s trained fa shi on unti l suffici nt informat ion i s 

g n rat d upon whic h to ba s i nt ll igent deci~ions 

as to which e f f orts to continue , she lve, o r abandon . 

OS D r v i ew shou ld no t occu r un til t he data tha t the 

ffor l i n ques t ion is designed to produce b com 

avai l .:ibl . The re practi ca l means of achiev ing t h is 

op ration i s for t he Na vy to e va l ua t e choi ces , no t 

undigested i nformation , with th cho ic s havi ng been 

d ve lc ped in a re lat i ve ly uncons trained fashi on , nd a 

s p- c ific recommenda t ion made to OS D as to the des ir abl e 

a l t rn ati ves to be pursu d further. 

OSD sta ff re v i w of servi ce s tudy of a lte r nat ives pri or NMA ~C I 1-13 

to a se rv ice ' s requ es t ing a program i n iti a ti on DSARC 

shou ld be s ub s t an t ially reduced . 

The Navy is i nhibited, by heavy OSD s t aff invo lvemen t, NMARr. V-6 

fro,n exercisi ng its pre roga t i ves in the gene rati on , 

eva lua ti on , and selecti on of sys t em a lte rnatives. To 

explore alternatives adequately, the armed services 

require the authority to pursue diver se efforts in an 

unconstra ined fa shi on unti 1 suff ici en t i nfor mation 

i s gene rat ed upon which to base i ntelligent decisions 

as t o which efforts to con ti nue, shelve, or abort. 

In practice , howeve r, the OSD staff has interjected 

i ts e lf i nto the exploratory process, looking for just i ­

ficatio n and review before the Navy I. as had an oppo rtu­

nity t o examine the alte rnatives. Paradoxica lly, such 

de tailed rev iew i s likely to suppres s ra~her than 

s ti mulate the expl oration of alte rnatives since the 

se rvice is forced to justify its analy s is and in the 

process pushes for OSD concurrence as to what may 

appear to be the best choice at that g iven po i nt in 

ti me. OSD review generally should not uccur until the 

data that the effort i n question is designed to 

produce become available. The only really practi cal 

means of operation is for the armed services to 

furnish choices, not undigested information, with 

the choices hav i ng been developed in a relatively 

unconstrained fashion. Although inf0 rmal OSD staff 

involvement is appropriate, formalization thereof 

may be expected to force premature reliance on un -

refined data. 
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• 14 The Secretary of Defense (SecDef) or the Deputy Secre- NMARC V-6 

tary of Defense (Dep SecDef) should reinforce the de­

centralization principles of DOD Directive 5000.1 and 

its derivative poli~ies by preventing OSD staff in-

volvement in and constraint of the Navy's studies 0f 

alternatives prior to the Navy's requesting the program 
initiation Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 

(DSARC) (#1). 

14 
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15 We be li e ve st rong ly that the system should be re vised N/7/17/75/#6 
to provide for an improved and broadened staff ro le 
in mission area analysis, resource a ll ocation, and 
the es tabli shment of uniform record s and procedures. 

16 Provide full recognition of JCS and Service res ponsi - AF/5/5/75/#Atch 
b i liti es for operatiqna l requirements , military opera -
tion$, and force structure and doctr ine . 
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ORGANIZATION 

REMARK 

Th a pp rova l process as now structured i s not on ly a 
probl em of proce d ing up three o r four l aye rs but 
a l so of trave r s i ng ach l aye r to obtain indi vidua l 
s t a ff e lem nt concu rrence.b 

6This i s furt her compli cated by t he bud ge t process where 
eac h i ndividu a l budge t appropriation is handl ed thro ug h 
a se para t e s taff 11 stove pipe11 from bottom to top. Since 
an Army proj ec t manage r wi ll dea l with a ll thes e appro­
pr :2t ions during the life of the s ystem he manages , he 
wi ll have to make certa i n that hi s request in each 
11 s tovepipe 11 i s suffici en t to kee p hi s program ba lanced 
an d on schedule. He mus t re ly on each l ayP. r to in sure 
integra tion and adequacy of hi s total budget needs. 

PAGE // 

AMARC 11-9 

2 Examine t he 1.iyer i ng , number of peopl e involved at each AMARC 11 - 18 

laye r and depth of their involveme nt with the intent 
of reducing peopl e and e li minating unnecessa ry review 
of deta i 1. 

) The de lay in pl aini ng, programm ing, and funding de - AMARC Vl-8-9 
cis ions cont inues t o impede an ef fective research and 
deve lopment effort . The l aye ring of decision makers 
and the l arge attendant e ffor t to make multiple pre -
se nt a tions and justification have frequently res ulted 
i n ser ious de l ays , additi ona l costs and frustration. 
Both rea l and 11artificial" managers ha ·v~ contributed 
to the decision para lys is at most le ve l s , including 
sta ffs at commodity commands , AMC, DA . DDR&E, and 
o ther OSD e lement s . The regulatory process i s judged 
to be too heavily bi ased toward avoiding mistakes rather 
than achi eving effective output. 

16 



Item # Remar k 

4 It i s probably true that OSD, in moni to ri ng Army 
performance and in attempti ng t o br ing about a 
pro pe r coo rd ination of activity between the Services, 
all proper OSD functions, ha s encount~red conflict 
s ituations which required OSD action. Nevertheless, 
the Secretary of Defense could make a s ig nifica nt 
contribution to the eventual s trength and capability 
of Army RDT&E establishments by defi ning clearly and 
concisely the proper functi ons of what basically i s 
the Defen se Departmen t I s Co rporate Board, and then 
li miting, by vigorous act ion if necessary, the large 
OSD staff to just these function s. It i s remar kable 
how unclear it is at both OSD and Army level s as to 
just what are OSD 1s proper function s. 
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ITEM // REMARK 

5 Of part icul a r concern is the extens ive and of ten 

detailed i nvo lvement of the Offi ce of the Secretary 

of Defense (O SD) i n the execution of wea pon system 

acqui si ti on programs . 

PAGE /, 

NMARC 11-2 

6 It i s t he clear con vic tion of the NMARC that sound NMARC I 1-12 

ma nagement would ca ll for a sub stant ia l withdrawa l of 

OSD from s pec ific partici pa t ion in individua l weapons 

system acq11 i s ition prog rams and a dedicat ion instead 

to pol icy for mula t ion ,.ind monitor ing in ma tters of 

total DOD obj ect , ~s ~, force l evels, budget, and overall 

management phil osophy. It wi 11 be necessary for the 

Navy, by emphas is on NSARC-type reviews, to demo nstrate 

a degree of excellence in system acquisition management 

sufficient to jus tify the confidence the Secretary of 

Defense (SecDef) will need to change OSD's ma nagemen t 

philosophy and practices and reverse the trend toward 

increasingly heavy OSD involvement in military service 

acquisition program detail. 

7 Major deviations from the plan should require approval NMARC I 1-13 

by the NSARC. 

8 

The NSARC should be mo re fully utilized to provide 

formal advice to the Secretary of the Navy. Where 

possible, a single briefing by the project manager 

concerned should be made to a joint gathering of NSARC 

and CEB members, following ~hich, separate NSARC and 

CEB deliberations could be held as desired. Each NSARC 

shou ld address ti mely questions for which it is con­

vened and should not unnecess a rily reopen issues upon 

which decisions have previously been made. 

In connection with the question involving the trend 

toward increased OSD staff involvement in all aspects 

of the acquisition process, the NMARC considers, for 

example, that the proposed revision of the charter 

of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations 

and Logistics) and his apparently intended increased 

involvement in system acquisition activities contra­

dicts previous SecDef policy intentions. 

18 
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9 Th pre va l nee o f l ay r ing obsc rv d by the NMJ'qc NMARC 11-19 

o ff e rs one o f the most s ign if icant opport 11 n iti es for 

si mpl ify ing the acqui s it ion prob lem. Th ph no11e11 011 

i s bo th a ma tte r of o rgan i ~a t iona l s t ructure and a 

matt r of procedu r s nd systems t hat i nv i te mu l t i-

pl e rev iews , red irections , i nqu iri es , an d ser ia l 

a pprova l s . Thu s , it can b ame li ora t ed through 

procedura l changes , es tabl ishmen t of concurrent 

revi ws , d cent ra l iza ti on , and rev is ion s in mana ge ­

nt ph i loso phy. 

10 Duplicative OS D-l evel s t aff func t io ns re lati ve to NMARC I 1-19 

sys tems acqui s iti on , wh ic h ar mi r ro red in t he 

Navy (and o the r serv ices as we ll) cau ses l ayer ing 

in o rg an izati ons . 

11 Utilize a s trong , active NSARC to preclude the need NMARC 11-20 

fo r request s fo r i nforma ti on fr om 05D. 

12 A related probl em is the pro liferation of higher l eve l NMARC 11-43 

s taffs. 

13 Authority and responsibility should be cl early defined, NMARC 11-43 

and, more :mportantly, the orga n izations in OSD, OP-

14 

NAV, NAVMAT, and the Systems Commands that are in-

volved in the acquisition proces s should be made to 

li mit thems elves to their defined areas of responsi-

bility. As much authority as practical should be 

decentralized a~d located in the program management 

organization. Within the Navy program management 

matrix, the proje~t office should be strengthened 

to include full line responsi b i lity and adequate 

staffing for techn i ca 1, f i nanc i a 1, and cont ract 111.:ir,ag 

ment. 

Perhaps the most pe rvasive, disruptive influence on 

Navy project management is the inadequate and improper 

def inition of the roles of OSD, OPNAV, and the Naval 

Ma terial Conmand in acquisition managemen t . The NMARC 
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14 
(Cont) 

15 

l6 

17 

REMARK PAGE # 
found t hat the po lici es of DOD Directive 5000. I are NMARC I 1-42-43 being wide ly ignored, with the result that there i s excessi ve and counter -productive involvement of higher level s taffs in the di rect management of major programs . Thi s involvement comes from both OSD and OPNAV. It unde rcut s the position of the proj ect manager, obscures the l ines of au t hority and responsi bility, and destroys accountabi lity for program management. 

OSD should withdraw substan tially from s pecific parti- NMARC 11-45 ci pation in individual weapo n system acquisition programs and dedicate its energi es instead to policy formul ation and mo~ itori ng in matters of t o tal OSD obj ectives, force leve ls, budget s , and overall manage-ment philosophy. The proposed expanded charter of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (I ns tallations and Logi s tics) should be seriously questioned. 

The usabl e authority of the individual project managers NMARr. 11-45 should be strengthened, pri marily by constraining extraneou s dema nds, rea ll ocating and consolidating assets, improving training, reas signing exi s ting per-sonnel, and possibly consolidating the number of projects that are presently separately identified and ma naged. 

The most commonly voiced complaint heard throughout NMARC I I 1-11 the R&D/acquisition community is the widespread decoupling of accountability, responsibility, and authority. In other words, those who are accounta-ble have insufficie~t authority, and those who either have authority or are in positions to influence strong-ly the successful prosecution of R&O/acquisition prog rams (staffs) have no accountability for suc~ess or failu re. 

20 



ITEM II REMARK PAGE // 

18 Under Deputy Sec retary of Defense Packard, this NMARC V-4 
policy was renounced and a new policy of restoring 
responsibility and authority to the armed se rvice 
components wa s enunciated with the i ssu ance of DOD 
Direc tive 5000.1. Thi s top-level po licy clearly 
establ is hes within OSD the prerogative of po l icy 
for mulation, assuring that programs are pursued i n 
response to valid needs and evaluation of policy 
implementation on approved programs . It just as 
clearly assigns to the armed service components the 
prerogat i ves of need identification, definition, and 
development ~nd production of systems to satisfy those 
needs. The panel found that, while DOD Directive 
5000.1 is very clear in its policy d i rection, the 
implementation of this policy within the Navy and the 
OSD is not being ca rri ed out in the manner intended. 

19 It is perceived that real improvement in the genera- NMARC V-13 
tion , selection of alternatives~ 3nd resource 
allocation phases of the acquisition process can 
only be achieved through a reduction in staff invol­
vement in line operations at all levels. The ~~avy 
layering at Navy headquarters levels largely i s a 
function of the extensive demands placed on t hem y 
the OSD staff. Any quantum reduction in layer ing 
must begin and be maintained with a significant 
reduction in both the numbers of OSD staff oersonnel 
and the degree of remaining involvement in armed 
service program detail. 

20 Every effort should be exerted by OSD, CNO, and CNM NMARC V-31 
and their staffs to strip out those organizational 
elements that have become operational beyond their 
assigned responsibilitie~. 

21 Each headquarters should examine every exercise NMARC V-31 
it puts the Pi-1 through to determine if that ta s k 
is really necessary and if the office can answer 
the questions with data already available tc it. 

21 
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22 Each headquarters should do its best to an swer 
inquiries from higher headquarters without 
mak ing waves in the next lower headquarte rs. 
Particular attention should be paid to each 
headquarte rs' elaborating on the request of 
the one above as it passes to the one below. 

23 Establish within OSD ~n Assistant for Acqu isi ­
tion with the responsibility and authority to 
discipline the DCP/DSARC process. 

24 OSD should refrain from detailed program manage­
ment (micro-management). 

25 Reduce the proliferation of OSD level offices 
and councils and DOD agencies and organizations 
involved in the major system acquisition 
process. 

Establi sh clear lines of authority and responsi­
bilities where other DOD or9anizations and 
agencies must participate in the ac~uisition 
process and subject these organizations to the 
established acquisition proces s . 
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26 AMA RC I s f irs t recommend ti on was that: 

27 

' ~ n obj ective s tudy shou !d be attempted (pe r­
ha ps ur, de r cont ract) to C.: e t e rmine impact of 
DCD organi za t ion on ma teri . 1 acqu isi ti on pro ­
cess of t he new se rv ices ". 

Th Army agrees and we see your Advi so ry Grou p as ful­
f i 11 i ng this obj ective . 

AMARC' s second recommendc:i t ion was: 
"OSD is now hyC:ra-headed. Ques tions pour out 
of these many heads. Th e questions can over l ap, 
or deal wi th the same iss ues . They appear no t 
to be coo rdi na ted at OSD leve l. The result is 
tri- se rv ice organiza ti ona l en tropy ("an amo unt 
of ene rgy in a system not ava i lable for doing 
wor~ ' ) ga in. OSD shou ld con s ider the establish­
ment of a Deputy Secretary of Defense Managemen t 
of Resources, for such coordination and leader­
ship and for other useful f unctions as per Blue 
Ribbon Report. 11 

There are three distinct parts to this recommendation: 

The first is that of OSD pouri ng out many questi ons 
on overlapping and si milar issues. We agree with thi s 
observation but do not always find that this is neces­
sarily bad except where agencies obscure the issue, 
delay the decision, or gene rate unnec~ssary work. 

The second part indicates that OSD appears not 
to be coordinated on these issues. We agree with this 
observation as t oo often being the case and it does 
result in unnecessary wasted effort through ou r 
attempting t o ~chieve coordination and a decision. 

The third po r tion of this recommendation, i.e., 
establishing a Deputy Secretary of Defense Management 
of Resources, as per the Blue Ribbon Report . We do 
not agree with this recommendation except to point 
out the necessity for involving the Deputy SecrP. tary 
of Defense more int ima te ly i n t he Defe nse System Acqui­
sition Review Council (OSARC) as a decision process. 
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28 Th i s AHA RC recommendat ion a 1 so a 11 udes to the micro ­
managem nt of Army programs . The basic functi on of 
the Army s taff in inte racting with the OSO is to pro­
vide program info rmation that will permit OSO to per ­
form the missi on of review, ana lysis, ba lancing and 
conso lidati on of the S rvi ces ' programs . 

A/5 / 19/75///8-10 

Depend ing on the 0S0 individual s in vo lved, the manage-
nt procedures used by OSO in performing this mi ssion 

can vary from broad program ana lyses to deta il ed budget 
l ine item review. Thi s range of OSO ma nagement , guidance, 
advice, e tc., has addressed personne l management, s ing le 
program e lement funding, numbe r of i tems to be procured, 
method of cont ract ing, defer ra l s and even expressed dis­
agreement with the Army on s pec ific contract programs 
after the contract prog ram has satisfactorily met the Army 
requirements f o r support. 

For exampl e, i n 1973 the Office of the Cirector of Defense 
Research and Engineering (ODORE) provided obse rvati ons on 
the reorg~niza tion of the Army's Office of the Chief of 
Resea rch and Development (OCRD) involving the reduction 
in size and redesignating the Army Resear~h Office a 
Re sea rch Directorate of OCRD. The changes were internal 
to the Army and did not involve any ma jor changes in broad 
functi ons bei ng performed. The observations by ODORE on 
this subject concerned the changes in the internal Army 
interface between OCRO and the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army (Research and Development) (OASA(R&D)) 
and the size of the personne l reduction. Presently ODORE 
is, in our opini on, unduly involved in structuring the new 
deve lopment centers bein ~ est~~lished as recommended by the 
AMARC. It is believed that this type of involvemen t in Army 
internal affairs does not demonstr ate the type of corporate 
ma nagement procedures that should be pract iced by OSO . 

Another example is the OSO apportionment review process 
which requires a high degree of det~i 1 and work unit l eve l. 
OSO specifies who should participate and requires detailed 
presentations of programs. We do not think such specificity 
is needed. Often requests for reviews are uncoordinated 
at OSD level, resulting in repeat revi ews of the same pro-· 
gram by different OSO personnel. Fielding a new system 
under such micromanagement, wh i le often not obvious, is 
in fact, very counter-productive in that a large amount 
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28 
(Cont) 

29 

30 

REMARK 

of Army professiona l and nonprofessional manpower is 
required to respo,d or react. Such non productive 
management interference does not stream lin e and 
improve t he mate riel acquisition process. 

The OSD unnecessa ry involvement in staffing levels 
of DA organization has caused an administrative 
burden on DA. An example of this can be cited in the 
OASA ( l&L) reorganization wherei n a decision ~as made 
to reduce the Small Business Advisor's office from two 
prvfess ional s to one. It was our position that this 
fu nc tion could be handled by one GS-16, Staff Officer. 
OSD involvement questioned our ability to effect that 
mission with such a staffing level. Their involvement 
was outside their scope of authority and the decision 
was that of the DA Secretariat. 

The fifth and last recommendati on was : 

"Examine the layering, number of people involved 
at each layer, and depth of their involvement with 
the intent of reducing people and eliminating 
unnecessary review of detail." 

We agree. The Army currently has two similar studies 
underway which have this recommendation as one of 
their major goals. A layering and fragmentation study 
is addressing the De~artment of the Army Staff and a 
study of the Army Mdteriel Coovnand is to be completed 
in the fall of this year. We anticipate your review 
will accomplish this for the OSD level. 

"Ti me 1 i ness of OSD to po 1 icy guidance". 

The OSD Staff -- in part because of its ultimate 
position in the Defense hierarchy -- has no real and 
h.:ird incentive to be as responsive as the Army Staff. 
For example, OSD recurringly establishes 30 day sus­
pense dates for routine ac t ions requiring a comment 
or review. Actions are often sent forward and buried. 
Also, with the exception of senior OSD appointees and 
the Test and Evaluation Director of ODORE most of OSD 
is not very actively involved -- and properly so --
in the annual detailed budget defense to the Congres­
sional Committees. As a result they are somet imes 
not as motivated as the Services in resolving promptly 
key management issues regarding materiel acquisition. 
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31 I per sona · 1y wou ld encourage the creat ion of a dee : ~ 

sion procedure, based upon the DCP, wherei n each 

interested party ha s a chance t o have his say in 

his own wo rds ; preceded by a substantive ~ection 

f ,;,s • ibly prepared by a pe rmanen t working staff to 

h Chairman of the DSARC (about 10-15 people) . The 

i r-divi dua ls preparing thi s section would have no 

01·9anizational viewpoi nt to advocate, and would be 

tarred and feathered if t hey even expressed a pre­

ference for any par ti~u lar viewpoint! They would 

be meas ured solely on hr.,-w faithful ly and ob j ective­

ly they 1 istened to .. . a1r'..i presented a balanced 

summary and analys i - of . . . the relevant da t a and 

arguments. 

32 Decentralization of control and emphasis upon service 

initiatives. 

33 

34 

Recocnition should be made, however, of the role of 

DOD as master systems manager in areas requi ; ing 

inter-operability of forces. Examples of these are 

clearly found in the command and control areas and 

in the munitions/missiles areas. The DOD authority 

in such areas must be forceful to obtain coordinated 

service programs. It would ~eem that the mechanism 

of cooperative service program~ through the Joint 

Chiefs should be useful when backed up by a DDR&E 

relationship which would stop unsatisfactory compro-

mise as solutions. 

Additionally, the central observation of material test 

and evaluation is essential. The DOD overview of 

ranges, targets, and related facilities is important. 

Of greater importance is the authority that inhibits 

the deployment of inferior equipment. Experience in 

this type of thing would indicate there is an appro­

priate degree of intimate involvement at a level more 

detail than policy. 
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35 Organi za ti ona l, s ib i lit ies : Cl a r i fy ro les and AF/5/5/75///Atch 
responsibili ti s fo r systems acquisition between 

36 

37 

ODDR&E and OS D (l&L). All prog ram actions and deci-
sions shou ld be coordina t ed by t he organiza ti on havi ng 
res p nsi bility f o r t he current phas e of the acqu is ition 
1 i fe eye 1 e . 

Establ is h lines of authori ty and res ponsibiliti es fo r 
other DOD organizations and b~e nc ies involved in major 
'systems acquisition. All 1p~ogram direction should be 
coordinated through t he ODDR&E o r OSD (l&L) offices 
having fiscal responsibility fo r that program or prog ram 
a rea. The established systems acqui s ition process should 
be used. 

We believe equally strongly that there s hould be a 
relaxation in OSD detailed analysis and management 
of acquisit ion programs. Effoctive military respons i­
bility and accountability for programs can best be met 
through proper decent ralization of management. 

Institute procedure whereby Dep SecDef chairs DSARC 
sessions. DSARCs should be li mited in number accord­
ingly. Those not chaired by Dep SecDef would become 
NSARCs (Navy Systems Acquisit i on Review Council), with 
dec:sion at service level. 
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MANAGEMENT OF COSTS 

REMARK PAGE # 

The POM/Budget cycl e functions independently of the AMARC 111-18 
acqui s it ion strategy and management process. In t hat 
t he program manager's ability to follow an approved 
acqui s ition plan is contingent on the receipt of current 
yea r fund s , there needs to be a closer relationship 
between the POM/B udget Cycle and program review/decision 
process. 

The weapons system costing function should be removed 
from the Comptroller _:_!lannel at all levels. 

The Army should undertake a priority program (in 
coordina~ion with the other services and OSO) to 
validate data collected previously and to collect 
and validate data on additional system~ in antici­
pation of recurring cost analysis needs for accurate 
historical data on defense systems. 

The uncertainty associated with estimating costs 
should be recognized and quantified in both base­
line and independent cost estimates for all major 
weapon systems. Estimates incorporating optimistic 
and pessi mistic values together with expected values 
of program costs shou ld be visible through ASARC/ 
DSARC decision levels. 

Life cycle cost esti mates, and the rationale for 
their ·generation, ~hould be included in all major 
weapons acqui s itio., decision processes such as ASARC 
and DSARC, even if they are only of •~rder of 
magn i tude11 qu a 1 i ty initially. 
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6 If the process of ~anagement by cos t ob jecti ve is t o 
be successful, the Army must su ppo rt i ts program mana­
gers wi th the autho r ity and the f lex ibi l ity t , ma ke 
the day-to-d ay schedu le, performance, and cost trade ­
of f s required. Give n such authority, prog ram managers 
shou ld then be he ld accountabl e for the u l t imate out ­
come of the i r decisions. 

Page // 

AMA RC I V- 3 7 

7 The $100,000 thres ho ld fo r fur nis h ing Determinations AMARC Vl -1 0 
and Fi ndi ngs (D&F' s) to Army sec re tar ia l leve l for 

8 

R&O con trac t s is u~reasonabl e and is invo lv ing mo re 
and mo re procurement acti on s since th is amount has 
not bee n adjus ted upward with in flat ion . The de lay and 
s taff ing effort at a ll leve l s t o pre pare and re view 
D&F en ta i l s a large overhead cost d is proporti onate 
to the mone tary value of the D&F. 

Rai se Procurement do llar thres holds t o kee p pace with 
in flati on . The funding threshol d fo r R&D contracts 
requiri ng Army Secretarial D&F approval should be 
raised t o $250,000 from the current $100,000 leve l . 
The current 11smal l purcha se'' 1 imi t of $2500 shou ld 
be raised to $10,090. 
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9 The NMARC concludes tha t the cost growth that has been NMARC I 1-21 

one of the contributing causes of the loss of cred ibi -

l ity has resulted fro rn unrea l istica lly low l eve l s of 

initia l fund : ng of majo r prog rams. Limited defense 

budgets , infl ation , and mounting weapon systems costs 

in the face of growing requirements cause tremendous 

pressure at a ll level s to reduce cost est imates and 

budgets to the mini mum-f or which the program can 

possib ly be accomplished. Unde rstandably, this leads 

to the structuring of success -or iented programs in 

wh ich risks are depressed, pl ans are overly opti mistic , 

and t he schedul e, officia l cost esti mate, and resu l ting 

budgets are the abso lu te mini mum for wh ich it may be 

possib le to accompl i h the program if eve ry step is fully 

success ful. 

10 Acco rdingl y, the NMA RC recommended the deve lopmen t NMARC I 1-23 

of a sing le cost reporting system pr imaril y geared to 

serve the needs of program management and extended as 

necessary to obtain data for cost es ti ma ting, but a t 

all times subj ect to the Navy' s continuing real is tic 

survei ll ance of contractor cost and performance status. 

11 Cost credibility and managemen t prob le~1s a t the acq1 1i- · NMA RC 11-23-24 . 

sition program leve l are aggrav t d by th ! lack of 

integ ration of the ma jor interna l DOD and Navy pl an -

ning, decision-formulation, and reporting systems, 

i.e ., PPBS, DCP, DSARC, and SAR. These systems are 

sound in concept , howeve r, the coordi nation and opera -

tion of these systems are often poor and lead to weapon 

system program instability. These systems we re con-

ceived at different times to serve the needs of differ-

ent Assistant Secreta ries of Defense, and program rlans 

developed in one system may not be accepted in another. 

This contributes to the counte r-product ive overinvo lve -

ment in program management by the higher echel ons re-

sponsible f o r the systems as decisi ons are reopened and 
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12 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

REMARK 

pre v ious ly ai)p rov d pl ans are questioned . It a l so 
causes instabi l it y in prog ram pl ans and res ul tant 
ineff iciencies in program execu t ion . There is a 
need for a study of t hese systems to de ve lop an 
integrated app roach to DOD and Navy prog ram pl an ­
ning and decision fo rmul ation . 

Revise OS D and Navy inte rna l pl anning an d reporting 
systems (PPB S, DCP, DSARC, and SAR) as necessa ry to 
pro v ide for integrated program pl ans , decisions and status reports. 

Obtain ag reement wi th 0MB and OSD to utilize on ly the 
mos t rea l ist ic proj ec tions of economic escal ation . 
Esca lat ion should be cl ear ly iden t i fied in cost 
esti mates , budgets , and reports. 

Navy and OSD urge that Consress approve mult i -year program author iza t ions. 

Undertake stud ies to de vis e and obta in OSD and con­
gressional agreeme nt to pract ical means of includ ing 
prude nt man agement reserves in acqu isiti on budge t s. 

Navy indu s tr ia lly funded activit ies' manpower level s 
should be dete rmi ned by thei r financ ial controls; 
se parately imposed personnel ceilings, which a re 
al mo st never in phase with the requirements of the 
customer-funded workload, should be eli minated. 

Seek congress ional authorization for a 5-year sh i p­building program. 

Effort to im prove milit a ry spec if ica ti ons on a sched­uled bas is should be continued. 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

REMARK PAGE // 

The instab i li t y or turbu lence of program pl ans and NMARC I 1-42 
budge ts is a maj or cause of inefficiency in DOD an d 
Navy acqu isition management . Once a program enters 
the acqui sit ion phase , a lmo~t any change costs money. 
Whether it be to inc rease o r decrea se quan tit ies , to 

xtend o r acce lerate schedul e, costs a re increased ove r 
those requ ired if a stabl e pl an were f o ll owed. The 
pri ~ci pa l causes of instability a re un integrated and 
unre l istic pl ans and budge t s and the fai lu re to make 
sound deci s ions based on a ll re le vant factors and then 
s tic k with them. Improvements in DOD and Navy pl an ­
ning , budge ti ng , and decision -making should be g iven 
high priority. 

A h ierarchy of reprogramming authority f o r RDT&EN 
funds , such as $25 mi 11 ion for OSD, ~ 10 111 i 11 ion for 
CNM, and $5 mi lli on for Systems Commanders, shou ld be 
estab li shed . 

The thresho ld requir ement f or RDT&E RAN/D&F' s under 
exce pti on 11 (Titl e 10, U.S.C. 23o4) should be in­
creased from $100,000 as call ed for in ASPR 3-302 
to $ 1 mi 11 ion . 

The costs for new equ i pment of all types are be ing 
inflated by an acquisition system that does not, 
in practice, select only those military specifica­
ti ons and standards that are essen t ia l to the ~cqui­
sition of a product that performs the b~sic require ­
me nts at a minimum total cost. 

RFP' s and ensuing contracts should require cost-redu­
cing trade-offs whe re feasible between the us e of 
best comme rcial practice and MILSPEC requiremen ts, 
and such trade-offs should be conside red in the source 
se lecti on cr ite ri a . 

NMARC I I I -4 1 

NMARC I I I -41 

NMARC I I I -45 

NMARC 111-50 

24 SECNAV and CNM should take immediate, positive steps NMARC V-9-10 
to improve majo r system planning, programming , budg-
eting, and acquisition data for presentati on to appro-
priate key congres sional committee and professi ona l 
staff members. SECNAV, CNO, and CNM should also take 
steps to be tter acquaint such pe rs ons wi t h Navy missi on 
def iciencies, programs , and requ i rements . 
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25 Maj or acquisi ti n programs shou ld be budge ted on a NMARC V-10 

multi -year basis and inc l ude a management reserve, 

which shou ld be under the contro l of the Navy . 

26 The Navy shou ld identify certain 11 core11 programs that NMARC V-~O 

shou ld be regarded by a ll concerned as in vi o l ate sho rt 

of major change in t he threat assessment. The Navy 

should present a long - range plan f or these programs 

to the Congress and justify the need for mult i -yea r 

authorization. 

27 OSD and the Navy shou ld develop a coordina ted appr ach NMARC V-10 

to resource requirement planning a imed at reduct ion 

in the leve l s and types of deta il ed OSD mon itoring, 

rul es and thresho ld s of gove rning subs t i tutions among 

var ious resource categories, and the mult iple shred-

outs of prog ram e lements. 

28 The Navy should cl ose ly e~amine the problems associa ted NMARC V-10 

with downward pressures on program esti mates with a 

vi ew to formulating pol ic ies aimed at eli mination of 

s uch practices, which are the genesis of cost growth 

and clai ms an d ulti mately of congressiona l ant ipathy. 

29 It does appea r, however, that the quality of the over- NMARC V-15 

a ll cost es ti mates has been degraded by a downward 

est imating bias in the preparation and processing of 

major weapon system cost esti mates. This downwa rd 

b ias s tems from either conscious o r unconscious 

at t empts to portray opti mistically the expected 

program cos ts, in spite of uncertainties associated 

with economic conditions, technical difficulties, 

and program changes. 
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The l ack of a coordinated OSD/Navy approach to 

resource and budget mana9ement inhibit s the Navy' s 

abi l ity to ~upport i t s programs to the Con gress. 

Th cost credibi l ity ga p ha ~ ~l so impacted the 

Office of the Secretary of Defense (050), the 

Navy, an d the o ther mi litary services. I t has 

resulted in a pro liferation of reviews and of 

layers of management dedicated pr imar i ly to t he 

review a.,d checking of the actions of the lowe r 

l evel s of managemen t because the upper level s 

of management do no t have the requi s ite tru st 

and con fidence in the management capability of 

t he lowe r leve 1 s. 

Reduce layering of cos t est imati ng and layering of 

the review and analysis of cost esti mates. Detailed 

re vi ew and analysi s of es t imates by NAVCOMPT and 

ASD(Comptroller) except for their normal budget 

review, should be eli minated . Modify the charter 

for the ASD(PA&E) Cos t Analysi s Improveme nt Grou? 

(CAIG) to li mit their functio n to that of 

establishing criteria and guidelines concerning 

the preparation and presentation of cost esti mates 

on Defense systems to DSARC and to that of mon i­

toring the armed services' cost esti mating pro­

cedures, me thodology, and accuracy to assure OSD 

that the services are performing their respon s i­

bilities. Place OP-96D's staff, augmented as 

necessary, and its present function of preparing 

Independent Parametric Cost Esti mates (IPCEs) 

and making detailed reviews and analyses of 

SYSCOM esti ~ates in an area insulated from pro­

gram or budget bias or outside influence. The 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

(Financial Management) appears to be a logical 

choice, although all possible choices should be 

evaluated. The detailed cost esti mating review 

results should be available to all levels of 

management in the Navy and OSD. Presentations to 

DSARC on the review of weapon system cost s would 

then be made by the ASN(FM) or hi s designee. The 

main thrust of this recommendation is that DOD 

should place responsibility and accountabil:ty for 

cost estimating on the Navy. 
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33 Deve lop a pl an of action to achieve better coordi na ­
ti on and int grati on of t he individua l systems so that good continuity and s tab i l ity can b achie ved 
in the major wea pon 1-rog rams. It shou 1 d be noted 
that th is recomm ndati on wi ll not be accompl ished 
just by ca lli ng for proµer integra ti on in the vari ous DOD and Navy directives . It will require a ser ious 
effo rt in the Off ice of t he Secretary of De fense , 
and will requi re t ha t the De put y Secretary of Defense make sure that the staf f s of the va r ious Ass istant 
Secretaries o f Defen se are willi ng to abi de by pri o r decis ions reached duri ng th e other internal deci s ion ­making cycles. It will also require a com1,1itment by top Defense and Navy off ic ial s to achieve program 
s t ab i lity i n the major weapon sys t ems programs. 

34 On ly a s i ngle wor k brea kdown st ructure or cost re­porting s tructure s hou ld be imposed in any one 
con tract . Thi s i s in concert with DOD Directi ve 
5000. 1, and the st ructure should be es~ablished by the Navy proj ec t manager i n accorda nce with 
the applicable guidance. However, thi s guidance 
shou ld be in terpreted with sufficient flex ib ility 
to sa ti s fy the uni que management, technical, con­
tract, and organizationa l needs of each phase of the program. 

35 The CPR of DOD Inst ruct ion 7000.10 shou ld be ta ken 
as the basic contractor cost report, with additions and/or changes to this base made as necessary (1) 
to satisfy program peculiar managemen t needs, (2) 
to utilize fully and economically contractor 
internal cost systems and reports that provide 
equivalent data, and (3) to obtain any additional data needed for cos t esti mating purposes. 

36 DOD cost data reporting requirements should be 
integrated into a single basic system to eli minate 
redundancy, inconsistent procedures, and multiple 
breakdowns and formats. Cost reporting require­
men ts also should clearly provide flexibility for 
tailoring to fit program management needs and to 
avoid collection of non-essential data. The pro­
gram management reports of DOD Instruction 7000.10 
should be the basis for all contractor cost report­ing to DOD. The needs for and benefits of any 
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(con I t) 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

Remark 

additi onal data ~eyond t hat ava i lable from these 
report s should be examined. If add i tional data 
are necessary, cr i ter ia should be establ is hed to 
permi t them t o be obta ined as a logical extens ion 
of the DOD Instructi on 7000. 10 series of report s. 
Co s t data report ing requ i rements should be in 
cr i teri a fo rm to the max imum feas ible extent and 
shou ld fo llow the guideli nes of DOD Directive 
5000. 1. CCDR (DOD Ins tructi on 7000. 11) should 
be ca nce lled as a separate reporti ng system. 

It is recummen ed that the program off ice organ iza­
tion be streng he ned in those cases where it is 
essential that Navy sy terns for foreign customers 
be procured t hrough th U.S . Government . Thi s 
should incl ude the addition of a strong program 
management type of per on, as well as a fi na ,c ia l 
manager and appropria e personnel in other f unctions , 
to serve as an active focal poi nt in the program 
office to assist in the market ing and management 
aspects of these specific foreign military sales . 

Recognizing the rei mbur~able nature of management/ 
administrative costs of FMS programs, an increase 
in perso~nel above present ceilings should be 
permitted when required to manage these government­
to-gove rnment programs adequately. However, 
indus try capability to perform and manage these 
efforts should be utilized wherever feasible. 

The Navy should obtain agreement with DOD and 0MB 
for the eli mination of the use of other than the 
most realistic projections of economic escalation 
in estimating and budgeting for major weapon 
systems. 

The Navy should obtain permission to include 
economic escalation in annual accounts and keep 
visible the amounts included. 

The Navy should continue to improve tile present 
policy of using base-year dollar esti mates with 
economic escalation shown as a separate identified 
cost. 
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42 The Navy shou ld prov ide po l icy gui dance to ins ure 

that the amount s inc luded for economic escalation 

in the programming, budgeti ng , and SAR cycles for 

the ou t-yea rs are reported consistently and 

"n i fo rm 1 y . 

43 DOD and the Navy should continue the i r efforts to 

deve lop and apply equitable adju stments to 

ex isting cont racts to min imize the effect of 

economic escalation . 

43 DOD and the Navy should recogn ize imputed interest 

as a cost under all Government contracts. 

44 DOD and the Navy should form a comm ittee that 

i ncludes industry representatives to draft an 

ASPR clause and to determine the mechanics of 

calculating the investment and cos t. This 

recognition of investment should be done on a 

two-stage basi s . At first, rough or approxi mate 

calculations should be sufficient. Later, as 

experience in this matter is gained, more guidance 

can be given Government and contractor personnel . 

45 If ASPR revision is considered necessary, DOD and 

Navy should revise the ASPR to recognize imputed 

interes t as a cost. 

46 Undertake a full study to determine the extent 

of reserve requirements and to make specific rec­

ommendations as to the manner in which they 

should be developed, controlled, and applied. 

,he study should be conducted so as to provide 

for OSD, 0MB, and congressional input/partici­

pation to ensure appropriate perspective and 

to facilitate implementation of study results. 

47 Attempt to eliminate artificial constraints 

inherent in the budgeting process such as those 

imposed by 0MB Circular A-11 (e.g., with respect 

to escalation) and the Congress (e.g., with 

respect to legislative provisions that preclude 

chang ing funds ob 1 i gat ion authority fro r,1 one 

year to the next for the same line item within 

the same appropriation). 
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48 The Cost Panel su ppo r ts the in t ent of mul t iyear 
aut ho riza t ion s . Se lected weapon sys tems pro ­
grams in sh i pb uildi ng and modern aircraft and 
missi les , with their long lead t imes, could bene­
f i t mos t from multiyear authoriza tions . 

49 An open wor ki ng rela t ions h ip wi t h Congress is mos t 
important . A la rge porti on of the i nfo rmati on on 
whi ch Congress formulates it s course of acti on is 
the repo rting s ubmitted by DOD and t he Navy. It 
is necessary that thi s information be clear, con­
ci se , ti mely, and accur~te. 

5 0 Critical reviews of the current draft revi s ion of 
DOD Instruction 7000.3 should be made by Navy and 
DOD personnel to determine that it addresses the 
major problems and critici sms leveled agai ns t the 
SAR system. The majority of the revi s ion s appear 
justified. However, the Panel recommended that 
the draft and fo rmats be revised to present 
escalation costs for program changes along with 
the Provi s ion for Economic Change so that impact 
of escalation may be seen. Related recommenda­
tions of escalation practices in SAR reporting 
are included in the Cost Panel issue discussed in 
Section 15. 

51 The OSD staff should insure that DSARC and program 
budget reviews and decisions are fully integrated. 

52 There have been examples of OSD directing the 
use of specific contract provisions {e.g., 
RIW for OMEGA and design-to-cost for the 
CONUS-OTH Radar). Short of being totally 
involved, OSO cannot make valid decisions con­
cern ing such procurement requirements. 

53 OSD often defers release of funds pend i ng 
additional technical or administrative 
justification of specific programs, pro­
jects, or tasks. It appears that OSD uses 
the technique of fund deferral to become 
involved in the technical management of~ 
given effort . 
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54 OSD is decreasing the Air Force's reprogramm ing 
flexibility by i ncreas ing the number of program 
e lemen ts wh ich require pri or OSD approval to 
increase or decrease fu ndi ng levels. 

55 The Contract Cost Data Report (CCDR) developed by 
the Joi nt Logistics Corrmanders, was predicated on 
impl ementing command administration and control 
i n developing cost reporting requirements to 
assure satisfaction of all DOD cost esti mating 
requi rements. OSD has preempted the Air Force 
Systems Corrmand ( si milar problems encountered by 
Army and Navy) by unilaterally directing the 
program Wor k Breakdown Structure reporting 
elements and repor t type and freque ncy. F-16 
and CONUS OTH-8 are recent examples. 

56 Re-evaluate the role of the OSD CAIG viz-a-viz the 
independent and program cost estimates prepared 

57 

by the Military Departments in $upport of the DSARC 
process. 

Some parties to the DSARC oroce~s tend to more 
readily accept the CAIG esti mate because of its 
apparent greater independence of program 
advocacy. In the case of the A-10 program, 
the CAIG esti mate became the SPO esti mate Jy 
direction. This is counter to the fundamental 
systems manager concept of responsibility. 
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58 

59 

REMARK 

The fourth recommendation was : 

"0SD (0DDRE) shou ld maintain a modest di sc reti on ­
ary fund with whi ch 0SD could have the Services 
pur sue part icular proj ects or embar k on new ini­
tia tives in research and devel opment." 

We agree . The AMARC also ~ecommended a si milar fund 
under the con trol of the Ass is tant Secretary of the 
Arrrry for Research and Devel opment . We view such dis­
cretionary funds as mt:diums through wh ich we could 
di rec t wor k no t addressed in the Army RDT&E program 
becau~e of funding cons traints or requ irements which 
occur after t he budget is submitted to the Congress. 
The funds would a lso pennit a degree of RDT&E ma nage­
ment flexibility not previ ous ly pos sible especially 
in view of existing reprogramming li mitations. 

The 0SD position is that al t hough desirable from their 
point of view, no new argument or in for ma tion has been 
deve loped to overcome the congressional rationale in 
abandoning the eme rgency fund. Gnder those conditions, 
a budget req uest for an 0SD or Army discretionary fund 
would, in all probability, res ult in loss of the request. 
Accordingly, a fund will not be included in the budget. 

"Constraints on RDT&E programs by •• • in addition 
to those imposed by the Congre:;s". 

0SD has identified certain program elements a~ being 
of special interest and requested that no funds be 
reprog rammed away from these elements without prior 
approval. This cons traint causes major problems for 
the Army in its management of RDT&E programs. 

This pol icy establishes 11 floors 11 on program elements. 
The pol icy is particularly restrictive in the explora­
tory development and operational test and evaluation 
programs. 
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60 

61 

REMARK DATE/PAGE # 

''Ear ly effort s should be kept in low profile, A/5/19/75/# 16 
involve modest funds and avoid high-level manage-
ment comm itments/promises about sys tem expecta-
tions.'' 

Our managemen t phi losphy as expressed in this issue 
was strong ly i nfluenced by AMP.RC. It is in apparent 
conflict with the current DOD policy in DODI 5000.2. 
In this directive, OSD s till requires a program initia­
tion deci sion point (DSARC I) to approve resou rces for 
advanced development during the validation phase of a 
major defense system. Their concerns at this decision 
point: substantiation of the need, evaluation of system 
alternatives, preli minary costs, schedule estimates, test 
plans, and acquisition strategy, lead to the early very 
high level comm itments the AMARC counseled the Army to 
avoid. The full implementati-on of his philosophy is not 
only contingent upon OSD support, but also requires the 
active participation of OSD in convincing the Congress of 
the me rits of this approach. 

"The inordinate ti me requ i red for OSD to review A/5/19/75/#16-18 
the SARs after they have undergone detailed multi-
layered review at DA." 

Systems Acquisiti o~ R(ports lSARs) are submitted quar­
terly to Congress on ~~y major systems designated by 
OSD. By the ti me the SARs are submitted to OSD by the 
Army, 'they have been prepared and thoroughly revi E:.-'Wed 
by the Project Manager, furth,ir at Headquarters, Army 
Materiel Command (AMC), the Army Staff, and persona lly 
reviewed by the Assistant Secretaries of the Army for 
R&O, l&L and FM in concert with the Unde ·,· Secretary of 
the A':"my. . . Through September 1974, these thorough 
reviews have historically averaged 47 calenda '.· dc1ys. 
However, based on guidance from OSD, the last two sets 
of SARs have been reviewed, approved and submitted by DA 
to OSD in 35 days or less. For the last two SAR sub­
missions to Congress, OSD has, however, averaged 41 days 
to review the Army SARs. After the detailed review that 
the SARs have undergone within the Army it does not seem 
necessary for OSD to review them again for an additional 
month and a half before submission to Congress. The 
current goal is to submit the SARs to Congress within 
60 days after the end of the quarter. Since the Army 
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ITEM # 

61 
(C on t) 

REMARK 

is revi ewing the SARs in depth and currently pro­
cessing t he SAR in less than 35 days , it appears 
t hat OSD could li mit it s review so that the SARs 
can be de livered to Cong res s in a ti mely man ne r. We 
know of no maj or revi s ions whi ch have been made to 
Army SARs by OSD in the la s t two years. 

DATE/PAGE # 

A/5/19/75 /#16-18 

62 Mechani sms of cost prediction, reporting and analys_is N/4/9/75/#1 
on ou r several programs. 

63 Program s tabil i ty and multi-year authorizations. N/4/9/75/#1 

64 Lastly , the mutual accommodation of the DSARC process N/7/17/75/#5 
and the PPBS is a problem area which may be adequately 
resolved by DOD Direct ive 5000 .2. Of concern is the 
occurrence of staffing actions which negate or modify 
decisions arrived at in the DSARC process, or DSARC 
decisions which do not consider adequately the DOD 
11 affordabi 1 ity framework. 11 A current deficiency in 
the interface of the two processes is the absence of 
an authorized funding 11 surge tank11 to facilitate their 
mutual accommodation. Conside ration should be given 
to the utility of establish ing a system of management 
reserves, jointly managed by OSD and the ~ervices 
th rou gh the DSARC fo rum, to effect a mo re fl exibl e 
interface between the two complementing processes. 

65 Establish a system of management res P- rves, jointly N/7/17/75/#Atch 
managed through the DSARC forum by OSD and the 
services. 

Estab 1ish the procedure whereby funds, once appor­
tioned to OSD, are fully apportioned promptly to the 
services in yccordance with the pri~ary deci s ion mi le­
stones. 
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66 Establish closer coordination between the OCP/DSARC 
process and the PPBS. Fiscal constraints should be 
fully addressed in DCP/DSARC actions, and the Dep 
SecDef decision then fully supported in subsequent 
budget reviews. 

DATE/PAGE # 
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SELECTION AND MANAGEMENT 

OF 

DOD PERSONS INVOLVED IN MAJOR WEAPONS SYSTEMS A O U ISTTIO 

# REMARK PAGE # 

We found evidence of erosion of authority of the PM 
by an attitude of di st rust by higher authority pre ­
valent throughout the system. The challenging of 
the PM at e very le ve l of management creates an un­
acce ptab le mountain of review and re-revi ew that 

AMARC I I -24-25 

add s cost and results in de lays . The total structure 
seems to be que st ion i ng 1'Why proceed? 11 rather than 
ask ing 11 How can I he lp you proceed? 11 

2 Strengthen the belief in ~roject management and make AMARC 11-26 
it work. Management should place pri mary em phas i s 
on assist ing PM' s rather than thwarting them. PM 1 s 
should be given freedom of selection of sou rce of 
technica l support. 

3 The cu rrent method of administering Reduction in Force AMARC 11-26 
(RIF) actions have a devastating effect on any organi-
zation. They dis rupt operations, lower mo ral e , create 
uncertainty, and necessitate a chain of unpleasant 
personnel actions. 

Theoretically, a 20 to 3C1'/4 reduction could cause dis­
placement of 10C1'/4 of the civilian work force at any 
one activity. However, this does not dCtually happen 
s ince some people are displaced mo re than once while 
o thers are not affected at all. Even so , the ti me , 
cost and re-training requirements could be staggering. 
The young technically qualified civilians usually 

AMA RC 11-26-27 

are the most affected. If they are not in a training 
program, they ure usually bumped by senior peopl e who 
may have less capability for the jobs. 

4 The personnel system responds slowly to civilian per- AMARC 11-27 
sonnel needs of newly formed or revised organizations; 
which require an approved authorization document before 
recruitment can take place. Once approved, hiring pro-
cedures req uire from three to sixteen months to recruit 
key personne 1 . 
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ITEM # REMARK PAGE # 
5 Some per sonnel management goals do not appear to be AMARC I 1-28 compatibl e . Whil e RIF' s are taking place, managers 

are also asked to reduce their average grade in the 
organization. Most managers complained bitterly about 
this problem. They attempt to achieve the average 
grade reduction by el imin c; ti on of some top grades as 
well as lower grades. Unfortunately, the top grades 
exerc se their bumping right s and out go younger em-
ployees of lower grades. 

6 In organizations such as the PM offices, where fluctua- AMARC I 1-28 tions in personnel needs over ti me change so drasti-
cally, it may be desi rabl e t o establish a nucl eus or 
core of permanent employees and to man to that l~vel. 
All future requirements above the level could be filled 
by additional military, civilian contract study agencies, 
PL 313's; consultants or contractors. The core civil-
ians could then be protected. 

7 Frequent reorganizations and RIF's that occur at all AMARC 11-29 levels of the Army have a deleterious effect on the 
morale and performance of civilian personnel. 

Under the Civil Service System, RIF's are administered 
on a seniority first, merit second basis and therefore, 
are not conducive to hiring and retaining young, qua l ified 
people. 

There are serious and lengthy delays in manning newly 
formed organizations such as project management offices 
and task forces. 

Current job classification and recruitment procedures a re 
too strictly enforced, so that personnel who are not 
fully qualified, (in the manager's opinion} fill tech­
nical positions (again seniorit)', not ability prevails}. 

The goals of reduction in force, av ~rage grade reduction, 
and maintenance of qualified personn~ ~ are not necessarily 
compatible. 
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8 Deve lop a basic leve l or core organi zati on and utilize 

ci vil ian contract s tudy agencies, PL 313' s , military, 

consultant s , and con tractor s to suppl ement the core 

orga nizati on , 

9 Expedi te t he ongo ing effo rt to change the qua lifi ca ­

tion , se lec tion and re tention criter ia of civili an 

pe r sonne l regulations to mot iva te empl oyees to ad ­

vance and compete for j obs on the basis of abi J:ty, 

no t senio rity . 

PAGE # 

AMARC I I -L'.9-30 

AMARC 11-30 

10 It may be po ss ibl e to crea t e more incen tives for cos t AMARC IV-13 

ana lys t s by giving them j ob protection du r ing adverse 

11 

12 

13 

personnel act ions . For exampl e , j ob descripti ons could 

be written such that ma rginu lly qua lifi ed peopl e could 

no t bump into cost ana lys t s lots . Thi s, howeve r, i s a 

two-edged swo rd s ince narrowly written j ob descriptions 

can act to reduce a manager ' s operating flexibility and 

may be a d isse rv ice t o the ind iv idua l by denyi ng hi m caree r 

progres sion in reasonably a lig ned fields. 

Another incen tive may exist for some analysts in the 

Commodity Commands since it is they who do tha t ear ly 

cost wo r k before a concept becomes a system, They 

may have an opportunity to transfer into the new Pro­

ject Office, usually with a promotion . 

Both the profess ionalism and incentives of cost 

analysts should be improved by requi r ing a cultural 

change on the part of high level managers such that 

they recognize costing personnel as valuable team 

members and provide a proper environment for their 

professional advancement. 

Consideration should be given to expanding career 

development opportunities in RDT&E for both civilian 

and military personnel, 

Key military positions should be afforded priority 

assignments and stabilized over a period related 
to major phases of the development program. 
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13 
(Cont} 

14 

REMARK 

Additional key positions should be designated for 

civilian management. 

The RDT&E grade structure should reflect the mag­
nitude and com plexity of ass igned programs. 

Try harder to overcome the Civil Service constraints. 

To reform the constraining Civil Service practices 1 

requires co~centrated action by the Secretary of the 
Army to insure that internal Army practices do not 
make the situation even more restrictive than Civil 
Service regulations allow. In addition, the Secre­
tary of Defense must work in a vigorous and a positive 

way with the Congress and with the Civil Service 
Commission to seek needed reforms in Civil Service. 

Special tea~s consisting of selected personnel ex­
perts and successful R&O directors and managers should 

visit Army installations to train and advise R&D mana­

gers on successful ways of dealing with Civil Service 
manpower problems. Such teams could also advise OSD 
on specific Civil Service probl ems and reforms which 
wculd serve as the basis of DOD proposals to the 
Congress or the Civil Service Commission for change. 

ICivil Service restraints and manpower management 
practices within the Army effectively serve to 
separate the directors of Army R&D facilities from 
control over the management of their personnel re­
sources. As a result, the hiring process is too slow, 
personnel movement ( involving work assignments and 
termination for cause) is unduly restricted, and the 
composition and size of the work force is dictated by 
arbitrary ceilings, averages, and pay scales rather 

than by the needs of the R&O facility. Reli ef must 
also be sought from current Civil Service inflexibili­
ties in the selection-out procedures during RIF situa­
tions and other personnel reduction programs. The ob­
jective must be to obtain efficiency by weeding out the 

low-producers, rather than the current experiences of 
obtaining "trimmed-down" organizations with di started 
capab i 1 it i es. 
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15 Cons ide r poss ibiliti es of contractor ope r~tions at 
deve lopment centers . If Civil Se rvi ce res trictions 
and i nte rnal Army probl ems shou ld continue to inter­
fere with the a ttainment of high-perfo rmance Army 
deve lopment centers, t he Army should expl ore t he 
poss ibi li ties of contracto r ope rati on .2 

AMARC VI -1 3 

16 

2contracted R&O operation by the US Governme nt has been 

t he subj ect of much s tudy and experience . As men tioned 
prev ious ly, t he 11Be ll 11 report deal s with t he su bj ec t a t 
some length, and succinctly describes the criteria which 
shou ld be met for contractor ope rat ion. When these 
criteria a re me t, the ope rations are generally success ­
fu l, and a 11umber of go vernme"lt agenc ies (DOD, AEC, NASA, 
etc .) have exampl es of high performance RD&E es tabli s h­
ments which are contractor ope r.ated, some f o r 25 yea r s 
or more . Most of these organ izations sta rted as con­
t racted ope r·at ions . There a re few, if any, exampl es of 
i n-house f edera l laborato ri es being converted to 90 ve rn­
ment-owned co ntractor -operated (GOCO) facilities. We do 
not underesti ma te the diffi cu l t y of the conversi on . Se ­
lect ion of the contractor, resolution of the pension 
right s of f edera l empl oyees trans ferr ing to t he contracto r , 

ASPP. regulations and integrati on of military personne l 
into the contractor operation a re ju s t a few of t he ma ny 
probl em areas . However , we note that so luti ons to these 
problems a re known and that the fl exibility of contractor 
ope ration might se rve the Army well ove r the long term. 

Con tinue and expand the Army emphas i s on a program 
of prof essiona l ability and pride enhancement for 
the narrow -di sc ipline specia li sts that abound in the 
organization. Speciali s ts can be either Civil Service 
o r in uniform. 

The suggested program should invo lve semina r s , meet ings , 
courses , degrees , sabbaticdls, trai n ing in indu s try, 
and rewards. 

In the Army program the awards and rewards for 
profess ional achievement shou ld be structured so 
as to be attributab le to the Army. 
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17 The Effect of OSD on the Process . AMA RC VI I -24-25 

a . Iss ue . Vi s -a-vi s the Army, how to opti mize 
the leade rship functi on given by OSD a t the same ti me 
ass ure tha t OSD ~a intain the amo unt of contro l neces­
sa ry t o di scharge it s res ponsi biliti es . 

b. Di scussi on . 

( l) The Army i s profoundly affected by OSD 
leadership and behavior. From the day he is a li eu ­
tenant the typica l Army officer learns to inte rpre t 
and accord with duly invested higher authority. 

(2) Profes sor Reis (The Management of Defen se , 
John Hopkins Press, 1964) has carefully researched the 
adversary system between the Services and OSD, the growth 
in DOD at the top, and the variously changing relations 
with Congress and its re levant comm ittees. DOD has 11won 11 , 

a, d a true adversary system is no longer possible. 

(3) DOD ha s recruited extensively from the 
R&D communities from the think tanks, and from aca­
demia. Such individuals are frequently questioning, 
analytical, curious, speculative and capable of pro­
ducing their own de t ail. 

(4) A general officer is a trained generalist, 
increasingly dependent upon his staff for detail. 

(5) The now long drawn out encounter between 
the two cultures has been detrimental to the Army process 
of materiel acqui s ition from a strong but indirect cause. 
In order to be prepared for any question (and DOD has been 
very capable of asking shrewd questions) DA has relied on 
its staff for answers. For this, and other reas0ns, the 
DA Staff appe~rs to have proliferated beyond all {indus­
try-oriented) ~eason. The DA Staff appears well moti­
vated, despite its myriad fractionation and multiple 
layering, and is, therefore self-compell ~d t o interdict 
the materiel acquisitic ~ ~rocess at all levels and at 
some length. 

(6) Individuals within DOD, curious, techni­
cally knowledgeable and forcefully intellectual occa­
sionally-to-frequently intersect the Army devclo~nent 
efforts. Authority motivated Army people seek an 
instruction in each question, etc. 
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17 
{C ont ) 

REMARK PAGE # 

(7) El sewhere i n this report i s mentioned 
the tri-service budget 11game 11 where in each of the 
t hree se rvic es attempts to enlarge its sha re of the 
budget by bring ,ng forth imaginative proposa ls. Much 
AMARC di scuss ion cen t ered upon Pershing as an appro­
pri a t e Army developmE·nt, Safegu a rd, ditto. 

AMA RC V 11 -24-25 

(8) Many of the AMARC team f ee l that the Army 
can exert mo re l eade rship in exact rati o to the amount of 
DA Staff that can be reduced. We observe that at the 
beginning of every war the s taff is reduced. We wonde r 
i s the same {now) not true fo r DOD . 

(9) One looks a ASD {l&L) 1 responsibilities 
and organization (Sep 30, 72) and then attempts to 
generalize thi s t o nine o r ten ASD' s and DDR&E in DOD. 
The res ulting number of directorates that overlap the 
Servic~ functions by this process of generalized logic 
becomes very large. This is one of the layers often 
referred to. Such directorates tend to be reproduced 
somewhere in each of the Services, - thus another layer. 

c . Recommendations, 

(l) Note again the Requirements & Concepts 
ideas re OSD. 

(2) An objective study should be attempted (per­
haps under c0ntract) to determine impact of DOD organiza­
tion on materiel acquisition process of the three Services. 

(3) OSD is now hydra-headed. Questions pour 
out of these many heads. The questions can overlap, or 
deal with the same issues. They ~ppear not be coordi­
nated at OSD lP.vel. The result is tri-service organiza­
tional entropy {"an amount of energy in a system not 
available for doing wor~') gain. OSD should consider the 
es tablishment of a Deputy Secretary of Defense Manage­
ment of Resources, for such coordination and leadership 
and for other u~efu l functions as per Blue Ribbon Report. 

1The only function-explicated sec.tion of DOD that infor­
mation search could find. 

50 



ITEM /I REMARK 

18 The key participants in ' the early deve lopment of a 

program shou ld continue in positions of respons ibi-

lity as the program is carried out. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

The NMARC observes the need for a st rong, centrally 

managed career development, training, and assignme t 

prog ram to support the project management objectives 

of the Navy. 

Although most FMS agreements provide a surcharge to 

cover estimated administrative costs, various policies 

preclude using these funds for direct rei mbur sement of 

the appropriation used to pay the administrative costs 

attributable to the foreign sale. Further, DOD per­

sonnel ceilings have severely li mited the number of 

positions available for assignment to proj ect offices. 

These constraints should be examined by both OSD and 

Navy with the objective of providing adequate numbers 

of project office personnel in order to avoid further 

impact on US Navy programs. 

The short average tenure of senio r civilians and mili­

tary personnel (approximately 2 years) at the staff 

review level, which creates an extensive need for 

learning and information presentation. 

A standard reaction to pro9ram management problems 

appears to be the addi.tior. of more layers of review 

rather than strengthening the quality and quantity 

of personnel directly responsible for the management 

of programs. 
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ITEM // REMARK 
PAGE II 

23 Without the empl oy, ent of sound manage nt pr incip les 

in the se l ction , train i ng, moti va t ion , and d irecti on 

of high-qua l ity personne l, the bes t of organiza ti ons 

and intentions can , and probab ly wi ll , f a i l to ach ieve 

NMARC 111-57 

their goa l s. 

24 Iden tify top pe rfo rme rs; give them key jobs. NMARC 111-57 

25 

26 

Iden tify margina l performers; move out of key posi-

t ions into j obs structured to match their abilities; 

offer opportun i ties for change, growth, and renewal. 

Deve lop a pl an fo r career deve lopment, person ne l 

assignment s, an d advancement fer professiona l civil ians. 

Present polici es must be formula ted in light of current NI IARC 111-57 

rea lities. These inc lude decli ne in headqu a rte rs 

techn ical personne l, aging, some j ob di ssa tisfactio n 

in middle-management levels, difficulty of reassiq ning 

poor producers in civil service, absence of we ll­

deve loped profess ional career pattern, and insufficient 

attention devoted at headquarters level to civilian 

personnel development and utilization. 

Present ly proposed actions concern rerroval of con­

straints on salaries of top people and the develop-

ment , on a pilo t basis, of a means for improved rotation 

of civilians within laboratories, within Systems 

Commands, and between laboratories and Systems Comm?nds. 

The Panel concurs with the findings of the Blue Ribbon 

Defense Panel Report concerning officer rotation and 

career plans as quoted: 

From the point of view of the position to be 

filled as well as in the best interests of the officer 

h imse lf, his job assignments should be of sufficient 

duration, so that he can become t~oroughly involved in 

the wor k and be fully responsi~le for results. 

There is merit in giving to officers opportunities 

in a broad spectrum of military respons ibilities. 

Nevertheless, under existi ng conditions in which 

technical or professional training in areas other than 
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ITEM I/ 

26 
(Cont) 

REMARK 

commandi ng men have become of increasing importance, 

the Services ' current rota tion po lic ies ar d rates 

are counterproductive. 

One so lu tion is to change the rules for career 

advancement , rather than try to conform the require­

ments of the job to an arbitrary set of rotation and 

promotion rules. Thi s is particul ar ly true in the 

technical and professiona l areas. 

Specialist careers should be established for 

officers in such staff, technical and professiona l 

fields as research, development, intelligence, 

communications, automatic data processing, and pro-

curement. 

The duration of assignments should be increased, 

and should be as responsive to the requirements of 

the job as to the caree r plan of the officer. Officers 

continued on an assignment for t hese reasons should not 

be disadvantaged in opportunity for promotion. 

PAGE # 

NMARC I I I -58-60 

27 Military career development includes a variety of NMARC II 1-59 

career plan options, each with a set of desired 

assignments. This pattern has grown rather rigid 

in recent years, however, to the point that each 

Navy job has an unidentified, but generally well-

known ''career enhancing' 1 va 1 ue. T roub 1 esome to the 

Panel are indications that assignments within the 

supplier side of the Navy are frequently considered 

"second team" duty by the regular line naval off ; cers. 

28 The civil service system tends to discourage mobility, NMARC 111-59 

with a great tendency for poor performers to remain in 

an organization for a long time. As a result, these 

individuals gain seniority and tend to be elevated to 

senior positions without having demonstrated the 

necessary capabilities. This is not a new finding, but 

the R&D Panel cannot resist noting the personnel prob-

lems created thereby in the Navy scientific and tech-

nical community. Navy management, particularly in R&D, 

must recognize this probl~m and utilize initiative to 

move top performers, both civilian and military, to the 

key jobs whenever appropriate. 

53 



ITEM # 

29 

REMARK 

The practice of joint military/civilian management 
of Navy laboratories embodied in the conce pt of a 
commanding officer and a civilian technical director 
shoul d be continued. 

PAGE /I 

NMARC 111-6 l 

30 Top military and civilian performers should be matched NMARC II 1-61-62 
to the key jobs in the R&O management structures of 
ONR, NAVMAT headquarters, SYSCOM's, and the laboratories. 
Military jobs must be identified and treated as career­
enhancing billets in the naval personne l selection pro­
ce~s. Care must. be taken to remove the artificinl pena l­
ties that have become attached to the R&D f •.nctional 
billets (that are not project management) of the labora­
tories and headquarters, since these penalties undermine 
the important matrix support of Navy projects. 

31 Revision of military assignment/tour lengths to provide NMARC I I 1-62 
substantially longer terms, where appropriate to pro-
fessional specializations, should be continued. Long 
tours should not be considered detrimental to officer 
promotion. 

32 Plans for career development, particularly for pro- NMARC II 1-62 
fessional civilians, should be further developed and 
supported and should include increased utilization of 
lateral job mobility, as typified by the NAVAIR Exe-
cutive and Management Development Programs. Utiliza-
tion of "job-grooming" placements for top performing 
civi 1 ia·ns from mi ddle management should be increased. 

33 Immediate efforts should be made to remove currently NMARC I I 1-62 
imposed congressional restrictions on top-level Govern-
ment executive salaries. 

3~ In the Panel's contacts and briefings, one thing be- NMARC IV-2 
came abundantly clear; the Systems Convnands, the 
"doers" in the acquisition chain, have been denuded of 
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(Cont) 

35 

REMARK 
PAGE # 

t a lent to feed the layers of su pe rvi s ion wh ich in 

recent years have been superi mposed above them. 

Some way must be found in the Defense organ ization 

NMARC IV-2 

to decentra l ize , to get lines of authority, responsi­

bility, and accountabi lity clearly establi shed; and 

t o restore ta lent to the ranks of the provi ders of 

mater i a 1. 

SecDef, Dep SecDef, and SECNAV should evaluate s taff 

needs , functions, and res pons ibility/author i ty as si gn­

ments in the context of DOD Directive 5000. 1 emphasis 

on s treamli ned deci sion -making and strong, relati vely 

autonomous PM's. Specific policy should be promul­

gated that delineates authority and responsibility 

li mits of staff specialists. The billets eli minated 

by the reduction of excessiv layering should be 

ut i lized by rea ssign ing them tQ the operat io nal func­

tions including augmentation of the PM's. 

Mr. Packard's intent, at the ti me of promulgation of 

DOD Directive 5000 . 1, was very clear when, in testi­

mony before the Holifield Committee on September 22, 

1970, he stated in part (emphasis supplied): 

I consider the present Defense Systems Acquisition 

Review Council (DSARC) structure and policy to be an 

interi m one on new weapons programs . The OSD office 

should make or approve poiicy, a~d monitor performance 

aga i r, s t approved po 1 icy. The~c offices should no t have 

to make implementing dech.ions except to authorize a 

program and release funding when they are satisfied the 

services have brought the pro~,am far enough along to 

be ready for the next step. This is what the Develop­

ment Concept Paper (DCP) and the DSARC program are all 

about. As the services demonstrate an improved capa­

bility, these controls should be relaxed. 

NMARC V-13 

NMARC V-26 

If · this approach is to work, several things need to 

be done. A good manager must be assigned to the job 

by the responsible service, and he must be given authority 

to make decisions about his program. It may be difficult 

for the services to do this, but it must be done. There 

arE tw~ reasons why it is not done now. Too many highe r 
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36 
(Cont) 

37 

REMARK 

ranking officers want to get in on the act. It is 
generally agreed tha t they don't know very much 
about the project in the sense that they make no 
positive contribution, but they can and do say 
11 No 11

• And they have to be briefed often and in great 
detai 1. We have a si milar problem with higher ranki ng 
officials in the 0S0 offices in exactly the same way. 

PAGE # 

NMARC V-26 

In summary, I would li ke to reemphasize that pro- NMARC V-26-27 
curement in Def ense is complex -- we need many different 
policies and different procedures. We will make improve-
men ts only to the extent we can get more good people 
into the business, and structure the organization so 
that they can use their intelligence, judgment, and 
energy effectively. We don't need more high level 
staff involvement in the services. We don't need more 
GAO types making decisions for us, and we don't need 
more legislation to spell out how to do this job. All 
we need is more capable people really managing these 
new weapons programs, working in an organizational 
structure in the services, and an attitude at all levels 
that will enable us to say, "This is the project mana-
ger's job -- if he can't do the job right, we will find 
another project manager who can." 

This policy was instituted by Mr. Packard, but its im- NMARC V-27 
plementation has not taken place and indeed may have 
gone in the opposite direction. The problem is now to 
invest in the PM the necessary authority to perform 
his assigned mission. 

OSD (DDR&E) is determining the allocation of USAF 
manpower within MFP VI to laboratory, test, 
and acquisition areas. 
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ITEM # REMARK DATE/PAGE # 
38 Pe rson nel and manpower management. N/4/9/75/#1 

39 If these things are accompli shed, it may permit a N/7/17/75/#3 reduction of headquarters personnel both in DOD and 
in the services. DOD personnel could be reduced be-
cause the attempt to manage particularized details is 
abandoned. Service headquarters could be reduced 
becau se of a lessened requirement to respond in parti-cularized detail to DOD. 
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2 

3 

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 

REMARK 
PAGE # 

Increased gove rnment- to -government programs to sell 

milita ry equipment to foreign countries have severely 

impacted seve ral project offices. Foreign mili t ary 

sa les (FMS) workload has increased significantly with 

little or no accompanying increase in staff. 

NMARC 11-17 

The Panel found that many PM's were being forced to 

accept the added burdens of ass is ti ng fore ign gove rn­

ments in the government-to-government procurement of 

hardware without any increase in staff. This occurred 

despite the fact that the customer was quite willing 

NMARC V-34 

to pay for additional support. 

a. This practice creates a substantial additional 

burden on the PM. With the typically small Navy pro­

gram office and the ti me it takes for fo re ign travel, 

the PM cannot afford to be away from his program with­

out seriously jeopardizing its own progress. 

b, In addition to the manpower problem, the PM 

frequently finds hi mself in the position of allying 

hi mself with the foreign government in negotiations 

with the US supplier. Frequently contracting offices 

will mini mize or disallow costs that should be re­

coverable on foreign military sales (FMS) . This practice 

appear~ to result from either a lack of understanding of 

the additional costs and risks incurred in foreign sales 

and operations or a zeal to demonstrate an ability to 

reduce the contractor's price to an absolute mini mum. 

This is a prime example of the use of the US Govern­

ment's bargaining power to benefit a foreign buyer 

to the detriment of a US contractor. 

On those projects handling large FMS cases, adequate 

staffing should be provided to the PM to handle the 

additional workload. 

The Navy and OSD should examine the present policy 

of negotiating FMS cases to insure equitable treat­

ment of US contractors for those costs associated 

with the foreign procurement. 

58 

NMARC V-34-35 
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4 Time l iness and accuracy of cost esti mat es f or Letter 
of Of fe r (LOO) proposa l s f or in te rna ti ona l custome rs 
gene ra lly a re in need of improvemen t. Ti me l in~ss of 
res ponse is importan t to the U. S. Gove rnment in re la ­
t ion to t he compet i t ion with sys t ems offered by other 
coun tri es . Reasonabl enes s of cos t est ima t es provided 
in LOO by the U.S. Government in re lati on to t he 
actual cost of sys tems procured by in ter nat iona l 
customers is :mport ant in mai ~ta ini ng a credible 

5 

image in the internat ional mar k~ t place. The Cost 
Panel noted that: 

a. R~cent exper ience ind ica tes that esti mates 
used in LOO are ge nerally lower than ulti mately con­
tracted , causing U.S. credibility t o suffer in the 
international ~arket. Recent inflat ionary f actors 
are the pri ncipal cause for these low es t imate s and 
are not necessarily unique to t he Navy. 

b . Response ti me t o requests for LOO exceed 
that desired by the fore ign custome r in some cases . 

An additional problem area is Foreign Military Sales 
(FMS). Currently DSAA is maintaining strict central­
ized control over some FMS cases. In t he case of 
SEEK, SENTRY, DSAA is the final approval authority 
on documents like the RFP and Program Management 
Plan. Under decentralized management of DODD 
5000. 1, approval authority for these and like 
documents is delegated to the program manager. 
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REMARK 

"Confusion in the direction of FMS program". 

Foreign Milita ry Sales have increased tremendous ly 
in the past two years. Unfor tunate ly, OSD manage-
ment direction of the program has not adjusted to this 
new tempo. As a result, there has been confusio1 and 
conflicting direction in the direction in the execution 
of these programs which has at ti mes had an adverse 
and destabilizing impac t on the Army Mate riel Acquisition 
programs. An example is in the pending sale of heli­
copters to Iran that are different from th0se :n our 
inventory and without prescribed testing for type 
classification to insure mi litary specifications are 
met to Army standards. Yet, in the final analysis, 
we will probably be required to correct deficiencies 
should the helicopters prove unsatisfactory . Consid ­
erably mo re coordination is needed in the managerrent 
of the FMS programs , with mo re senior leve l decision­
makers in OSD exercising tighter program policy and 
corporate contro l. 
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SU RVE Y OF DOD PROJE T MANAGERS 

l. The Exe utiv Di r c to r of the A q uisition Advisory Group r q u st d 

that ach Military De partm nt mak a surv y of its Weapons Syst m s Acquisi ­

tion P r og rams whi ch ar subjec t to r evi w by th e Def ns Syst m s A quisition 

Review Counci l. The for mat o f th su r vey is a ttached as .n closur e l to 

this Ap p ndix. A t otal of 66 P roj ect Mana g : ,:; r spond ed (16 A r my , 32 avy, 

and 18 Air Fore ) and a listing of th e projec ts appears at enclo sure 2. 

2. The Defense System s Manageme nt Schoo] was requ es t d t o analyz 

the completed forms and to pr esent its Ending s to the Acqui s i t ion Advis o r y 

Group. Generalized summaries of all r e sponses appear i n the parag ra phs 

which follow . 

3. Whil e the Proj ect Manage rs felt that the DSAR C proc ss is good 

if used as intended and that the Deci sion Coordinating Paper (DCP) as a 

contract betwe e n the Military Department and OSD is an excel1ent vehicl e , 

they did offer the followin g obj ections to the DSA RC process . 

T oo many b r iefin g s , 

Decision process too slow and review pro c ess too length y . 

Process take 5 too much of PM 1 s time which c ould be bett r 

spent mana ging. 

APPENDIX E 



DSARC process and budget process are not in phase. 

Staff officers have to0 ~,uch power and no accountability. 

Too much staff involvement in management. 

Too much layering. 

The DSARC process has become process oriented instead of 

product oriented. 

4. The Project Managers made the following recormiendations to 

improve the DSARC process within the Office, Secretary of Defense: 

Limit and/or combine briefings. 

Establish a shorta mandatory, time frame for decisions. 

Reduce staff involvement in PM's business. 

Reduce the number of people in OSO who can say no but not yes. 

Apprise PM of all issues to be raised at OSARC meetings. 

Approve the DCP (initial and revisions) on a timely basis. 

5. The Defense Systems Management School offered the following 

conclusions regarding the results of the. survey: 

Vast majority of PMS surveyed feel that the DSARC process 

as designed is a good process. 

2 



Most PMS, who conmented, seemed to object to the staff 

bureaucracy overpowering a basically good system. 

Most PMS, who commented, perceive the process as operating 

to be too lengthy and sluggish. 
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MAJOR WEAPONS SYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
SURVEY OF DOD PROJECT/PROGRAMS 

1. Military Department: 

2. Name of Project/Program: ___________________ _ 

Date Established: 

By Whom: 

3. Name(s) end Short Description of Weapons System(s) Managed: ___ _ 

4. Name(s) and Rank of Project Managers: 

NAME DATES OF TENURE 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Is Project Managed: 

a. As a vertical or self-sufficient project office 

b, As a matrix project office 
c. Other (Explain) 
Number of Persons 

Mi 1 itary 
Civilian 

Total 

in 

Number of Persons in 
Professionals Only) 

Mi 1 i tary 
Ci vi 1 i an 

Project Office: 

Professional Clerical 

Other Organizations Supporting 
Time Spent 
More Than 

1 0<1'/4 5 <1'/4 

YES ( )NO ( 

YES ( )NO ( 

Total -

Project ( Li st 

Less Than 
5 <1'/4 

) . 
) 



,, 

Line 
~ 

( 1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

-2-

8. Does the Weapons System Qualify as a Major Program as Defined 
by Par. II DOD Directive 5000.1 Dated 13 July 1971? 

a. Does the program have an approved DCP? YES( 

If so, when was it approved? 

b. Has the program passed through 
list dates of DSARCS and dates 
provided: 

DSARC DSARC Meeting 
Date 

I 
II 
111 
Additional 

a DSARC milestone? 
of decision in the 

YES( 

DSARC Decision 
Date 

) NO( 

If so, 
blanks 
) NO( 

) 

) 

c. Is a SAR submitted on the project? YES ( ) NO ( ) 

9. For each DSARC meeting, it is requested that the form attached 
as an enclosure be completed. 

*Identify reasons for any additional DSARC meetings in the 
blanks provided : 



Mi lita ry Depa rtme nt: 

Prog ram Name 

1. DSARC # 
2. Date of Mee ting 
3. Dat e of Deci s ion 
4. Pre DSARC Activities: 

~UESTIONNAIRE REGARDING 
DSARC PROCES S 

a. Number of briefings required by OSD staff agencies 
b. Organizational titles of OSD staff agencies requesting briefings * 

5. Post DSARC Activities Prior to SECDEF decision: 
a. Number of briefings required by OSD staff agencies 
b. Organizational titles of OSD staff agencies requesting briefings 

6. a. What objections do you have to the current DSARC process? (Use 
attachments, if appropriate) 

b. What would you do to eliminate or m1n1m1ze the deficiencies 
listed in paragraph 6 a. above? (Use attachments, if appropriate) 

*Insert numbe r of individu a ls in eaL~ agency wh o we re contactdd/ 
bri ~f ed in pci ren th ~sis oft ~r each staff agency. 



, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

PROJECTS 

1. Advanced Attack Helicopter (MH) 
1 

I 2. 

3. 

TACTICAL OPERATIONS SYSTEM (TOS) 

Tactical Fire Direction System (TACFIRE) 

4. Cannon Artillery Weapons Systems 

5. Guided Missile System, Surface Attack: M47 (DRAGON) 

6. DOD HLH Program 

7. LANCE 

8. Mechanized Infantry Corooat Vehicle 

9. Multi-Service Communications Systems 

10. PERSHING 

11. Surface-to-Air Missile Development (SAM-0) 

12. Short Range Air Def~nse System 

13. STINGER Project Office 

14. Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft System (UTTAS) 

15. Vehicle Rapid Fire Weapon System 

16. XMl Tank System 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

PROJECTS 

1. S-3A Weapon System (PMA-241+) 

2. 0D963 Class Destroyer 

3. CONDOR (PMA-245) 

4. AEGIS 

5. E-2/ATDS Weapon System Project (PMA-231) 

6. Attack Submarine (SSN) Acquisition Project (PMS 393) 

7. LHA Project 

8. F-14/PHOENIX (PMA-241) 

9. TRIDENT SYSTEM PROJECT 

10. Improved SOSUS (DCP 78) 

11. Ship and Air Systems Integration 

12. CAPTOR (PMS-407) 

13. CLOSE-IN WEAPO!~ SYSTEM (PHALANX) 

14. SPARROW I I I Missile (PMA-262) 

15. AIM-9L SIDEWINDER (PMA-259} 

16. HARM (High Speed Anti-Radiation Missile) AGM-88A (PMA-242, 

17. CH-53E (PMA-261) 

18. AIR ASW Acoustic Systems (PMA-264) 

19. PMS399 Guided Missile Frigate, (FFG-7) ProgrAm (Formerly Patrol 
Frigate PF Program) 

20. Navy Space Project 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY PROJECTS (CONTINUED) 

21. AN/BQQ-5 Sonar 

22. Surface Effect Ship 

23. NATO Patrol Hydrofoil, Guided Missile Ship (PHM) 

24. Cru ise Missile Project (PMA-263) 

25. Air to Surface Modular Program (Advanced Modular Weapons) 

2b. Low Cost Electronic Warfare Su i te 

27. VCX Program (PMA-244) 

28. SURTASS (Surveillance Towed Array Sensor) DCP 137 

29. NAVY AIR COMBAT FIGHTER (PMA-265) 

30. Tactical Airborne Signal Exploitation System (TASES) 

31. Special Co mmunications Project Office 

32. Guided Projectile Program 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

PROJECTS 

1. Ai rborne Warn ing and Control System (AWACS) 

2. C-SA 

3 . F-SE/lnt~rnational Fighter Aircraft 

EF-111A Tactica l Jarrm ing System 

5 . Precisi on Location Stri ke System (PLSS) 

7. AGM- 65A 

8. A-10 System Program Office 

9 . B-1 STRATEGIC BOMBER 

10. Air Launched Crui se Missile 

11. 414L CONUS Over the Horizon Backscatte r Radar 

12. Advanced Airborne Command Post 

13. NAVSTAR Global Positioning System 

14. Defe nse Satellite Communicati ons System 
Phase II I (DSCS II I Space Segment) 

15, PEs 63411r/12449F Space Shuttl e 

16. 404L AN/rPN-19 Landing Contro l Central 

17. Advanced Airborne Comma nd Post 

18. F-15 System Prog ram Office 



BRIEFING 

ON 

SUMMARY OF ACQUISITION ADV ISORY GROUP 

SURVEY RE SUL TS 

JU LY 1, 1 75 

VG #1 

GOOD AtTERNOON GENTLEMEN: 

IT GIVES ME GREAT PLEASURE TO BR IEF YOU TODAY ON THE RESULTS OF THE 

ACQU IS ITION ADVISORY GROUP SURV EY OF MAJOR PROGRAMS. 

VG #2 

ON 5 MAY THE ACQUISITION ADVI SORY fiROUP SE NT A SURVEY TO THE SERVICE '. 

REQUESTING CERTAIN INFO RMATION ABOUT THE MAJOR PROGRAMS ANO THE PROGRAM 

MANAGERS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE DSARC/DCP PROCESS. IT IS THE PURPOSE OF MY 

BRIEFING TODAY TO PRESENT TO YOU A SUMMARY OF THE FACTS DERIVED FROM 

QUESTIONNAR IES RETUR NED BY 65 PROGRAMS. I WANT TO REITERATE THAT THESE 

RESULTS RE PP~SENT 65 PROGRAMS WHICH REPORT TO THE USARC. 

VG #3 

I WILL FIRST SUMMARIZE CERTAIN OF THE PROGRAM STATISTICS FROM THE 

SURVEY. I WILL·. THEN DWELL FOR A MOMENT ON ONE OF THE KEY ISSUES RAISED 

BY THE PMs, THAT BEING DECISION TIMES. I WILL THEN SUMMARIZE PM COMMENTS 

AND GIVE OUR CONCLUSIONS BASED ON OUR REVIEW OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES. 

VG #4 -
THIS CHART MERELY DEPICTS SOME FACTS AS TO THE AGES OF THE PROGRAMS 

WE ARE DEALING WITH. THE AVERAGE AGE IS OVER FIVE YEARS WITH CO NDOR, 

THE OLDEST PROJ ECT, BEl IG OVER 13 YEARS OLD. 



VG #5 

TH IS CHAKT 1S PARTICULARLY !NT ERESTIHG IN THAT IT StlOWS A POSSIBLE 

TR END , AT LEAST FOR THE MAJOR PROGRAMS . WHEN I CALCULATED THE INCUMBENT 

TENURES , I FOUND THAT THE NAVY AD AIR FORCE AVERAG E TENURES HAD DROPPED 

CON SIDERABLY. NOT WANTING TO PENAL IZE A SERVICE FOR HAVI NG RECENTLY 

TURN ED OVER SEVERAL PMs, i CALCULATED THE AV ERAGE TENURE FOR THE COM­

BINAT ION OF THE LAST PLUS THE IN CUMBENT PM. I FOUND THAT IN FACT THE 

AIR FORCE AV ERAGE TENUR E HAS DROPPED SIGNI~ICANTLY TO 38 MONTHS FOR TWO 

PMs OR 19 MONTHS PER PM. 
VG #6 

THIS CHART PORTRAYS THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 65 PROGRAMS REPORTING. 

AS CAN BE SEEN THE ARMY IS SPLIT BETWEEN MATRIX ORGANIZATlv~l AND SELF­

SUFFICI ENCY, WHERE AS THE NAVY IS HIGHLY MATRIX ORIENTED. THE AIR FORCE 

IS HIGHLY SELF-SUFFICIE T IN THEIR PROGRAM OFFICE ORGANIZATIONS. 

VG #7 

HERE I HAVE PORTRAYED THE PROGRAM OFFICE MANNING FOR THOSE PROGRAMS 

SURVEYED. OF PARTICULAR INTEREST IS THE FACT THAT IN THE ARMY THE 

PROGRAMS ARE MANNED PREDOMINANTLY BY CIVILIANS 0~ ABOUT A THREE TO 

ONE RATIO WITH THE AVERAGE PROGRAM HAVING 79 PERSONNEL. THE NAVY HAS 

CONSIDERABLY SMALLER PROGRAMS WITH ABOUT EQUAL NUMBERS OF PROFESSIONAL 

MILITAPY AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL. THE AVERAGE PROGRAM HAS 20 PERSONNEL. 

THE AIR FORCE HAS THE LARGEST PROGRAMS, AND THE AIR FORCE PROGRAMS ARE 

PREOOMINAN-LY MILITARY. THE TWO LARGEST PROGRAMS LISTED, 244 IN THE ARMY, 

IS THE ARMY TACTICAL DATA SYSTEMS, AND THE LARGEST PROGRAM IN THE AIR 

FORCE IS THE Bl BOMBER. THE LARGEST NAVY PROGRAM LISTED WITH 65 PERSONNEL 

IS THE UNDER-SEA SURVEILLAN~~ PROJECT ANO THIS IS OBVIOUSLY NOT THE NAVY'S 

LARGEST PROGR~M . 
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I HAVE pqEPARE9 A SuPPL(MENTAL CHART TO DISCUSS THE NAVY IN BETTFR CONTEXT 

WITH THE OTHE R SERVICES. 

VG #7A 

THIS IS A BREAKOUT OF THE MAJOR PROGRAM MANAGERS IN THE NAVY WHO 

REPORT TO THE CHIEF OF NAVAL MAT ERIAL. AS YOU CAN SEE , PM 1, STRATEGIC 

SYSTEMS, IS A QU IT E LARGE PROJEC T, MUCH LA RGER THAN TH E AIR FORC E ANO 

ARMY PROJECTS ON THE PRE VIOUS CHART . TH► RE IS, HOWEVtk , ONL Y ON E OTHER 

PROG RAM IN THE NAVY THAT IS CARR IED OFFICIALLY AS A PROGRAM TH/1 .i' HAS MORE 

THAN 100 INDIVIDUALS IN THE PROGRAM. AS YOU CAN SEE , EVEN IN ~HESE MAJOR 

PROGRAMS, RELATIVELY SMALL NUMBERS OF PERSONNE L AR E DIR EC TLY ASS IGNED TO 

THE PROGRAM OFFICE. THIS IS DUE PREDOMINANTLY TO THE MATRIX ORIENTATION 

OF THE NAVY IN ITS PROGRAM MA NAGEME NT. FOR INSTANC E, THF. TRIDENT PROJECT 

MANAGER, PM2, RECEIVES SUPPORT FROM THREE DIFFERENT PR(1GRAMS: PMS 396, FOR 

HIS BOAT; PMl PROVIDES HIS MISS ILE; AND PME 117 PROVIDES i:IS COMMUN ICATIONS. 

THERE ARE NINE PROGRAM MANAGERS WORKING DIRECTLY UN DE R PM18, MAJOR COMBATANT 

S~IPS, WITH A TOTAL OF 310 PERSONNEL. 

VG 18 

THIS CHART IS USED TO DEPICT THE NUMBER OF PERSONNEL SUPPORTING THE 

PROGRAMS, AND IT GOES RIGHT ALONG WITH THE , ,,EVIOUS TWO CHARTS WHI CH SHOW 

THE NUMBER OF PERSONNEL ACTUALLY ASSIGNED TO THE PROGRAMS. THE NUMBERS 

ON THIS CHART ARE MEANT TO PORTRAY THE NUMBER OF PtRSONNEL IN FU NCT IONAL 

OR OTHER ORGANIZATIONS WHICH SUPPORT THE PROGRAMS ON A FULL OR PART TIME 

BASIS. THE ANSWERS WERE DIFFICULT TO DRAW CONCLUSIONS FROM, BECAUSE UN­

OOUBTLY ALL PMs CID NOT INTERPRET THE QUESTION IN THE SAME WAY. SOME 

INCLUDED ONLY PERSONNEL FUNDED IN SUPPORT OF THE PROGRAM. OTHERS INCLUDED 

. HEADQUARTERS r'ERSO NNE L UP TO AND INCLUDING OSD. I DO NOT FEEL _THAT THESE 

NUMBE RS GIVE AN ACCURAT E DEPICTION OF THE TRUE SITUATION. 
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VG ~9 

THIS CHART SUMMARI ZES THE OCP ANO OSARC STATUS OF THE PROGRAMS 

THAT REPORT ED . AS YOU CAN SEE OF THE 65 PROGRAMS, ROUGHLY 16 OR 25%, 

DO NOT HAVE A CURRtNTLY APPROV ED DCP, AND FOR THOSE WHO 00 HAVE 

APPROV ED OCPs, I HAVE SHOWN THE DA1£S OR THE RANGE OF DATES FOR THEIR 

APP ROVAL. THE AIR FORCE AND NAVY HAVE DCPs DATING BA~K TO 1968. OF 

THE 65 PROGRAMS, 12 HAV E NOT PASSED A FORMAL DSARC MILESTON ~. 

VG #9A 

TP.IS IS A CHART WHICH SUMMARIZES THE NUMBER OF PROGRAMS RE PORTING 

THAT SUBMIT SARs. YOU WILL NOTI CE lHAT ONLY ONE-HALF OF THE PROGRAMS 

REPORTING TO OSARC SUBMIT SARs. THIS BROUGHT UP THE IMMEDIATE QUESTION 

AS TO THE FULL NATURE OF THE ~~AR REPORTING /1 .. lJ THE MAJOR PROGRAM STATUS . 

AND I HAVE SHOWN A MORE COMPLETE PICTURE ON THE NEXT VG. 

VG #98 

THIS SHOWS OF THE 72 PROGRAMS iHAT REPORT TO OSARC, 43 REPORT ON~Y TO 

DSARC AND 00 rmT SUBMIT A SAR. 'f WENTY-NINE • THE REMAINDER• SUBMIT A SAR 

AND REPORT TO THE DSARC, AND 14 PROGRAMS SUBMIT A SAR, BUT NO NOT REPORT 

TO DSARC. 

VG 110 

THIS VIE\~GRAPH DEPICTS ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUES RAISED 

BY THE PROGRAM MANAGERS. THAT IS THE DECISION TIME FROM THE DAY OF 

THE DSARC MEETING UNTIL THE PM HAS A DECISION IN HAD. I HAVE PORTRAYED 

BOTH THE MEAN AND MEO,IAN TIMES. THE MEAN DECISION TIME IS GREATLY IN­

FLUENCED BY 10% OF THE-DECISION TIMES WHlCH ARE GREATER THAN 100 DAYS. 

THE DISTRIBUTION INS!OE 100 DAYS IS MORE NEARLY NORMAL AND FOR THAT REASON 

I WOULD SAY THAT THE MED IAN TIME OF 23 DAYS IS THE MOST MEANINGFUL MEASURE 

OF TIIE OISTRIFUTION. YOU WILL NOTICE THAT THREE PMs REPORTED THAT THEY HAD 

DECISION$ THAT WER~ STILL PENDING AS OF THE DAY THEY SUBMITTED THEIR QUtSTIOtlNAI R~ 
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IN MAY, AND Tl lREE INDICATED THAT THEIR DECISIONS HAD OEEN DEFERRED, OR NOT 

REN DER ED. 

VG #11 

A~OTHER VERY IMPORTANT ISSUE, AT LEAST FROM THE PM POINT OF VIEW, WAS THE 
PREBRIEFS REQUIRED BY USO . AGAIN I DRAW YOUR ATTENT ION TO THE FOOTNOTES, 
I DO t OT FEEL THAT THE INFORMATION HERE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED CONCLUSIVE 

DUE TO THE MIXED REPORTING OF SERVICE DATA OR SERVICE PREBRIEFS ALONG WITH 
THE OSD REQU IRED BRIEFINGS. I ATTEMPTED TO SEPARATE THOSE BRIEFINGS TO 
PORTRAY THE OSD-ONLY PREBRIEFS. THIS REPRESENTS MY BEST EFFORTS IN THAT 

REGARD. AS YOU CAN SEE, THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF PREBRIEFS FOR THOSE PROGRAMS 
THAT REPORTED ACTIVITY WAS SIX PREBRIEF$ PER PROGRAM. THE AV ERAGE NUMBER OF -

. 

PREBRIEFS INCLUDES THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PREBRIEFS GIVEN BY THE PROGRAM 

NOTWITHSTANDI lG THE NUM BER OF DSARCs THAT THE PROGRAM MAY HAVE BEEN 
THROUG~'. 

VG #12 

THIS JS A COMPANIO~ CHART WHICH SHOWS THE POST-BRIEF ACTIVITY (THE SAME 
CAVEAT ON THE FOOTNOTE AS TO THE VALIDITY OF THE DATA) AND YOU WILL SEE 
THAT THERE IS CONSIDERABLY LESS ACT IVITY DURING THE POST-DSARC TIME FRAME. 

VG #13 

THIS IS A SUM~~RY OF PM OBJECTIONS TO THE DSARC PROCESS LISTED IN 

DESCEN DING ORDER Of FREQUEN CY OF THE TIMES THAT THE OBJECTIONS WERE 

MENTIONED. TWENTY PROGRAM MANAGERS, MOST OF WHOM WERE IN THE NAVY, 

FELT THAT THERE WERE TOO MANY BRIEFINGS ASSOCIATED WITH THE OSARC 

PROCESS. GOING RIGHT ALO NG WITH THAT WAS THE NEXT COMMENT, THAT THE OE_CJSION 
PROCESS IS TOO SLOW, ANO THE PROCESS IS TOO LENGTHY. TH°E BRIEFING 

5 



PROCESS ND lHE PROl -'3 IN GENERAL, ACCORDING ro SE\ OF THE PROJ ECT 

MA AGERS, TOOK 100 MUCH OF THEIR TIME WHICH THEY FELT COULD BE BETTER 

SPENT AT HOME MANAGING THE PROGRAM. SEVEN WERE COrlCERNED THAT A DSARC 

DECISION DID NOT MEAN THAT THEY GOr THEIR MONEY. THEY FELT THAT THE DSARC 

PROCESS AND THE BUDGET PROCESS WERE NOT IN PHASE. STAFF OFFICERS HAVING 

TOO MUCH POWER AND NO ACCOUNTAB ILITY FOR THE PROGRAM, JNDJVIOUALS ON THE 

OSD STAFF lHAT WEP.: ABLE TO SAY NO AND NEVER YES, AND INDIVIDUALS WHO ALLOWtD 

THEMSELVES TO INF LUENCE THE PROGRAM BASED ON PERSONAL BIASES INSTEAD OF THE 

FACTS WAS OF CONCERN TO NUMEROUS PMs. THIS Gr ES ALONG WITH TOO MUCH STAFF 

INVOLV EMENT AND TOO MUCH LAYERING AND A FINAL COMMENT WHICH WILL PROBABLY 

WRAP UP MOST OF THE ABOVE, JS THAT THEY FELT THAT THE DSARC PROCESS HAD 

BECOME PROCESS ORIENTED INSTEAD OF PRODUCT OkIENTED. 

VG #14 

All THE COMMENTS MADE BY THE PMs WERE NOT DEROGATORY. HERE ARE SOME 

POSITIVE COMMENTS ABOUT THE DSARC PROCESS. 

YG #15 

FOLLOWING THE OBJECTIONS, THE PMs WERE ASKED TO GIVE THEIR RECOMM ENDAT IONS 

AS TO WHAT THEY WOULD DO TO IMPROVE THE DSARC PROCESS, AND THIS IS A 

LISTING OF THE MAJOR ITEMS THAT WERE MENTIONED UNDER CATEGORY OF 

RECOl1~ENDATIOijS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE DSARC PROCESS. 

VG #16 

ANO FINALLV, THESE ARE THE CONCLUSIONS WE HAVE DRA\·/N FROM THE OVERALL 

REV 1 EW OF 7HE SURVEY. THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE PMs FELT THAT THE 

OSARC PROCESS AS DESIGNED, AND CONCEIVED, IS A GOOD PROCESS. HOWEVER, 

THEY F "LT THAT THE PROCESS WAS NOT OPERATING AS CONCEIVED, AND THAT 

AS IT JS orERATING IT IS TOO LENGTHY AND SLUGG ISH. 

GENTLEMEN, THAT IS THE END OF MY BRIEFING. ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS ? 
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THE DEPUTY SKRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WAIHINGTON, 0 . C. 20:IOI 

7 July 1975 

MEMOR A DUM TO - SEE DISTRIBUTION LIST 

SUB JECT: DS tS Review of DoD Dir ctives and Instructio ns R e lati ng 

to t he Acquisition of Major Weapon Systems · R e quest fo r 

C,omment 

Encl. (I) DSMS Review of Selecte d Direct i ves and Instructions 

The AAG has been impressed with the universal approval th at 

seems to be accorded DODD 5000. 1 by all parties to the major sy .. t ms 

,lc qu i si ti on proc s s, i.e. - th e military depa rtment s , OSD officia l , 

GAO, Cong r cs,s , industry. At the same time they have heard state­

mt!nts such as "the logic of 5000 . 1 is great, but the theory is be i ng 

violat ed in practice;" "DSARC has been saddled with so many thing s , 

including Fi\1S, it may fall from its own weight;" "people at the 

middle management level within the OSD and the military d e partn e nts 

have not begun to comply with the intent of DODD 5000. l." 

In consideration of the foregoing, the Defense Systems Man age ­

ment Scho o l at Ft. B e lvoir, was requested to do an analysi s of all 

DoD Directives and In s truction which r e late to the defens e sys ten, s 

acquisiti on proc ess in light of the provisions, requir c n ents and 

policie s embodied in DoD Directive 5000. l. The report of the DS IS 

analysis is attached as Enclosure- l. 



1 would appreciate your comments on ~his DSMS Review as 

aoon as practicable. 

Distribution List: • 

[1.:r.µ 
Eli T. Reich 
Vice Admiral, USN (Ret) 

Executive Director 
Acquisition Advisory Group 

Vice Admiral Parker Arm~trong, Dept. of the Navy 

Lt. General W. J. Evans, Department of the Air Force 

Maj. General P. G -Olenchuk, Department of the Army 

Mr. George Sutherland, DDR &rE 

Mr. 'Everett Pyatt, OSD (PA&E) 

Mr. Todd Hixon, OSD (C) 

Lt. Col. Thomas Van Mewr, OSD ~l&rL~ 

Commandant, Defense Systems Management School 



PROJECT 5000.l 

A REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVES AND 
INSTRUCTIONS RELATING TO 
THE ACQUISTION OF MAJOR 

WEAPON SYSTEMS 

PREPARED FOR THl: 

DOD ACQUISITION ADVISORY GROUP 

BY THE 

DEFENSE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT SCHOOL 

JULY 1975 



PROJECT 000.1 

PURPOSE. To review DOD Directives and Instructions which relate to the 
Defense Systems Acquisition Process in light of the provisions, requirements 
and policies of DOD Directive 5000 .1 and present a surm,ary of the significant 
findings of that review. 

SCOPE. Initial searches of the DOD Directives System Index led to the 
TriITTal identification of over 100 directives and instructions which related 
to the acquis i tion process. Due to the short time ava1lable and the magni­
tude of the task of reviewing over 100 documents, ma , y of which had only 
minor importance to the problem at hand, the scope of the r~view was reduced 
to t hree categor ies of documents: 

,\ 
I 

1. Directives implementing related policies which are included 
in Enclos ure 1 to DODD 5000.1. 

2. Additional directives which are not included under subjects 
listed in Encl osure 1 to DODD 5000.1 but which have significant 
bearing on the acquisition process, e.g. DODD 7045.7 (PPBS). 

3. The Charters of the DSARC Principals. 

Thirty-four directives and instructions which were felt to have the most 
impact on thE acq uisition process were identified as falling into those 
three categor ies. 

METHOD. 

1. DODD 5000 .1 wa s fir st dis sected into its individual component 
provisions and po l ici es . These ind i vidual parts were then placed in outline 
form under one of f ive major headings in the form of a reference or check 
1 is t. 

a. Managemen t Po l icies 
b. Informa ti on 
c. Dec i sion Process 
d. Program Considerations 
e. Technology 

2. Each directive was reviewed using the DODD 5000.l outline as a 
guide to determine whether or not the directive was in consonance, supportive, 
complementary or in contradiction to the provisions of DODD 5000.l. 

3. All directives were reviewed by at least one ind ividual and in 
some cases by -as many as four. Individual conments were then discussed and 
concensus conments put in final form. 

RESULTS. An overall evaluation and specific conments, where appropriate, 
are provided for each document reviewed on the following pages. 



DIRECTIVES REVIEWED 

NUMBER SUBJECT DATE 

4005.1 (D) DoD Industrial Preparedness Production Planning Jul 28, 72 

4005.3 Industrial Preparedness Produc ' ion Planning 
Procedures Jul 28, 72 

4100.35 (D) Development of Integrated Logistic Support 
for Systems/Equipments Oct 1, 70 

4105.62 (D) Proposal Evaluation and Source Selection Apr 6, 65 

4120 .3 (D) Department of Defense Standardization 
Program Jun 6, 73 

4155. 1 (D) Quality Assurance Feb 9, 72 

4200.15 Manufacturing Technology Program Jul 14, 72 

4400. l Priorities and Allocations - Delegation 
of DO and DX Priorities and Allocations 
Authorities, Rescheduling of Deliveries 
and Continuance of Related Manuals Nov 16, 71 

5000. 1 (D) Acquisition of Major Defense Systems Jul 13, 71 

5000.2 The Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP) and the 
Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council Jan 21 , 75 

5000.3 (D) Test and Evaluation Jan 19, 73 

5000.4 (D) OSD Cost Analysis Improvement Group Jun 13, 73 

5000.19 (D) Policies for the Management and Control 
of DOD Information Requirements Jun 2, 71 

5000.23 (D) System Acquisition Management Careers Nov 26, 74 

5000 .. 26 (D) Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council Jan 21, 75 

5000.28 (D) Design to Cost May 23, 75 

5010.8 Department of Defense Value Engineering Feb 2, 72 

5010. 12 Mana '. ement of Technical Data Dec 5, 68 



5010.28 (D) Department of Defense Management Review and 
Improvement Program Oct 2. 72 

5010.29 Acquisition of Data from Contractors Nov 29, 71 

5010.32 Department of Defense Management Review and 
Improvement Program Jun 1. 73 

5100. 1 (D) Functions of the Department of Defense and 
Its Major Components Dec 31 , 58 

5118.3 (D) Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Jan 18, 72 

5126.22 (D) Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations 
and Logistics) Jan 30, 61 

5129.1 (D) Director of Defense Research and Engineering Mar 13, 70 

5135. 1 (D) Director, Telecommunications and Command and 
Control Systems Jan 17. 74 

5141. 1 (D) Assistant Secretary of Defense (Program 
Analysis and Evaluation) Mar 29, 74 

5158. 1 (D) Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
Relationships with the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense Dec 31 , 58 

7000.1 (D) Resource Management Systems of the Department 
of f)efense Aug 22, 66 

7000.2 Performance Measurement for Selected Acquisition Apr 25, 72 

7000.3 Selected Acquisition Reports (SAR) Sep 13, 71 

7000.6 Acquisition Management Systems Control Mar l 5, 71 

7000.10 Contract Cost Performance, Funds Status and 
Cost/Schedule Status Reports Aug 6, 74 

7000. 11 Contractor Cost Data Reporting (CCDR) Sep 5, 73 

7045.7 The Planning, Programming and Budgeting System Oct 29, 69 

(D) = DOD Directive, All others are Instructions 



I 
· 1 
I 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4005.l 

DOD Industrial Preparedness Production Planning 
(July 28, 1972) 

and 

DODI 4005.3 

DOD Industrial Preparedness Production Planning Procedures 
(July 28, 1972) 

AS THEY APPLY TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This directive is general in nature in its applicability to providing 
a sustained state of industrial preparedness for the production of 
essential military items. It and its companion DOD Instruction 4005.3, 
Industrial Preparedness Produciton Planning Procedures, dated July 28, 
1972 are consistent with the provisions of DODO 5000.1. Both documents 
provide for decentralization and minimum OSD involvement and reporting 
is required. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4100.35 

Development of Integrated Logistic 
Support for Systems/Equipments 

(October 1, 1970) 

AS IT P.ELATES TO DODD 5000 .1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This Directive pre-dates DODD 5000.1 and its applicability to Defense 
acquisition is genera i in nature. This Directive is supportive of 
and in consonace with DODD 5000.1 and has no obvious confl ic t s . 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4105.62 

Proposal Evaluation and Source Selection 
{April 6 1 1965) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 4105.62 does not cover or discuss the provisions of DODD 5000.1 
pertaining to source selection and the evaluation of proposals. The 
purpose of DODD 4105.62 is to establish objectives, principles, and 
policy for the evaluation of proposals and the selection of contractual 
sources. As such, it logically should reflect the provisions of 
DODD 5000.1 pertaining to source selection and the evaluation of 
proposals. The probable reason for DODD 4105.62 not reflecting the 
provisions of DODD 5000.1 is the lack of update of the DODD 4105.62 
since 1965. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

The POLICY (Para VI) promulgated in DODD 4105.62 primarily pertains to 
the source selection process. Recorrrnend that DODD 4105.62 be updated 
to embody the program considerations relevant to source selection and 
evaluation of proposals in accordance with Para 111,C,8 of DODD 5000.1. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4120.3 

Depa r tment of Defense Standardization Program 
(June 6, 1973) 

AS IT APPLlES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVA LUATION. 

DODD 41 20.3 and supporting ma nual 4120.3-M, pertain to the development 

and promul ga t ion of specifications, standards, handbooks and engineering 

drawings for materiel, manufacturing processes and engineering practices 

that describe the items and servi ces ..... acquired by the DOD Components. 

Its obj ectives are to control item proliferation; prevent overlapping 

and duplicative descriptions; foster re- use of existing technology; 

es tabli sh uniform grades, classes, sizes and levels of performance; and 

systemize review to reduce varieti es and sizes to minimum required to 

meet needs . 

The supporting ma11 ual is a de tail ed how- to-do- it reference that is out 

of da te. Approval of the cur rent revi sed draft has been held in 

abeya nce pend i ng resoluti on of some i ssues ra is ed by the Defense Science 

Board Tas k Force on t andard~zati on. 

II. SPECIFIC AR EAS OF CONC ERN. 

The direct ive an d manual impos e necessary constraints on the individuality 

of each specific system program that are necessary for the coll ective 

good of all such programs. There is an inherent conflict with DODD 5000.1 

policy to de vel op and exp loit new technology as compared to the objecti ves 

of DODD 41 20. 3 to fos te r re-using of exi sting te rhnology. This is vi ewed 

as a heal t hy and natural contest of ideas to be resolved by reasonable 

men and it i s not viewed as inconsi stent. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4155.1 

Quality Assurance 
(February 9, 1972) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This Directive post-dates DODD 5000.1 and its applicability to 
Defense acquisition programs is general. This Directive is in 

consonance with DODD 5000.1 and has no obvious conflicts. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 4200.15 

Manufacturing Technologr Program 
(July 14, 1972) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATI O . 

DODD 4200.15 is basically in consonance with the provisions of 
DODD 5000. 1 pertaining to the need for a strong and usable technol ogy base to be maintained by conducting research and technology effort 
independent of specific defense systems development. Although 
DODD 4200.15 permits manufacturing programs to be supported or funded by specific weapons system programs the intent of DODD 4200.15 is 
not considered to violate the provisions of DODD 5000.1. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

A. Manufacturing technology projects normally are broad-based in 
application. However, t hey ''may include the application of new 
or improved techniques or equipment to man ufacture specific weapon 
sys t ems, components, and items, and prototypes; and may be funded 
as part of the specifi c weapons system program involved." 
(Reference: Para 11,B, DODD 4200.15). 

B. The excep t ion noted above probably occurs under circumstances 
involving hig h cost and new technology or processes that are 
i ni tially percei ved to have li mited or sys t em peculiar applications. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 4400.1 

Priorities and Allocations - Del~gation of DO and DX 

Priorities and Allocations Authorities, Rescheduling of 

Deliveries and Continuance of Related Manuals 
(May 21, 1974) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

1. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 4400.1 furnishes policy guidance and certain delegations of 

authority for exercise of national systems of priorities. It is an 

enabling directive for managers of high national urgency programs 

and imposes limitations on abuse of priorities by managers of programs 

not so desi~nated. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

There is no direct relationship between DQDD 5000.1 and DODI 4400.1 

although it is 1isted in 5000.1 as a related directive. 



SUBJECT: 

July u, 1971 

NUMID sooo. 1 

DDR•E 

Department of Defense Directive 

Acquilltlon of Major Defenae Syettime 

I. PURPOSE 

Thh Directive eetabli1hee policy fot major defenee ayatem 

acqulaition in the Milltary Departmenta and Defenae Agenciea 

(referred to•• DoD Companenta). 

ll. APPLICATION 

Thia Directive applie• to major program,, •o de ■ i1nated 

by the Secretary of Defena~/Deputy Secretary of Defenae 

(referred to as SecDef). Thh designation shall consider 

(1) dollar value ( program• which have an eatimated R DT&. E 

coat in e~ceaa of 50 million dollars, or an estimated Pro­

duction coat in exceu of 200 million dollar ■); (2) national 

urgency; (3) recommendations by DoD Component Heads or 

Office of Secretary of Defenae (OSD) officials. In addition, 

the management princtp\H in thia Directive are applicable 

to all program■• 

DI. POLICY 

A. Mode of Operation - Succeufu\ development, production 

and deployment of major defense syatems are primarily 

dependent upon competent p-,op\e, rational prioritiH and 

clearly d-,fined re ■pan■lbilitie s. Reepon ■ibility a.Mi 

authority for the acquiaition of major defenee ■y■ tem• 

■hall be decentralised to the maximum prat::tlcab\e extent 

can■ i ■tent with the ur1ency and importance of each pro-

1ram. The development and production of a major defense 

■y1tem ■ball be managed by a s ingle i.Ddividual (program 

mana1er) who 1hall have a charter which provide• auffi c ­

lent authority to accomplhh recognlsed program objoctivea . 



Layers of authority between the pro1ram manaaer and bi1 Component 

He a.d shall be minimum. For program■ lnvolvtnc two or more Com­

ponents, the Component bavin1 dominant lntere•t ■hall deeignate the 

pro1ram manager, and hi, charter ehall be approved by the c ognizant 

offic ial within OSD . The auignment and tenure of program manager, 

1hal\ be a matter of c oncern to DoD Component He&<!s and ■ ball refiect 

career inc entives de1igned t o attract, ret&ln and reward competent 

personne l. 

1. The DoD Components are re1pon1 ible for identifying need■ and 

defining, deve loping and producing •yeteme to sati ■ fy tbo1e need■• 

Component Heads are also re1pon1ible for contrac tor source 

sele c tion unleu otberwiee epecified by the Sec Def on a 1pecifi c 

pr ogram. 

2. The OSD i1 re1pon1ible for (a) eetabUebing a cqui1ition policy, 

(b) assuring that major defen•e eyetem program ■ u ·e pureued in 

reeponee to valid need• and (c) evaluating poli cy implementation 

on eac h approved program. 

3. The OSD and OoD Component,; are reeponslble fo r program monitor ­

ing, but will plac e minimum demand• for formal repo rting on the 

program manager. Nonr ecurring needa for info rmation will be kept 

to a minimwn and handled inform&lly, 

4, The Sec Def will make the deci1ion1 which initiate program commit ­

ment• or incr~ase. tbo1e commltknente . . He may redirect a program 

becau1e of an actual or threatened breach of a program threshold 

atated in a.n approved Development Concept P a per (DCP). The OCP 

a nd the Oefenae System• Acqui1ition Review ounc il (DSARC) will 

support the Se : Def decision-making. These decisio1i s will be 

reflected in the next 1ubmiuion of the Program Objective Memo ­

randum ( POM) by the DoD Component. 

B. Cond uct of Program • Becau1e every program ii different, e ucceseful 

program conduct require• that 1ound judgment be applied ln using the 

management principle• of ~hl1 Directive. Underlying sp-, cifi c defense 

system development• i1 the need for a 1trong and usable tec hnology 

base . Thi ■ baae will be malnt&ined by conducting re1ear c h and advanced 

technology effort independent of 1peciflc defense 1y1tems development. 

Advanced technology effod i.nclude1 prototyping, preferably ue'.Dg amall , 

effi cient deelgn team• and a mlnlmurn amount of documec tation. The 

objettive i• to obt&in aignlficant advance• ln technology at mlnimurn cost . 

l. Program Initiation 

a. Early conceptual effort i1 normally conducted at the diecretion 

of the DoD Component until 1uch time aa the DoD Component 
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determines that a major d e fenae 1ystem program 1hould be 

pursued. It i s c rucial that the right decision• be made during 

this c onceptual effort; wrong dechions c l'eate problen s not 

easily overc ome later in the program. Therefore . each DoD 

Component wi 11 designate a 1ln1le individua\, suc h a ■ the 

Auistant Sec retary for R~D. to be responeihlc for conceptual 
efforts on new major programs. 

b. The c onsiderati on■ which ■ upport the determinat:lon of the need 

for a system program, together with plan for that program, 

will be doc umented in the DCP. Th DC P will define program 

ieeuea, includ ing ■pecial logistics problems, program objective•, 

program plans, performance parame ters , a reas of maj o r risk. 
system alternative ■ and a cquiaition 3trategy . The DCP will be 

prepared by the DoD Component, following an agreement between 

OSD and that Component on a DCP outline. The Director, Defense 

Research and Engineering (DDRlrE)(or the Assis tant Secretary of 

Defense (Telec ommunicat!ona) for his programs) ha■ the ba1ic 
responsibility for coordination of inputs for the DCP and its 

submittal t c. the DSARC or consideration and to the SecDef for 

aubsequent deci s ion. If approved, the program will be c onducted 

within the DCP threshold&, 

Z. Full -Scale Development. When the DoD Component ie sufficiently 

confident that program worth and readiness warrant conunit!nent of 

resourc es to full-scale development, it will request a Sec De f deci-

sion to proc e ed. ·At that time, the DSARC will normally review 

program progress and suitability to enter thie ~hase and will forward 

its recommendation• to the Sec Def for final dec i s ion. Such re·d ew 

will confirm (a) the need for the selected defe!lse system in coneider­

ation of thr eat, system alternatives, l!'pecial loji&ti.c s need a, estimates 

of 9evelopment c osts, preh.minary e1timates of life cy le costs and 

potential be nefits in context wit h overall DoD strategy a nd fi s eal 

guidance; (b) that development risks have been identifi~d and s olutions 

are in hand ; and (c) realiem of the plan for full •-scale d evelopment. 

3, Production/Deployment. When the DoD Component is sufficiently 

coU:ident that engineering is complete and that commitment of aub­

etuitial resources to production and deployment ia warranted. it 

will request a Sec Def decision to proceed. At that time, the US AR C 

will again review program pn>gre•• and 1ui~bility to enter s ub ■ tantial 

production/deployment and forward it• recommeD4ation1 to the SecDef 

for final deciai on. Such review will confirm (a) the need for producing 

the defe1Ue aystem in cona iderati on of threat, e1timated a cquia ition 

aad ownership coats and potential benefit ■ in context with overall DoD 



ttlratc:gy and fi1cal uuidance ; (b) that a practical engineerin1 de1ign, 
with a<le 'luate c onsideration of production and lo1iltic1 problem, ii 
t. ornpl •l •~; ( <.: ) that ail prcviou1ly identified technical uncert&intie1 
hav e be t:n r e 11olved nd that operational 111it&bility ha1 been deter­
m ine d by lcttt and t: val~tio ; and (d) the reali1m of the plan for the 
rem c1i nd e r of the program. Some production funding for lon1 lead 
m a t,: r ia l o r e ffort may he requi red prior to the produc t ion decision. 
ln tt uc h c ases, the SecDef will decide whether a DSARC review and 
revised DCP are required. 1n any event, full production 10-aaeact 
will be authorised by a pproval of the DCP. . - . . 

C . Program Con1iderations 

l. Syl!ltem need 1hall be dearly 1tated in ·operationa\ terms, with appro ­
priate limit&, and ahall be challen1ed throughout the a c quiaition 
proc ea.a. Statements of need/performance requi rements shall be 
matched where pouible with exiating technology. Wherever feaaible, 
operational needs shall be satiafied _through use of ex ist ing military 
or commercial hardware. When need can be satisfied only through 
new d evelopment, th e equ ivalent needa of the other DoO Components 
11hall be c on11 idered to guard againat unneceasary pr oliferation. 

z. Cost par a mete z,s shall be established wnich c:onsider the co1t of 
acqu i s it ic- :i and owne rahip ; d i screte co1t elements (e.g . , unit pro­
duct ion ·.oa t , operating and s.ipport co1t) ahall be translated into 
" design to" r equ i r ements . Syatem development shall be continuously 
eva uate d against the se requiremenh with the same rigor a1 that 
appl ied to te chnical requirements. Practical tradeoffs shall be made 
between sy 11 tem c apability, co1t and 1chedule. Trac~abllity of esti­
m ate s a nd oeting fa c tors, i'ncludiq thoae for economic escalation, 
Hhall be m a in tained. 

1. Logi sti c support shall also be con1idered aa a principal design para­
meter with the magnitude, 1cope and level of this effor t in keeping 
with the 1>rogram pha1e. Early development effort will c onside r only 
those parameter• that are truly necessary to basi c defense aystem 
design, e.g .. those logi1tic problems that have significant impact on 
system readine11, capability or coat. Prematu r e introduction of 
detailed operational support con1lderation1 i1 to be avoided. 

4. Pro1ram1 ■hall be atructured and reaource1 allocated to en1ure that 
the demonatration of actual achievement of program objective, ia the 
pacing function. Meaningful relationahipa between need. urgency, 
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rl•k and worth ehaU be thereby e•tabU•hed. Schedale• ab.all be 
•ubject to trade-off ae much a• any other pro1ram con•tralnt. 
Schedule• and funding profile• •halt be •tructured to accommodate 
unforeseen problems and permlt ta1k accomplielunent without 
unneceaaary overlapplng or concurrency. 

5. Technical uncertainty ehall be continually aueued. Pro1r•••lve 
commit:?nente of re11ource1 which lncur program risk wlll be made 
only when confidence in program outcome i1 sufficiently high to 
warrant 1oing ahead. Modeb, mock-upe and 1y11tem hardware will 
be ·used to the greatest po11ible extent to lncreaae confidence level. 

6. Te·et and evaluation ahall commence aa early aa pouible. A detor­
mlnation of operational 1uitabllity, ~cludln1 logietic eupport 
requirement,, will be made prlor to larae-ecale production commit­
ments, maklng uee of the mo•t reall1tlc teat environment po••ible 
and the beet repreeentation of the future operational eyetem avalla},le. 
The reaulte of thi• operational te1ttn1 will be evpluated and pr•1ented 
to the DSARC at the time of the production decision. 

7. Contract type ehall be coneietent wtth all program characteri•tlc• 
induding riek. It is not poulble to determine the preci1e prodoctlon 
cost of a new complex defen■ e 1y ■tem before it ie developed; therefo••• 
euch sy1tem• will not be procured ualng the total packa1e procurement 
concept or production option• that are contractually priced in the 
development contract. Coat type prime and ■ ubcontracte are preferred 
where eub1tantial-development effort if involved. Letter contract• 
1hall be minimized. When riak le reduced to the extent that realiltic 
prlcina can occur, fixe~ • price type contracte ehould be le1ued. Chana•• 
1hall be limited to thoee that ar.e nece~eary or offer eignlficant ~flt 
to £he DoD. Where chan1e orders are nece11ary, they shall be con.: 
tractually priced or 1ubject to ~ eatabll•hed ceillng before authorlza­
tioll, except in patently impractical caee1. 

8. The source 1electlon dechlon ■hall take u.,to accou.nt the contractor'• 
··capablllty to develop a nece11ary defen1e eye ltem on' a .tlmely and 
coat-effective ba•la. The DcD Component 1ha\1 have the option of 
deciding whether or not the car.tract will be completely negotiated 
before a progr!D dechlon ta made. Sollcltation docament■ 1ball 
r'9qutre contr .Jr identlflcatlon of uncertalntle■ NM! •p•clflc pro­
po•all for their reaolutton. Sollcltatlon and evaluation of propo1ah 
1bould be pl&lllled to mlnlmlae cantractor expenao. Propo■ah for 
co1t-type or incentive contract• may be penallaed durtna e•aluatlcm 
to the ,,e1ree that the propoaed coat i1 unreall1tically low. 

5 



C). Management information/proaram control requirement• ebal\ provide 

information which is eesentlal to effective ma.nagement control. 

Su h inf rmallon should be generated from datll a tually utilized by 

·ont ra tor o per a t ing pereonnel and provided ln aummarized form for 

s u ssively highPr level managemer,t and monitoring requirementl. 

A ingle, realisti work breakdown atruc tur . (WBS) shall be developed 

for h program to provide a oneistent framewo r k for (a) planning 

and assignment of responeiblUtle•, (b) control and reportinl of pro ­

gress, and ( ) establhhing a data baae for estimating the future co•t 

of defense syet me. Contractor management informa.tion/program 

ontr o l system s , and reports emanating ther<ef rom , a hall be utilized 

to the maximum extent practicable. Government imposed chan1ee to 

ontra tor syst ms shall consist of only thos ne es sary to satisfy 

e.tabliahed OoD - wide standards. Documentation ahall be generated 

in the minimum amount to satiefy necessary and ape if ic manaaement 

needs. 

IV . IMPLEMENTATION 

1, Eac h DoD Component will implement thh Directive within 90 days and 

forward two 12) copies of each implementina doc ument to the SecDef. 

2. The number of implem•mting document. will be mi nimi zed and neceuary 

pro edural guidance cons olidated to tbe area.test extent possible . Selecteo 

subjects to be covered by D D Directivee/lnatruc tions or joint Service/ 

Agenc y do uments i.n· s 1pport of thh Directive are listed in Enclosure l. 

Each DoD Component will forward tbe joint Servi e/ Agenc y doc ument.11 

for whi c h it i s responsible to the SecDef for approval rio r to issuanc e. 

Encloaure 
Related Policy 
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RELATED POLICY 

5000. 1 (Encl 1) 
Jul 13, 71 

Responsibility for the following policy document• ia aaalgned to the 
Cogni~ant Office indicated. In each ca1e, the Cognizant Office •ball 
(a) generate the policy, or (b) dele1ate authority to a lead DoD 
Component for preparation and aub1equent iuue of a joint Service/ 
Agency reg:ilatlon. a,reement or guide after approval by 05D. 

Policy Subject 

The DoD Technology Baae 
The DCP and the DSARC 
Defenae Syatem Engineering 
Propoaal Evaluation and Source 

Selection 
Coat Analy1ia 
Acqui1ition of Data 
Coat/Schedule Control Syetem• 
Teat and Evaluation 
Priorities and Allocation• 
Manufacturing Technology 
Quality A11urance 
Logieti& Support 
St&nda rdization 
Value Engineering 

Cognizant 
Office 

DDR&.E 
DDR&.E 
DDR&E 
ASD(I&L)/ 

DDR8'E 
ASD(SA) 
ASD(IlrL) 
ASD(C) 
DDR&.E 
ASD(I&L) 
ASD(Il&L) 
ASD{IlrL) 
ASD(ILL) 
ASD(I&.L) 
ASD(I&.L) 

Re1pon1ible 
DoD 

ComPonent 

Air Force 

Air Force 
Navy 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 5000.2 

The Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP) and the 
Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) 

(January 21, 1975) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 5000.2 amplifies ·the provisions of DODD 5000.1 as it concerns the 
DCP/DSARC decision making process at the Secretary of Defense level. It 
stresses clear recognition of the individuality of each major defense 
system program. While t his emphasis on individuality of each program is 
indeed vital to the DCP/DSARC process, it also highlights the 
separation of this decision process from the force level decision 
processes involved in the PPBS. The PPBS decision processes are clearly 
necessary from the standpoint of force structure optimization. However, 
the need to proceed through two separate decision processes for program 
approval and funding may be perceived by many program managers as 
dysfunctional. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

A. In expanding upon DCP/DSARC provisions of DOOD 5000.1, this directive 
adulterates the self-imposed limitation of the process providing for 
three scheduled DSARC reviews on every program along with one 
optional revi~w on a case-by-case basis to provide production funding 
for long lead material or effort prior to the production decision. 
Instead, DODI 5000.2 provides for additional reviews as follows: 

and 

"Additional Decision Points. In addition to the three 
major decision points, the program situation may require 
additional decision points (e.g . , release of fu nds for 
long lead material or effor-t , pilot production, additional 
systems for test and evaluation, successive productio' lot 
procurements)." (IV,B,l,d) 

"Unscheduled Program Decisions. Events both internal 
and external to the program (such as a congressional fund 
act ion, Secretary of Defense decision on a Program/Budget 
Decision, or a change in threat circumstances--which 
preclude achievement of a program objective or otherwise 
causes a breach, or a likely breach, of established cost, 
performance, or schedule DCP thresholds--may require a 
DSARC review in addition to those normally scheduled. 
Such reviews would lead to unscheduled program decisions. 
(See su~section III,D, enclosure .)" (IV,C) 
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These additional reviews combined with the detailed specification of 

program factors to be considered at each session may operate to 

subvert the apparent intent of DODD 5000.1 with regard to decentrali­

zation of most program management decisions . The proliferation of 

DSARC reviews has cons iderable potential for the centralizat on of 

a thority covering virtually all aspects of an acquisiti on program. 

This seems fundamentally different from the carefully circumscribed 

SecDef decision points keyed to the major program life cycle phases. 

B. The Directive as it relates to Secretary of Defense decisions holds 

potential for misinterpreta t ion. Para IV,A,2,~ states: 

"A Secretary of Defense decision is consummated when he 
signs the DCP, or i ssues a memorandum, authorizing the 
DoD Component to proceed with t he pr gram described in the 

DCP or directing another course of action. The Secretary 
of Defense decision set forth in the DCP establishes the 
limits of authority delegated to the cogn i zant DoD Component 

in the conduct of the program . 11 

Whereas the firmness of SECDEF DCP/DSARC decisions may be perceived 

as compromised to some exte~t by the following provisions of the 

directive : 

and 

"In cases where a POM or budget submittal to OSD deviates 
significantly from a previously approved DCP/DSARC-related 

decis ~on, this fact and the cost, schedule and performance 
impact on the program shall be noted in t~e POM or budget 
submittal and explained. 11 (IV ,D, 1 ,e) 

11 When an OSD-generated PPBS document, such as the Issue 
Paper or PBD, offers an alternative to the DCP/DSARC­
related decision, the document shall be submitted to the 
cognizant DSARC chairman and other interested DSARC 
principals, or their designees, for coordi na tion or comment 

and recommendation, as appropriate. Each DCP affected by 
an approved decision document shall be updated or amended 
within 30 working days to reflect that change and to 
reference the appropriate decision document. 11 (IV,D,l,f) 

In fact, DODI 5000.2 attempts to recognize the role of the PPBS 

process in force structure optimization and the deci sions subse­

quently reflected in the FYDP. The relationship between the DCP/ 

DSARC process and PPBS as well as higher level force structure 

related decisions such as those by 0MB is not, however, not clearly 

stated in DOOi 5000.2. The ambiguity between the DCP/DSARC process 

and higher level force structure optimization decisions should be 

clar i fied in DODI 5000.2 to f~cilitiate an understanding of the 
relationship. 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5000.3 

Test and Evaluation 
(January 19, 1973) 

AS IT APPLIES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

The depth and detail of the monitoring. coordination, review, directive 
and approval authority over DOD Component test planning. conduct and 
analysis that this directive contains {or can be interpreted to contain) 
is quite clear to being in direct contradiction to the management policy 
inferred in DODD 5000.l. This can be seen from many of the confrontations 
that have occurred in the past between the DDR&E (T&E) and DOD Component 
representatives. As mentioned, it is primarily a problem of inter­
pretation. The directive is so specific in areas that its intent must 
be constantly re-examined before it can be in te lligently applied to 
systems having any apµreciable degree of sophistication. A major effort 
on the part of the military components (and the program mana gers) is 
often necessary top ove that a reasonable, practical and honest approach 
is planned for DT&E and OT&E. If the DDR&E ~sn 1 t familiar with all the 
technical details 1 of the system, the resource li mitations and the test 
environment and support limitations, and doesn't agree with the pl anned 
effort, a program c3n experience a severe and costly delay. The 
program manager and the DOD Compo nents are not really in control of the 
genera l or detai led planning of their test programs. 

II. SPEC IFIC AREAS OF CONCER N. 

A. DODD 5000. 1, para III,A,2 states that OSD is responsible for estab­
lishing policy, seeing that it is implemented and assuring that programs 
are pursued in response to valid needs. Sub para 3 pldces li mitations 
on demands for informat ion required for monitoring while the DOD 
Compon nt is given responsibility for carrying out the prog ram 
(para 1). Para IV,C,3 states (3rd sentence) that combined testing 
must be conducted under necess ar test conditions and test data 
required mus t be realized. DODD 5000.l (para C,6) spec ifies testi ng 

\ in "the mos t realistic test environment possible". This gives the 
DOD Component some latitude but 5000.3 does not. 

B. CODD 5000.3 is masterfully written and almost every conflic t with 
5000. ·1 can be "inte~pre ed away" without too much diff iculty. The 
basic inten t of SOOQ. 3 is correct and compatib le with 5000.1 but 
the same results could De obtained if it contained less detai ls and 
reflect~d guidance for the DOD Components to appl y to thei r tes t 
programs . As written, 5000 .3 wou ld be an excellent directive for 
the development agencies of the Army , avy and Air Force - -NOT OSD! 
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C. The establishment of a separate major field agency and a strong 
headquarters staff element in each component for OT&E increases 
the demands on the PM for information, reporting, and documentation 
as well as increased coordination due to layering in the test 
hierarchy. 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5000.4 

OSD Cost Analysis Improvement Group 
(June 13, 1973) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This directive provides a pennanent charter for the CAIG. establishes 
it as "an advisory body to the DSARC on matters related to cost" 
and assigns it several specific responsibilities which are potentially 
in conflict with the intent of related provisions of DODD 5000.1. 
The assigned specific responsibilities appear to go considerably 
beyond those of a staff or·ganization ("an advisory body") ie the 
development and implementation of policy. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

A. The CAIG establishes criteria. standards, and procedures for 
prepar~tion and presentation of cost estimates to the DSARC 
(Ref JII,B,2). The criteria, standards and procedures must be 
expressed in a manner which leaves no margin for interpretation 
since any presentation to the DSARC must be preceded by numerous pre­
sentations to the component levels l eading successively upward to 
the OSD level. A parallel channel of communication is considerably 
rei nforced by thi s provision. 

B. The CAJG i s res ponsible for developing and implementing policy to 
provi de for the appropri ate collection, storage and exchange of 
informa t i on concerning improved cost estimating (Ref III,B,6). 
A sta ff agency or advisory body is not normally responsible for 
the implementation of policy which is directive outside its own 
organi zational framework . This area of responsibility can also 
impact severely on the PM in terms of minimizing the requirement 
for information and documentation ~s emphasi zed in 5000.1. 

C. The CAIG provides an assessment to the DSARC of all cost objectives prior to their inclusion in approved DCPs or documents directive 
to a DOD Component (Ref III,B,7). Since OCP preparation is a 
responsibi ity of the Component, th-~ above requirement necessitates 
early and complete coordination to ensure t hat the CAIG is on board 
and in agreement with cost objectives if the DCP is to be approved. 
Excessive d~nands for infor ra tion may be placed on the PM during 
the DCP preparation pha se. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5000.19 

Policies for the Management and Control 
of DOD Information Requirements 

(June 1, 1973) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This Directive although of general applicability to all DOD infonnation 
requirements, has specific applicability to acquisition management 
information systems both recurring and non-recurring. The general 
thrust of policies delineated in the Directive are to reduce require­
ments to the abso1ute minimum essential information necessary to 
manage. Strict controls both at OSD and Department level are 
required. The DepSecDef has further expanded on the Directive with 
two m~moranda dated 17 and 19 July 1973, expressing his desires to 
not only hold down but reduce information requirerl at all levels. 
This Directive and the two memoranda mentioned above are in accord 
with t~e provisions of paragraph III,C of DODD 5000.l. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODO 5000.23 

Systems Acqu1s1t1on Management Careers 
{November 26, 1974) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. O~ERALL EVALUATION. 

This Directive post-dates and is a direct outgrowth of paragraph 111,A 
of DODD 5000.1. This Directive supplements and is in consonance with 
DODD 5000.1 and has no obvious conflicts. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5000.26 

0 fense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) 
(January 21, 1975) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 5000.26 is not specifically inconsisten t nor in direct agreement 
with 5000. 1. The tone and connotation however are different, if not 
incompatible. DODD 5000.1 was meant to establish the vertical, single­
manager concept with minimum layers and interference. The DCP/DSARC 
process should provide top-level, intermittent SECDEF decisions in 
support of the Services in their efforts to establish needs and develop 
and acquire the approved systems. 

Instead, 5000.26 tends to establish continual high-level, centralized 
control of the acquisition process. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

The authority to request reviews that is vested in the DSARC principals, 
if misused, has the potential for placirg excessive demands on the PM 
for information, documentation and briefings at each le~el in the 
acquisition hierarchy. It is conceivable that a PM could be in a 
constant state of preparation for ad/or presentation of DSARC briefings 
rather than being engaged in managing his program. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5000.28 

Design to Cost 
(May 23, 1975) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This directive establishes poli cy and guidance on the application 
of Design to Cost principles to the acquisition of defense systems, 
subsystems and components. The design and management principles 
contained therein are in co ns onance with DODD 5000.1 and there are 
no obvious areas of conflict. 

II. SPECI~IC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALY ~IS OF 

DODD 5010.8 

Depa r tment of Defense Value Eng ineer ing 
(February 2, 1972) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000. 1 

I. OV ERALL EVALUATION. 

This directive post-dates DODU 5000.1 and its app licability to 
Defense acqui '.; ition programs is general. The Directive is gen ~ ally 
in consonance with DOD~ 5000 .1, however provisions which call ·e r a 

value engineering report are questionable. 
' 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

Paragraph IX of the Directive call s for ari annual statistical summary 
of VE actions and is not consistent with the following provisions of 
DODD 5000. 1: 

A. Formal and non-recurring dema ds on the PM will be minimized (III,A,3) 

B. Management i nforma tion/control requirements provide essential 
information (III,C,9) 

C. Documentation shall be generated in t he minimum amoun to satisfy 
necessary and specific management ne:eds (III,C,9) 

Although the concept of Design-to-Cost will not obviate future needs 
for a value engineering program, it should result in diminution of 
need and emp~asis on this program. The emp hasis is now on prevention 
rather than cure, where it properly should have been. Design- to -Cost 

does not--and should not--impose a ponderous follow-up reporting 
system as does Value Engineering, yet i ts potential is significantly 
greater. Accordingly it is doubtful that the report required by the 
Value Engineering directive is necessary to meet a specific current 
management need. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 5010.12 

Mana gement o& Technical Data 
(December 5, 1968) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 5010.12, while generally consistent with DODD 5000.l, does have 
inconsistencies with the intent of 5000.l. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

A. Para VI ,A, DODI 5010.12 which states that "sufficient data shall be 
prepared or procured ......... 11 opens the doors for the :omplete 
acquisit ion of all types of data to support all functional areas, 
contrary to Para III,C,9, DODD 5000.l. 

8. Para VI,B, DO DI 50 0.12 -- "necessary data will be made available 
to support the requirements of all users throughout the life of 
ma teri el" - - if abused, co uld contravene the intent of Para III,C,3, 
DODD 5000. l -- "premature introduction of detailed ope rational 
support considerations is to be avoided." 

C. It should be noted that DODD 5010.29 states that DODI 5010.12 is 
to be cance lled upon approval of the jo i nt document impl ementing 
the policies outlined in JODD 5010.29, Para IV. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5010.28 
(October 2, 1972} 

and 

DODI 5010.32 
(June 1, 1973) 

Department of Defense Management Review 
and Improvement Program 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVE RALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 5010.28 responds to requirements imposed on DOD by 0MB Circular 
No. A-44, ''Management Review and Improvement Program", May 24, 1972 
and establishes policy for such a program within the DOD under 
coordination of ASD(I&L). The directive itself is essentially pure 
vanilla tr~atment of a time-worn, but nevertheless necessary, carrot 
and stick approach to encourage efficiency and is not per se contra­
dictory to DODD 5000.1. It bears fri ghtful potentials for harassment 
of busy people by functional cultists bent on proving a point. 
DODI 5010.32 mere ly tells them how to do it more effectively nine 
different ways. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

The directive and supp0rting instruction both focus on examinations 
and analyses of ma jor operating programs, which term is assumed to 
mean things like depot maintenance program, outpatient health care 
and similar programs with established routines. It would not appear 
to refer to maj or acq uisition programs which are essentially one-time 
th ro ugh affairs that are not generally amenable to periodic assessments 
of progress against area wide 9oals. 

The term majo r operating programs is nevertheless ambiguous and subject 
to other interpretations. While program maange rs of major defense 
ystems should by no mea ns be excluded from developing or accepting 

ideas for improvement of management and operating practices, they should 
be insulated from excess ive audit dnd requirements to confonn to the 
broad elements of the Mana gement Review and Improvement Programs covered 
in these directives. The DCP/ DSARC Process imposes higher moti ves for 
management improvement on the part of program managers than cou ld ever 
be imposed as a result of these directives. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 5010.29 

Acquisition of Data from Contractors 
(November 29, 1971) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This Instruction post-dates DODD 5000.1 and its applicability is 
general in nature to all contractor informa tion required under terms 
of a Defense contract. This directive is in consonance with DODD 
5000. 1 and has no obvious conflicts. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



, SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 5010.28 
(October 2, 1972) 

and 

DODI 5010.32 
(June 1, 1973) 

Department of Defense Management Review 
and Improvement Program 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 5010.28 responds to requirements imposed on DOD by 0MB Circular 
No. A-44, ''Management Review and Improvement Program", May 24, 1972 
and establishes policy for such a program within the DOD under 
coordination of ASD(l&L). The directive itself is essentially pure 
vanilla treatment of a time-worn, but nevertheless necessary, carrot 
and stick approach to encourage efficiency and is not per se contra­
dictory to DODD 5000.1. It bears frightful potentials for harassment 
of busy people by functional cultists bent on proving a point. 
DODI 5010.32 merely tells them how to do it more effectively nine 
different ways. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

The directive and supporting instruction both focus on examinations 
and analyses of major operating programs, which term is assumed to 
mean things like depot maintenance program, outpatient health care 
and similar programs wi th established routines. It would not appear 
to refer to major acquisition pr0grams which are essentially one-time 
through affairs that are not generally amenable to periodic assessments 
of progress against area wide goals. 

The term major operating programs is nevertheless ambiguous and subject 
to other interpretations. While program maangers of major defense 
systems should by no means be excluded from developing or accepting 
ideas for improvement of management and operating practices, they should 
be insulated from excessive audit and requirements to confonn to the 
broad elements of the Management Review and Improvement Programs covered 
in these directives. The DCP/DSARC Process imposes higher motives for 
management improvement on the part of program managers than could ever 
be imposed as a result of these directives. 



Directive No. 

5100. 1 

5118.3 

5126 . 22 

5129. l 

5135. l 

5141.l 

5158. l 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

ORGANIZATIONAL DIRECTIVES (CHARTERS) 

AS THEY RELATE TO DODD 5000.l 

Title 

Functions of the Department of Defense 
and its Major Components 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 

Assistant •Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Logistics) - Charter 

Director of Defense Research and Engineering 

Director, Teleco1T1T1unications and Command 
and Control Systems 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Program 
~nalysis and Evaluation) 

Organization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and Relationships with the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense 

The directives range from delineaLion of very general functions as in 

the case of DODD 51 00.l which impl ements the provisions of the National 

Security Act of 1947 to the specific responsibilities and authorities 

of certain OSD staff agencies such as the Director, Teleco1T1T1unications 

and Co1T1T1and and Control Systems covered under DODD 5135.l. As a group, 

these directives do not appear to be specifically inconsistent or in 

conflict with DODD 5000.l. 

Generally, the directives permit a very wide latitude for ~ntepretation 

of their provisions. It is conceivable that while staying within the 

framework of a basically consistent directive the intent of DODD 5000.1 

could be infringed. Cases in point are the provisions covering require­

ments for information and analyses. An especially demanding intepretation 

of the need for data could very well impose an inordinate requirement 

on a program manager since much basic information would have to be 

generated at his level. The intent of DODD 5000.1 to minimize documentation 

and reporting may not be an adequate safeguard to the program manager in 

responding to an excessive information requirement levied by a particular 

function. 
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. The dates of these directives vary considerably and all have not 
been updated to reflect the DCP/DSARC process. DODD 5118 .3 and DODD 5129 .1 
do not list the ASD (Comptroller) or the Director of Research and 
Eng ineering, respectively, as DSARC Principals. DODD 5129.1 which 
is dated March 13, 1970 also leaves the impression that DDR&E is 
responsible for many decisions including the approval and disapproval 
of programs that are cover d under DODD 5000.1 as well as the evaluation 
of the management of such programs. 

An area of potential conflict exi sts within DODD 5126.22 (The J&L 
Charter) i s that this directive specifies a function under Para. IV.A .2. 
of "Ensuring that appropriate logistics staff at all levels of DOD 
management participate in the formulation of weapon systems concepts 
and deci sions. 11 This would seem to contravene the intent of DODD 5000.1 
~ith respect to the decentralization of management. This directive also holds 
a potential for over-emphasizing logisitics considerations early in a 
system development effort, (whereas DODD 5000.1 cautions against the 
premature introduction of detailed operational support considerations. 

In summary, the DOD organizational directives are generally not 
inconsistent with DODD 5000.1. Two of the directives 5118.3 (ASD/Comptroller 

nd 5129.1 (DDR&E) should be revised and updated to reflect to DCP/DSARC 
pru~0 ss and respor.sibilities. There is potential conflict within 
DODD 5126.22 (AS:i/I&L) in terms of working against the decentralization 
principal ~f UODD 5000.1 and over-emphasizing early consideration of 
detail logis~ics factors. Finally, the organizational directives leave 
certain inforrr~tion requirements on major system programs to the subjective 
intepretation b! the various OSD staffs. This is only inconsistent with 
DODD 5000.1 if excessive information demands on the program manager result. 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 7000.1 

Resource Management Systems of 
the Department of Defense 

(December 28, 1967) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 7000.1 establishes policy for all procedures for collecting and 
processing recurrin~ quantitative (and directly related non-quantitative) 
information that (1) relates to resources and (2) is for the use of 
management. 

The directive establishes a general policy framework and provides 
criteria for developing specific groupings of management information/ 
program rontrol systems. It preceded publication of DODD 5000.1 by 
several years, but is nevertheless philosophically entirely consistent 
with it. Notwithstanding this, DODO 7000.1 contains an important policy 
statement which provides that: "Department of Defense approved plans 
will be stated in the FYDP. This program will be the nucleus of DOD 
resource management systems; and planning, prograrm1 ing, budgeting and 
reporting for the Department of Defense will be consistent with it. 11 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

There is a perceived disconnect between the DCP/DSARC process and the 
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System which, while not necessarily 
inconsistent, leads to some lack of confidence on the part of Program 
Managers in the viability of DCP/DSARC related decisi ons. The money, 
in short, does not always follow the decision. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 7000.2 

Performance Measurement for Selected Acquisitions 
{April 25, 1972) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODD 7000.2 establishes policy for application of criteria for cost and 
schedule control systems on contracts. The criteria require that no 
changes be made in contractor's existing systems except those necessary 
to meet the criteria and they require contractors to provide performance 
data directly from the same system used for internal management. The 
directive is consistent with principles espoused in DODD 5000.1. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

Although DODD 7000.2 is consistent with DODD 5000.1 1 there is a 
potential conflict with the concept of design-to-cost. Overzealous 
avoidance of unfavorable variances in development contracts may tend 
to restrain iterative design processes. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 7000.3 

Selected Acquisition Reports (SAR) 
(September 13, 1971) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 7000.3 provides definitions and procedures for preparation of 
Selected Acquisition Reports on major defense systems for managen,ent 
within the Department of Defense. The directive is consistent with 
DODD 5000.1 and was basic to the concept of decentralized management 
by OSD. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

In practice the SAR is scrubbed at every level from the Program 
Manager to and including OSD and engenders exchanges of dialogues that 
are proscribed by the wording in the directive itself. In practice, 
because of built-in lag time in suLnission, the reports are more of a 
historical document then a viable ma nagement decision tool at OSD 
level or for the Congress. At gross levels the SAR provides a useful 
data base that had not P.xisted theretofore and it does se rve to predict 
certain long range trends. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 7000.6 

Acquisition Management Systems Control 
{March 15, 1971) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 7000.6 provides policy guidance and design criteria aimed at 
limiting the proliferation of management systems for use on contracts 
and development of management systems that make effective use of 
contractor internal systems and other resources to provide only the 
information and control that are needed. It is generally consistent 
with DODD 5000.1 as far as it goes, but is not as directly and 
emphatically worded with respect to use of contractor management 
information/program control systems and reports. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

DODI 7000.6 does not address controls on internal DOD demands on 
program managers which may ultimately create demands for imposition 
of additiona1 systems on contractors. Neither does it address the 
need to minimize Government imposed changes on contractor systems. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODI 7000.10 

Contract Cost Perfonnance, Funds Status and 
Cost/Schedule Status Reports 

(August 61 .1974) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 7000.10 provides guidance for collecting information related 
to contractor cost perfonnance and funds status. In addition it 
describes three different specific sulTITlary level reports for collecting 
that infonnation; the Cos~ Perfonnance Report (CPR), the Contract Funds 
Status Report (CFSR), and the Cost/Schedule Status Report (C/SSR). The 
intent of the guidance and the various reports are in consonance with 
DODD 5000.1. Specifically they are in agreement with DODD 5000.l 
paragraphs III,C,2, III.C,4, and III,C,9. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DOD I 7000. 11 

Contractor Co~t Data Reporting (CCDR) 
(September 5. 1973) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.l 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

DODI 7000.11 is a CAIG document designed to provide policy for collecting 

information to be used in cost estimating. In addition it provides a 

~peci f ic format for collecting that information. This Instruction 

is not in consonance with DODD 5000.l~ however there is a valid question 

whether it really need be. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

In the past. one of the major limitations to performing effective cost 

estimating was the lack of a good. consistent data base. DODI 7000.11 

attem1-ts to improve both quality and consistency. As a result it 

requires infor~a tion in a prescribed, detailed format rather than in a 

manner perscribed by DODD 5000.l para III,C,9. In addition, it has in 

the pas t required reporting under a specific PMO WBS's be changed to 

comply with the CAIG's requirement. There is an additional complicati0n 

in that this type of information will primarily benefit future programs . 

no t the PMO paying for it. These last two coIT1Tients indicate a violation 

of the decentralized policy of DODD 5000.l. 

The basic question which must be answered with regar1 to DODI 7000.ll 

is whether DOD wants to improve the consistency and quality of its 

multi- service cost estimating data bas e. If the answQr is yes then 

something like 7000.ll must be in existence under the centralized 

control of an OSD office. 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 

DODD 7045.7 

The Planning, Prograrrmlng, and B~dgeting System 
(October 29, 1969) 

AS IT RELATES TO DODD 5000.1 

I. OVERALL EVALUATION. 

This Directi ve which encompasses processing changes to the FYDP, new 
programs and budgets ar.d updating the FYDP structure has general appli­
cability. It is specifically applicable to the DSARC process and 
DODD 5000.1 in that the DCP is a recognized SecDef decision document 
and serves as a source of primary information and rationale and for 
updating the FYDP. This directive is cons istent with and has no 
obvious conflicts with DODD 5000.1. 

II. SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN. 

None 



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
WASHINuTON, 0 . C. 10301 

18 July 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR EXECUTIVE .DI RECTOR OF ACQUISITION ADVISORY GROUP 
VICE ADMIRAL ELI T. REICH, USN(RET) 

SUBJECT: DSMS Revi ew of Selected Directives and Ins truc.tions 

Reference: Executive Director MG Memo of 7 July 1975; Subj: Same 
as above 

In accordance with the above referenced memorandum, attached are comments 
on the DSMS analys is of DoDI 5000.2, DoD Dir 5000.3 and DoD Dir 5000.26. 

Attachments 

cc: D/DDR&E(T&E) 

George W. Sutherland 
Assistant Director (Systems 
Acquisition Management) 
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DoD Ins truc tion 5000.2 

The Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP) and 

The Defens Sys t ms Acqui s ition Review Council (DSARC) 

In the analys is set forth by DSMS there ppears to be a lack of 

und e r s tanding of the DCP/DSARC process . 

With res pect to the "additional revi ews" the c r itique is not correc t 

in s tating that DoD Dir 5000.l limits the process , providing for thr ee 

scheduled DSARC r vi ws on every pr ogr am along with on optional review 

on a case-by-case basis t o provid production fundin g for long lead 

material or effort prior to production d cision . This implication 

apparently wa s derived by cons idering only Para IIIB3 of DoD Dir 5000.1 . 

Howeve r, Para IIIA4 s t ates that S cDef will make th e decisions which 

i'.1itiate program commitments or increase · th ose commitments ; it also 

states that he may redirect a prog r am because of an actual or threateued 

breac h of a prngram threshold sta t ed i n an approved DCP, and the DCP/DSARC 

will ~upport the SecDef decision- making. 

The criticism is trat the additional reviews combined with the 

detailed specification of program facto r s to be considered a t each 

session may operate to s ubver t the intent of DoD Dir 5000.1 with regard 

to decentralization of mos t program management decis ions. The critique 

also discu3ses t he _e_i-oliferation of DSARC revi ews as a potential for 

centralizat ion of authority covering virtually all aspects of a program. 

It app ears that the r eviewer did not fully unders t and the intent 

~f DoD Dir 5000 , 1 . Perhap s this is due to the short time available t o 

research th e problem backg~ound and little or no knowledge of the DCP/DSARC 

process. The intent of DoD Dir 5000 . 1 can be traced back t o Mr. Packard ' s 

tentat i ve (initial) DSARC Cha rte r in his 30 May 1969 Memo r andum , the 

ini tial set of Admini s trative Procedures for the DSARC appraved by 

Mr. Parckard on 28 August 1969, and the 28 May 19 70 Polic · r. uidance 

Memorandum. In the event that the DoD intended somethin ~ ,. ifferent from 

the 28 May 1970 emo , it certainly would have been r e flect ed in DoD Dir 

5000.1 during the coordination process . The de t ailed listlng of factors 

to be considered by the DSARC are stipulated as guidance co the Services 

on the factors impacting the points of poli cy which are subjec t t o review 

by the DSARC. 

With respect to DSARC review prol ife ration, the statistics show 

that from September 1969 to June 1975 we had 134 DSARC rev iews r elating 

to 80 programs. These reviews i nclud e 17 Program Reviews due to Breach 

of Threshold or othe r problems. 



DoD Inst 5000 . 2 
Page 2. 

The following tabula tion r. hows the number of times prog r ams came 

to DSARC: 

PROGRAMS NUMB ER OF DSARC REVI EWS 

1 (AWACS) 6 

2 (F-15. HARPOON) s 

2 (A-10. S3A) 4 

4 (MK- 48. F- 14. ALCM/ SLCM. 3 
AEGI S SHIP) 

27 2 

44 1 

The statis tics s how clearly tha t the pos s ible prolifera tj on did not 
materialize. 

With regard to the DCP/DSARC Dec i s ion, the POM ' and PBD decisions we 
must unders tand the total sys tem of reviews including Congr ssiona l 
reviews and decis ions ; and. uos t importantly the dynamic and of t en volatil 
nature of th e management of the t otal Defense Program and Budget . Exte rnal 
factors will impact on programs to upset earlier decisions (e . g . changes 

in National Policy. Congress i onal act i ons , changes threat and npcessary 
budget revisions , inflat ion and bu s iness base shi f ts). All o f t hese 
pertubate the tot al system and to exp ec t the DCP/ DSARC decisicn, PBD and 
POM decisions to be mutually exclus ive or individuall y permanent i s tru ly 
unrealistic. 

A copy each of the 30 May 1969 Memo. 28 August 1969 approval and 
2j May 1970 Memo are attached. 



T) o )) Dir 5000 . 3 
T ·s t and E va lua ti o n 

The comm e nt s ma d in th "S umm a ry Analysi s ot" Do DD 5000. 3 Te s t 

and Ev a l uati o n" (J a n 19 , 1973 ) as it a ppli s to Do DD 50 00 . l a r very 
vague, In the fir s t se nt ne e , whi c h asse rt s th a t DoDD 5000 . 3 run s 
count r t o t he m a na gem nt pol ic y of Do DD 5000. 1, .th e bas is for th 
criti c is m is an indefini te "int e rpr t a t ion" of the co nt nt of DoDD 
5000 , 3 , and an ' 'infe r nc II of th ma na gc m nt poli c y of Do DD 5000. 1. 
The s c ond se nt nee r e fe r s t o ma ny of t he c onfr ontat ion s th a t hav 
occurr ed in the pas t b t we n t he DDR & (T &E) a nd DoD Compo n nt 
repre s ent a ti ves , b ut no s p cific co nfr ont a t ion is m nt ion d, an d no 
indicati on is giv n of t h e natur of t he diffe rence s whi h would s upport 

the cr itical ass e rtion s . 

By way of contrast, on 27 February 1975, MG n Cook sey, De puty 
Chief of Army R e search, De velopment a nd Acqu isition, was as ked by 
Mr. Fine , Committe e Couns e l for t he S nat e Arm e d S e rv ice s Com­
mittee, whether or not DDR &E (T&E) was s ens iti v to t h n e d for 
flexibility in test r e quir m e nts to fit individual prog r ams, and whether 
there was ac.commodation to the Service s I opinion. MG e n Cooksey' s 
response was that ther e have been c a ses whe r e th DD(T &E ) position 
differed from that of his S e r v ic and that sometim es th matter was 
r esolved in accordance with t he DD(T&E) point of vi w, and some­
times in accordance with that of h is _Ser vice . He we nt on to s ay: 
"But it is a very s a tisfactory relations hi p, is wha t I am try i ng to 
describe " (e mph as is adde d), He also s tate d that wh n Ge n. Sta rbird 

(then DD(T &E)) disag reed with the Servic e po s it ion and r e quir d mor 
testing, he had never yet found him (Gen. Starbird) w r o ng , G n . C ook­
sey's r e sponse for the record concerning s_peciiic inst a nc s it d two 
cases, FAMECE and UTTAS, in which discuss ions with DD(T &E) 1 d 

to much improve d testin g prog rams. In a third in s tan c , TA C F IRE, 
DD(T&E) accepted the risk of p r oceed ing t o low rate initial product ion 
desp ite a deg ·,·ee of exceptic n to DoDD 5000 . 3 policy because of long 
program delays and fiscal c ons que nc e s which would oth rwise b 
incurred. These statements for the Cong r essional r c ord run directly 
counter to the innue ndo of the Summa ry Analys is. 

The balance of the first parag r a ph co nsist s of ind e finit e claims of 
obstacles presente d b y DD(T &E) t o a n hon s t, r a sonab le a nd prac ti ca l 
approac h by th e pr og ram mana ge r, but ther ar no a ses c it e d t o !> 1p­
port th e clct ims. 

,, 

, 

, 

, 



In th second ·parag r a ph, th autho r simply has not r ead Do D 5000 . 3 

corr c tly. Th s nt nee in DoDD 5000 . 3 which is cite ·i actu ally f; tat s: 

"Wh n comb in d testing is conduct d, lh nee s sa ry te s~ conditions and 

test data r equir d by bolh th DoD Com on nt d velo. in a nc and 

OT &E ag nc y must b r ea li z d 11 ( mphasis add d). T he com bin , d t st­

ing r ef rred to is combined DT&E and OT&E, and th quotati on si:-nply 

says that if both a r to b encompass din a singl test to save tim 

r sources and money, th n the objectives of both must be se rve d, 

In the third paragraph, the Summary Analysis continues to pres ent 

interpretations with out facts or cases . The opinions are unsupporte d 

and run counter to publicly- s tated opinions of responsible officials , 

The fourth para graph appears to present a statement of fact, but does 

not comment on the consequences with rP.spect to the final proc·.1 ct 1 i , e ,, 

is a better or a worse production .article the -:-esu)t . 

It is considered that DoDD 5000 . l and DoDD 5000 , 3 systematically 

address a need felt by DoD and the Services to emphasize effective, 

timely testing, and have in practice proven to be effective documents. 



DoD Di r 5000.26 

Defense Syst ms Acqui s ition Counc il (DSARC) 

Again , as in the c r itiqu of DoD Inst 5000.2, it appears that the 

review rs do not fully und r stand the int nt of DoD Dir 5000.1. The 

critique ques tions the compa tib ility between 5000.1 and DoD Dir 5000.26. 

Al so , the ana lys i s states , that if mi s used, the authority ves t ed in the 

DSARC Principal s ha s th pot ential of placing exce s ive demand s on the 

Program Manager. 

The intent of · DoD Dir .'iOOO.l and the compatibility of DoD Dir 5000.26 

with it can be traced to the memoranda prepa r ed by Mr. Packard (JO May 

1969 Memo se tting up DSARC, 19 July 1970 Tentative Administrative 

Procedures for DSARC approved by Mr. Packard 28 August 1969 and 28 May 

1970 Memorandum Policy Guidance on Major Weapon Acquisition). (copies 

attached) 

With regard to misu~e of authority by the Principals, the author ' s 

concerns have not materialized. ~e re fe r you to our comments on the 

critique of DoDI. 5000. 2 which address the very same or similar point. 
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CO~P T ROLL€R 

OFFICE OF THE ASS ISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON , O.C. 20301 

(Analysis Group ) 

July 11, 1975 

MEMORAJlffilJ;-1 FOR EZEClITIVE DIRECTOR , ACQUISITION Jl.DVISORY GROUP 

SUBJl~CT: Commen ts on "Project 5000 . 1" Repor t 

I have revieweci t he "Project 5000 .1" report and found it to be a generally 

useful under taking , particularly where it identifies sub stantive contra ­

diction between directives or the need to update old direct ives to r eflect 

the evolution of DoD sy~tems acquisition policy. 

However, reading this analysis of DoD directives, one forms t he strong 

impres sion that the sub jective portions of t he analysis are dist inct ly 

biased towards the view of progr am manage r . Repeatedly, the authors 

emphasize the general theme of program manager autonomy advanced in DoDD 

5000 .1 to t he exclusion of the specific provisions which 5000 . 1 makes for 

reviews and controls. In this way t he authors find the follow-on dire ctives 

which implement 5000, 1 to be "not in consonance" with 5000. l to an unrea­

sonable degree . 

As an example r el evant to the Comptroller func tion, consider t he analysis 

of DoDI 7000 .11 (Contractor Cost Data Reporting or CCDR) . The swnmary 

analysis concludes that 7000 ,11 is not in consonance. with DoDD 5000 . l 

(author's emphasis) . From the context, one gathe r s that the l ack of 

consonance derives from the requirement imposed by 7000 . 11 t hat data be 

collected in a specific format . The relevant portion of DoDD 5000 . 1, 

paragraph III . C,9. , is repr oduced iD its entirety below : 

Managemer:t i nforma tion/proe;ram control r equirements shall provide 

information which is essential to eff ective management control. 

Such information should be ge nerated from data actually ut ilized 

by contractor operat int; per sonnel and provided in summarized 

f orm for successively hi c:her le\·e l mana c;emen!: and moni:orinc: 

r cquiremc:,J:s . A sinc: l e , r ealistic wor k rreakdown structtire 

(WFS) shall 1,e '.'leve l.oped for each proc: r ru!l to prov ide n co:1 s i stcnt 

fran:c·.,or'.; f er ( .1.) p2.a:1:1i ,1,'. n:id ass ir:1rncnt of r est,c:1sil,i l i. ti.e s . 

(l, ) c,y:t r 1..' l :1 :d r,''.'l' !·:i:1:· of pro,· r c:-s s. and (,) cs':nl' l is lih· a 

rl:1-l.~ l · :l..~-:,._, :".... .. ~· :.':.": ·_ i.r. ::~ : i:1 :.- L! 11..: 1\1~ tu·e cos~ o f ,i.cfc:1 Sl' s:i:.3~ c:~1s . 

Con t r~ c<(' r ~: ~:1~~::. "•~' :~ lt"":i~- i~ 1~··0r::1:1t i o:-1.l r·r oc- r a::1 1.."l1 :1"t. r 1..1l sy ~l~1..':~: :.~ . 3nd 

r C' !' l"~? · ·: 3 {"'::::1:.:::1:: : i -
1 
... hcr 1..'::·r ... ) ::1 . ~~ !1.11 l 1'1..' u t i l i:--1..' J t .1..~ t !?l~ ::'.:1..:.: :.::llt:~) 

c :-: l t': ~t- pr:..12:· ~c :..1l' lt..' . -~.J\" t." 1'::::~~' ::t i:::f' ,-""'.:31'J c:::r:-t.'.S :·o cc: , :-~·:1 ...... t <..' r 



sys ms shall consist of only those necessary to sa i sfy s ablished 
DoD- wide s andards . Documcn a ion shall e e~0ra ed in he mini ­
mum amount b satisfy necessc1ry nd spec i f ic manu em nt ne ds . 

Reading para raph III.C . 9., one can see that specific provi sion is made 
for "es a lishin a data base for s imating he future cos of defense 
systems . '' Thus , the exi s tence of a sys em like CCDR is sp cifically 
mandated y DoDD 5000 .1 . Further, 5000 . l specifically provid s that t he 
government may impose changes on contractor syst ems to the extent n cessary 
to es t abli sh DoD-wi de stan ard::; . Cl arl y, DoD-wide standards are nowher 
more impor t ant than they are for n cos estimating data base . Requirin 
that the contrac or system be changed to meet DoD-wid st·andards is t he 
equivalent of requi r ing that infonna ion be collected in a specific f ormat . 
Thus, one can conclude that DoDD 5000 .1 suppers the collec i on of infor ­
mation for a cost es i mat i ng dat a base in a specific format to the extent 
that t he sp cific format is r equir ed for DoD- wide s t andards . The author's 
conclus ion that DoDI 7000 , 11 is not in consonance with DoDD 5000 .1 is 
unjustified . 

In its general provisions , 5000 ,1 emphasizes program manager autonomy: 
"Responsibility and authority for t he acquisition of major defense systems 
shall be decentralized to the maxi.mum practible extent ... Layer s of 
authority between the program manager and hi s Component Head shall be 
minimum" (paragraph III .A. ) . However, it is clear that the issuer of 
DoDD 5000.1 r ecognized the need for a necessary minimum of r eviews and 
controls, and these ares ecifically called for . Paragrap~ III .C. 9 . 
specifically calls . or a cost data r eporting syst m similar to CCDR 
and it specifically mandate he modification of contractor systems to 
the mini.mum extent necessary to esta lish DoD-wide standards . It seems 
clear that t he aut hor s of "Project 5000. 1" gave too g:=-eat an er:iphas is 
to the general provisions of DoDD 5000.1 which support program manager 
autonomy and too little emphasis to t he provisions which are explicitly 
made in DoDD 5000 . l for r eviews and controls similar to those impl emented 
through the 5000 and 7000 series directives. 

cc: cnR Baker 

~o&Q.L.~ 
Todd L. Hixon 
Analysis Group 
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OFFICE OF THE ASS ISTANT SECRET ARY OF DEFEN SE 

WA SHI N G TO N O C 10)01 

PR 0G IIA M ANAL Y~IS 

AN O [YA lUAI ICN 

ME ~ORAtlDU 1 FOR All'1 IRAL RE ICII 

SUBJECT: DSMS Re view of Directives 

Ju 1 y 1 5 • 197 5 

After revi ewing the DS MS paper, I conclude t ha t t here arP. nin ima l 

conflicts be t ween 5000.1 and other directives impactin ~ upon acquisiti on 

programs. 
However, I am concerned that DS'~S interpretation of additional 

dec \ sion po in ~ and un scheduled decision points does not co incide with 

the intent of the OSARC. As I understood t he intent of 5000 .2 when we 

were prepari~g it, these points wer~ not intended to be an excuse to 

manage 
1
Jrograms by the DSARC . Ra ther they were a rea 1 izat ion that 

programs may not proceed according to the hopes defined at the major 

milestones. · If past experience wer e an indication, thres hold breaches 

were likely an this document should define un\:heduled dec ision 

points whi ch irey oc cu r. \-le beli eved this was only fair to the Program 

Manager as it serves to de fine the proces5 when prcqrams do not proceed 

as planned . In thi s regard, the Air Force data on the F -15 and AWAC 

while accurate , are not representative of the whole DSARC process as 

most programs do not have similar probler,,s. 

They also note t he conflict between the DSARC and PPBS. The relation­

ship between the t"'° is clearly stated in the Di rective. DSARC deci sions 

are subservient to PPBS decisions. However, the participants are larqely 

the same people. That is a fact of life. 

Regarding the question of better cost data raised regardinq DoD 

7000.11, we believe that we should improve the quality of data. Ou r past 

failures to estimate costs accurately have been a laroe source of 

skepticism about DoD ma nagement. \le need to work towards removing t~is 

by the use of our past experience. 

~4)( _{.f:t ~ t .u 
Everett .,. Pyar 
Director, Svstems 
Acquisition· .\ Plannin'l 



OFFICE OF THE ECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

11 Sept. 1975 

Memo For ___ c_y_Bu_eh_r_l_e_,_AA_c _________ _ 

With respect t o your reoues t for I&L col!llllents on 
the DSMS s tudy of the DODD's and DODI's and 
their impact on the DODD 5000.1 philosophy, 
the only s ubstantive comment was t o make sure 
that the DSMS used the March 28, 1975 version 
of DODD 5126.22, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Logistics) - Charter. The 
index of direc tives reviewed listed a 1961 
date. 

We did not ab ree that the VE reporting system 
was costly and ponderous. We felt that the 
VE reporting requirements had been reduced 
deveral years ago under Admiral Reich to an 
estimated annual cost of $5,000. 

We concluded that the general tone of the 
study was one of lookjng for the possibility of 
the opportunity to violate the spirit of DODD 
5000.1 rather than one of assessing the likelihood 
that such a violation would occur." 

THWR~ER 
LT COL. , USAF 
D~rectorate of Weapon 
• System Procurement 



DAMA-PPM 

110\.Y 10 
ATTDfflOH 01'1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE Of" THE DEPUTY CHIEP" OF STAFI' 

POR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, ANO ACQUISITION 

WASHINGTON, O .C. 10310 

1 4 JUL 1975 

MEMJRANDUM FOR: VADM ELI T. REICH, USN(RET), EXECtrrIVE DIRECTOR, 
OSD ACQUISITION ADVISORY GROUP 

SUBJECT: DSMS Review of OOD Directives and Instructions Relating 
to the Acquisition of Major Weapons Systems INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

1. Reference your memo :andurn, 7 Jul 75, subject as above. 

2. We in the Army haVf'. read w'ith considerable interest the DSUS 
summary analyses forwarded by the above reference. There are five 
areas in which we would like to comment here. 

a. Decentralization of authority to the Component Heads. 

b. Management of OSD acquisition policy and procedures. 

c. Impact of the PPBS on DSARC decisions. 

d. Operational testing. 

e. Fundamental nature of the DSARC. 

3. We agree with the general perception at DSMS that numerous opportu­
nities are afforded by major OSD regulatory documents to obviate the clear 
intent of 0000 5000.1 to encourage decentralization of authority to the 
Component Heads for materiel acquisition management. However, in the large, 
we have not dctec ted any pervasive tendency toward tighter cen traliza t1,m 
despite some appearances to the contrary as seen by our action officers 
interfacing with their counterparts at OSD. There are a few disturbing 
exceptions to this generalization which may help to achieve a perspective. 

a. OODI 5000.2 and 0000 5000.26 encourage detailed OSD involvement 
during the conceptual phu e and early stages of the validation phase of 
a materiel system. The requirement that the program initiation decision 
at DSARC I adoress the areas of concern set out by paragraph IV B la of 
DODI 5000.2 and paragraph VIC la of DODD 5000.26 causes the Army t o make 
what amounts to a de facto commitment to a "system" much sooner than we 
interpret as being intended by the OODD 5000.1 policy at paragraph III B. 
We feel strongly that any firm commit~ent to a system should be def rred 
until the decision on full-scale development. For this reason OSD s hou ld 
avoid any temptati_on to "line item manage " during the earliet· phas of 
acquisition programs. 



DAMA-PPM 
SUB JECT: DSMS Review of OOD Di rec tives and Ins tru c tions Relating 

to th e Acquis ition of Maj or Wea pons Sys t ems 

b. There se ems to be a s teady proli fe r a tion of DSARC special 

reviews superimposed on the norma l pr ogram dec i s i on miles·tone s chedule. 

Although we can appr ecia t e the utility of extrao rdinary meetings to 

address probl ems of s p cial consequence in a troubled s yst em program, 

our recent experiences compe l us top r ce ive tha t on occas i on program 

reviews may be seen in a diffe r ent l ight a t OSD. Th ese rev i ews prov i de 

a tempting opportunity for the s taff t o impos e routine guidance on 

1.i.atters which are best left to the indiv i dual services. In this context, 

ir might be particularly helpful to recall tha t The Commis6ion on 

Government Procurement, in Volume 2 of ~ts r eport to the Congress, re­

commended that in the acquisition of major systems all technical and 

program decisions be delegated to the Component Heads except for those 

miles tone decisions which have been specifically retained for DSARC 

review in OSD. 

4. Our second point is that the DSMS study reveals implicitly that OSD 

does not really manage acquisition policy and pro cedures as a cohesive 

syetem. The body of regulatory documents represents a loose amalgama­

tion of the various functional areas which impa c t on the acquisiton 

process rather than as a system of interrelated and coordinated parts. 

5. On another track, although DSARC proceedings are intended to result 

in firm DEPSECDEF decisions, the pra~atics of the PPB System cannot 

avoid softening those decisions on systems which are sensitive tn the 

vagaries of budget formulation. The result is an unfortuna te shift of 

the real program decision site away from the DEPSECDEF because funding 

decisions do not accompany DSARC milestone decisions. This causes a 

subtle erasure of the authority delegated to the Component Heads by the 

DSARC decision document. 

6. Next, we· tind ourselves in partial disagreement with the particulars 

of the DSMS viewpoint on DODD 5000.3. OODD 5000.3 had a heavy hand in 

establishing independent operational testing as a means for assuring that 

suitable materiel was being fielded. The adequacy of operational testing 

is a subjective determination; the testing itself is quite sensitive to 

the testers' experience and maturity in such matters. We feel that in 

the three years since the Army formally establi5hed an operational testing 

agency, our need for the detailed guidance and instruction provided by 

OODD 5000.3 has understandably less ened. N0w is an appropria~e time for 

OSD to take cognizance of this change, redraft DODD 5000.3 as a general 

policy document, leaving the specifi .: s to the Component Heads. 

7. Our fina l concern i~ with the na ture of the DSARC itself. We are 

taking this op p~rtun ity t o r e it e rate our bas i c p s it ion as st a ted in my 

mcmor a ndl.!m to you on 30 May 1975. 11t e DSARC must bec ome a decision-making 

body with the chairman empowe r d t o ma ke pr ompt dec i s i ons . 

2 



DAMA-PrM 
SUBJECT: DSMS Review of 00D Directj ves and In s truc tions Relating 

to the Acquisition of Major Weapons Systems 

8. Again, we stand r ad y to assist you in carrying out your important 
responsibilities in any way we can. 

~~ 
Major General, GS 
Army Consultant to the 
OSD Acquisition Advisory Group 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHI F OF STAFF 

FOR R ESEARCH, 0 V LOPM NT, ANO ACQUISITION 

WASHINGTON , O.C. 20310 

J S JUL 1975 

Vt.OM ELI T. REICH , USN(RET) , EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 

OSD ACQUISITION ADVISORY GROUP 

SUBJECT: DSMS Review of DOD Directive and Ins tructions Relating to 

the Acquisition of Major Weapons Syst ms -- INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM 

1. Ref rence: 

a. Your me100randum, 7 Jul 75, subject as above. 

b. MG Olenchuk's memorandum, 14 Jul 75, subject as above . 

2. Supplementary comments to the information provided by re ference lb 

on some of the OOD Dire ctives and Instructioi.s are attached. 

1 Incl 
as 

~£4 
ERNEST D, PEIXOTTO 
P.rigadier Genera_l, GS 
Acting Army Consultant to 
the OSD Acquisition Advisorv Group 



ARMY COMME: TS ON THE DSMS ANALYSES FOR THE FOLLOWING DOD DOCUMI:NlS 

NUMBER 

noon 4105.62 

DODD 4120.3 

DODI 5000.2 

DODD 5010.28 

DODD 5126.22 

DODI 7000.2 

DODI 7000 . 3 

DODI 7000.11 

SUBJECT 

Propos ed Evaluation and ~ource Selection 

Department of Defense Standardization Program 

The Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP) and the 
Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 

Department ~f Defense Management R view of 
~mprovement Program 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installation an~ 
T.ogistics) 

Performance Measurement for Selected Acqui~~-tion 

Selected Acquisition Reports (SAR) 

Contractor Cost Data Reporting (CCDR ) 



DODD 4105.62 

1. Comments on OSMS overall evaluation. 

DODD 4105.62 does not cover or discuss the provisions of DODD 5000.1 
pertaining to source selection and evaluation of propos als. OSMS 
premise that the probable rea~on that DODI 4105.62 does not reflect 
DODD 5000.1 policies is because it has not been updated since 1965 
is correct. 

2. Commtnts on DSMS specifying areas of 'concern. 

DODO 4105 . 62 has been in draft stage for a number of years. The l atest 
draft is dat ed 11 April 1975. This draft covers the areas of concern 
referred to by DSMS , Para III C.8 of DODO 5000.1 and has ~een covered in 
the revised draft DOD Directive 4105.62. The areas of concern requires 
that the source selection decision: 

a. Take into consideration contractor capability to develop a system 
on a timely and cost effective base. 

b. Authorizes DOD component option decision whether or not to comple e 
negotiations before program decision is made. 

c. Requires RFP contractor identification of uncertainties and speci fic 
proposal resolution. 

d. Requires DOD component plan for minimizing contractor oxpense during 
solicitation and evaluation phase . 

e. Penalize unrealistically low cost proposal~. 



DODD 4120.3 

1. Comments on DSMS overa l evaluation. 

Concur. 

2. Comments on DSMS specifying areas of concern. 

Our review of referenced meroorandum does not indicate that DODD 4120. 3 
is in di rect conflict with DODD 5000.1. Although DODD 4120.3 fo s ters 
re-using of existing technology in support of intersys tem and intrasys tem 
standardization, para VI A of this directive specifically states that the 
use of such documentation shall not be imposed to the extent that engi neer­
ing initiative would be thwarted with respect to full utilization of new 
technologies, or that necessary pe~formance or cost par~me~ers of the 
equipment or system would be degraded. 



DODI 5000 . 2 

1. Comments on DSMS ove rall evaluation . 

Concur . 

2 . Comment s on DSilS spe cifying areas of con ce rn. 

The dir ctiv ne ds to be s tr ng hene d in th a r e a of d lay of d c i sion 
do~ume n ts aft r the DSi\RC . Our xpe ri nee durin g s itua ti ons v:h n 
d cis i on docur:ient s are d l ay d for s ignificant pe riods of ti :ne a f ter Lhe 
DS ARC i s that the following occurs : 

First, the efforts by the PM and others to ma intain continuity in the 
program be com rather s train d as contractors work is slowed awaiting 
approval to move ahead . Se cond, and equally di s ruptive i s the opportuni ty 
[or "hallway ne gotiation" by the staff du ing th is period of apparent 
hiatus. Such informal negotiations clearly result in an extension of t he 
DSi\RC process , but now in an arena where the balanced viewpoint s of a numb r 
of people and interests a re not present to serv as moderating influ n c s 
to each other . BUSH}1ASTER may be a good example of this phenomenon . 

The Army has se t up an ASARC process to parallel the DSARC. The ASARC 
council meets to dete rnu.ne the Army position about one month prior t o the 
sche duled DSARC . About t wo months prior to t he DSARC an Army Prelimina r y 
Review is conducted. One of its purposes is to decide whi ch alte-:.-natives 
should be cons idered by the ASARC, naturally including thos e alte rnat ive s 
directed in OSD guidance . . o, more than one occasion the Army has been 
directed to consider additional alternatives aft e r the pr~liminary r vie~ 
has set the s tage for t!'le ASARC and the, :::o3 ting, progrannnin g , and other 
attendant es sentials to a proper com~~fe~ of alt e rnatives is well along 
or even completed. The severe perturbations whi ch are suffered by both 
the "sys tem" and the people who make it go, are undesirable and , we believe, 
unnecessary . . 



, DODD 5010.28 and 00D1 5010.32 

1. Comments on DSMS overall evaluation. 

As indicated, continuing emphasis on management improvement is neces sary . 
However, the tone of the comments and the observation that "it bears 
frightful potentials for harassment of busy people by funct i onal culti s ts 
bent on proving a point" discredits the significant need and intent of 
these directives. 

2. Comments on DSMS specifying areas of concern. 

A common-sense approach should be used in determining the approach for 
audit requirements when relating, for instance, to the traditional meanin g 
of a major system or project-managed program. 



DODD 5126 . Z2 

1. Comment s on DSMS overall evaluation . 

The date of Jan 30 , 1961 for DODD 5126.22 is in error ; the corr ct date 
is arch 29 , 1975. he content of t he anal ysis was d v loped bas don 
the latter date . 

2. Comments on DSMS s pecifying areas of conce rn . 

The DSMS r eview holds that "An area of potential con fl ict ... is that 
thi s directive specifies a function unde r Para. IV . A. 2. of 1 Lns ur ing 
that appropriat e logisti cs s taff at all level s of DOD manag ment participate 
in the formulation of w apons sys tems concep t s and decisions. ' This would 
seem to contravene the in tent of DODD 5000 .1 wi th r espect to t he d centrali­
zat i on of management." Comment: ASD(I&L) carries out this function prima rily 
through th e Integrated Logistic Support pro gram (DODD 4100 . 35) . DODD 4100 . 35 
does not conflic t with DODD 5000 .1. While a "potential" conflict exi s t s • n 
th e execution of t he function, th~ wording of th e directive does not con­
tradict DODD 500Q.1. The key word "appropriate" s hould i:>e interpreted 
literally. 

It appears that the DSMS an lys is cons ide rs logis ti cs considerations and 
detailed ope rational s upport cons id~ra t ions as being synonymous . I t is 
imperative that logistic support be considered as a principal design para­
meter early in the dev~lopment stage . This is particularly important fo r t he 
logistic prvblems which may have a signi f : cant impact on sys t em read iness . 
Detailed ope rational support considerations normally do not evolve ~ntil af t e r 
initial production has been achieved. 

Paragraph VIIA3, DODD 5126.22 limits ASD(I&L) to issue implement ing i~s truc­
tions of Secretary of Defense approved polic i es. In turn, Secr etary of 
Defense policies contained in paragraphs II, IIIA , and IIIC3 of DODD 5000 . 1 
define specific item application and t he principles of decentral izati on and 
avoidance of early overemphas is of logistics factor s . 



DODI 7000.2 

1. Comrr nts on DSMS overall evaluation. 

Concur. 

2 . Comments on DSMS specifying areas of concern. 

The "potential conflict with the concept of design--to-cost" is believed 

to be subjective in the normal development contract which is cost reim­

bursable. The contractor has latitude to iterate designs as necessary . 

Compliance with the criteria simply assures continuing knowledge and 

reporting as to what costs are being incurred and how these costs relate 

to the budgets. "Overzealous avoidance of unfavorable variances" is not 

known to ha e occurred nor to have restrained iterative design processes . 



DODI 7000 . 3 

1. Corranents on DSMS overall evaluation . 

Concur . 

2. Comemnts on DSMS s peci fying areas of conce rn. 

Cannot fully agree with comment that " In practice , hecaus e of built-in 
delay time in submission , the report s are more of a his tori cal do cument 
tha:i a viable management dedsion tool at OSD level or for the Congres s ." 
The SAR is the key recurr ing s ummary r eport which advises top DOD manage­
ment and the Congress on the status of major weapons systems. Current 
policy requires that the SARs be s ubmitted to OSD 35 days after the close 
of the quarter. In addition, SARs are updated to r eflect any significant 
changes in the program which have occurred since the "as of" date prior 
to forwarding to DOD. 



DODI 7000.11 

1. Connnent s on DSMS overall evaluation. 

Th OS IS evaluation is correc t in that DODI 7000.11 is nQt in consonance wi rh that pa rt of DODD 5000 .1 which requires minimum reporting from the program manager (paragraph III A. 3) and the use of a single realis tic WBS (par.agraph III C. 9) . However, paragraph III C, 2 of DODD 5000. 1 
requires t ha t cos t parameters be establish d which consider the cost of acq uisi tion and ownership. Paragrap~s III B.2 and 3 also . require that the DSARC rev iew the estimates of development costs dnd acquis ition cos t s prior to entering into Full Scale Development or Production. DODI 7000.11 was developed specifically to coop ly with this r equirement. 

2. Comments on DSMS specifying areas of concern. 

DODD 5000.1 , paragraph III.3.9, requi r es that t he contractor management information system shall be use d for r eport ing to t he maximum extent practicable. However, in developing a common data base for cos t estimating it is necessary that all data in the base be derived i n essentially the same manne r. For this reas on, DODI 7000 .11 requires r epo rting against a standard WBS and in a prescribed, detailed format. Otherwise the data would be useless. 

The payment complicati'on mentioned by DSMS is not as severe as it sounds . First, the costs to the program manager are negligible when compared with th~ total cost of the contract. Since it is so small , the cost of this report i s usually not separately priced in the contract. Second, the program manager of a development program c~, and often will, benefit from the data at the time he negotiates the production contracts. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE CH IEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

WASHINGTON , O .C . 20350 
IN fl C,-L Y fl Cf' [ fl TO 

Memo# 163-75 
8 July 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR VICE ADMIRAL ELI T. REICH, USN (RET.) 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ACQUISITION ADVISORY GROUP 

Subj: DSMS Review of DoD Directives and Instructions Relating 
to the Acquisition of Major Weapon Systems 

1. In response to your memorandum of 7 July 1975, we have 
reviewed the DSMS analysis of subject directives and instruc­
tions and concur in their findings. 

2. The analysis of DODD 5000.2 especially confirms the 
points which the Navy made repeatedly to OSD during the 
year or more involved in drafting and issuing the directive. 

3 . . Should you or any members of the MG wish to discuss 
the issue in any detail, we will be pleased to do so and 
to provide any additional m.aterial which may be appropriate. 

/~ 
P. B. ARMS'I'R 
Vice Admiral, 
Cha i rman, NWtA Group 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Ol'"l'"ICE 01'" THE CHIEI'" 01'" NAVAL 0"'ERATIONS 

WASHINGTON , 0 .C . 20390 

MEMORANDVM FOR VADM Reich 

.JUL 1 J 1Qi'5 

Subj: Supplemental Comments on "Project 5000.1" Report 

Per our conversation last week, I have researched 

the files and came up with some additional background 

material rela~ive to Navy views on errosion of the 

principles articulated in DODD 5000.1, 

o Attachment one consists of a CNO memo (11 Aug 74) 

to SECNAV which proposed a subsequent memo for 

DEPSECDEF. 

o Attachment two consists of the resulting memo 

to DEPSECDEF (30 Aug 74). 

o Attachment three consists of a talking paper 
which I prepared for CNO's use in discus s ion 

with SECDEF in June 74 (It was used in 
conjunction with the 21 June 74 CNO , memo to 

.SECDEF which you already have). 

As mentioned in Gen Evans' memo to you of 11 July 

(subject as above), I believe the Navy also is primarily 

concerned with obtaining agreement with OSD on the inter­

pretation of the general policy of decentralization expressed 

in DODD 5000.1. 

As pointed out in the OSD (c) (Analysis Group) memo to 

you of 11 July, DODD 5000.1 also makes provision for several 

specific control. actions by the OSD staff. As the Navy 

member on the Joint group which wrote 5000.1, I well r ecall 

the long sessions we held discussing the need for a?propr i at e 

balance and how best to achieve it. I believe the directive 

prescribes a proper balance and if adhered to by OSD, would 

s erve to properly control the OSD/Service interface for 

s ome time to come . 

Attachments 
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3 •..;.bj : Dscision Coor,Hnntior.. P:::.~:~~r (CCP) and t h -2 t; .-),i:•2n:;u 

Systsrus Acquisition Revi ew Council (DS~~:) 

Ret: 

Encl: 

(a) DEPSECDEF me~o of 19 July 1974 with enclosures 

(b) ASN(R&D) memo to DDR&E dtd 28 June 1974 

tc) CNO memo to SECPEF dtd 21 June 1974 

(1) Proposed memo for DEPSECDEF 

1, Eeference (a) forwarded subiect draft directive for com~e~t , 

and indicated that·the directiv~s would be publi~hed by 

19 August in the absence of substc:.ntive cor.unent from t he ViJr im ,c: 

addressees. The directives have been the subject of num2rous 

iterations over the last two iears. 

2. In surmnary the proposed memorand\.LTil: 

a. Urges deletion of the requirement f o r pre-DSARC mecti1 19 !',. 

(I view this as an unnecessary additional ste~ in an alreedy 

overburdened process.) 

b. RecoITu.-nends that the cos_mizant Component r:ead be a fo:rmcl 

m8mber of the DSARC when the DSARC is consiclc1:ing- s1.1c:1 cor;'.:_::ior.cnt ' :: 

programs~ (Such. membership would em.::>cdy the principle of 

participa.tory rn:tnagement in the os;,Rc itself _and ensure th;:.t 

line operating executivas' views are advanced on a par with 

those of the OSD staff.) • '--

c. Recommends that wording be clarified to obviate the 

requirement for an ~n-depth reassessment of each prografil's 

justification at each DSARC juncture. The draft as written 

r:equires such reasses;:;ment at each juncture. !tis our view 

that such should not be the caae. Where the program ~nder 

consideration is being pursued in context with previou~ly 

agreed upon force structure cecisions, I see no need to exhaus-

tively reexamine that decision trail at subsequ•:?nt D.3ARCs. ) 

4. Assum.ing ag:?:-eement relative to reference (b), I now ha·Je r.0 

obj~c.;tion to the provisions cf the draft directives which SfCC,:~ 

to t hE.- timing of the program initiation DSARC;. (This point. has 

,'/ 



~: >·j· J;--:-.::-~ i_ :~: i. o;l Cc:::c:!iLUC:i :) r': Pur:.:::- (~:::-·~ -' ) ;;·ct[·.;--..::, l l::· f:, i i ':c:'...! 

fjy:;i::li.,s l'~c ;,__._.\ J. ::~i:.:. .1.on 1~.:· 11i 1.:,. , Cc• .. : c_;_:~ (::, ~:. : ::::) 

i J..: ~n :~:..-, ~hG p2.st tJ:2 .~J. in b011e or c:.io t::: :-: ;~j_o;1. i,·,-::,':.'.-.' ,:i·.c.c l ti>.: 
Navy/OSD relative to the DCP/DSARC process .) 

5. Recomme!'.d sig:-i.atur.e of enclcsur8 ()). • 

?. 

!} f,;~lc-d 

J. L. HOLLO'.VAY Ill· 
J\0 ~1\IR .i\l_, U. S. NAVY 

CHIEF OF NAVAL G?ERATIONS 
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:)l ':'.' : D,~c i s:i.011 Coo r di n ::i.t.inc:. P:1 1:., •~r (DCP) a nd t h e Dr.:fc n.:;c 
Systcins i\cqui '.;;j_tl o 1i lie v:i cw Co unc il ( i)S .\P.C) 

Yo:ir mc r;10randur:1 of July HJ fo1Tarcled two cl1: 2.Jt p1·opo ':.-cd 
DOD cloc w aents, DODI 500 0 . 2 and DOD D.ircc ti ve 50C O. , y;llo s c 
purpos e is to de lineate the DCl1/ DSARC proces s. M;-you :u:c 
aY;arc , we have reviewed prior e:ff orts in this re gard ov 8r t he 
r;ast y c2.. r or so. This l a t es t effor t has s tilled t o a ~-~ i r:·, 1L ( -­
ic2nt degree prior Navy critic isms. lloweve1·, the1·e ar e Un· cc 
s ubs ta11tive conunents th a t we feel are worthy of youi• persona l 
cons ideration-, viz: 

a. the requirement for a prc-DSAHC staff plann :i. n;; 
meeting 

b, DSARC composition 

c. the det8.iled guidelines for the conduct of J.J~~ ;\HC 
reviews. 

As to the first comment, it is our stronr.; reconu:1encl ation 
that the r~cruireme nt for a pre-DSARC planning meeting ,_,.~ ; 
described in the propos e d charter (paragraphs V.B. and VI.A . ) 
be deleted. The need for an early informal meeting of a ppro­
pri n. te OS.D and Service Co•aponent reprcsent::1 ti v es i :::; l'c :1. l :: nd 
slloulcl he accompJ i.shecl. 'J;'he purpose of this mecU.ng would be 
to •informally exch .. u 1~c but not res olve relev f! ll l i11.[o -r' ill~'.Li,:.;; , 

on issues pertinent to the DSARC Reviciw and subs eq uent dec i s ion . 
Formal structuring in the charter of such an exchange of issues 
8nd plnns would _ be counter-productive. 

In regard to the 'bSL\RC composition (patn.grn.ph IV.D.), 
tl1e S8rvicc Secretaries are accorded participation in the DSARC 
and l1avc been privile~cci to participate in DSARC ~xccutive 
scss ~ons. I b e li e ve consid(~rati on !:;hould be gi vcn t o I 0 ·1:ma 1-· 
j_2ir~ this i::~por t r.nt r elationship. Inc..:luslon of the comj_)(Jne nt 
bc:1.d or his dcsig-nee :i.s a memuer of the DSARC ,:o u lcl aid tho 
decision m::i.kin~r, p1·occss as well as enll;1.nc u the important 
p3rticipatory mana1ement aspects of 5000,1. 

:Finally, the tenor of the guidcli1ws for tile val'J.OliS 

DSi\TI.C milestollcs is such that it applJ:trs a complete r c jus ti­
:f ic..:z,.Lion of the p1·o ~~rai,1 is being; request e d :i.t r~ a c h prog r ::u:i 
r0vicw. It will contimw to be frnpo1·tant to rcCOGni.zc th: t t 

1 . 
'·-
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1 :•, ; ,lJSJ\!~C p 1·uccs-s c,.l a1 Li.l'Wii'.f ', a:.,d ;,;1:1 cl i n ;: •..:ou•_;•:.:pt v,tJj_,. : :1~ ·:o•:::,, . 
•' . ·, · ,·l1•j'''•:• :i '. . :...; :111d p •·c,·;urc1 .: r.int i; clo :.:c:; nnl . ;1ct :::·_; t.t1 (.] d •.~v .i.r.:<: :(1J'c 

: ; ·1,e:t·:tl .i.!, :,', . tl1e rni'lii".:: ey .rcquin:~1 1:!a·nl~; . 

Th ,.: iat1.·oduelion of pro :~1·a1:1 p l:: ~rnit1~ ;~pd b ud ;;el:in~;, 
sy:.; r r; rn s ( 1n·o:..!;rara) an:i. l ys is, and the rn,wageir~ent pl' inc: ip lcs 
(~1:t !Jodiccl in DOD Dil'c:ct ~ve 5000 .1 h ave 1::a de c:or1 ::;ide:.: .:-.b l e 
i1,,p~·overnc11.t in the ac:quisl tio11 procedures a.s con,pal'ecl to 
p·.· .i.or practic es. The principl es er.:bodicd ill f;.JD D.:.~·8cti1:,:: 
5000, l in pa rticular have had a profo,md ef.:icct. Tlie d-cc ~:.1--­
tralization of acquisition responsibility, v.hile retaining 
major dcci!:3ion authority at the Secretary o.IT Defense lr:ivel, 
~as a significant change. I wholeheartedly endorsed this 
change to participatory management. Howeve.u:, I feel we mt1::-.t 
guard against the very real tendency to ovG.!i' centralize? 01n· 
acquisition management authority and thereb7 risk the erosion 
oi the principles and concepts that are basic to DOD Dil·ec'i.ive 
5000. 1. 

I have appended suggested. word change::; to the Draft 
5000. i~corporating these thoughts, 

Attachment 

Copy to: 
I!n~ecA1·my 
UoSecAir Force 

JJJ'J~ 
D. S. POTTER 
UNDER SECRETARY 01•' THE Nl\ VY 
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n. (replace wi th) 

c. 

c~ 

/\n i11£01:ma l no11,· t:ructu1· ;;:d pl 2. ::nin ~· nu1'"! t:i q:; ·,,1 .i.J J I i ·: 

convene d by the DS.Hi.C Ch:iirrn=tn' s staff' memba .r. 'fhc 

·n ce ting a t tcr uanc~ to b ... limi tc'd to those s taJJ 

rr:emb8rs Jrom the offices of the DSARC princip:ll!:, 

the De puty Director (T~E), and the co~nizant Don 
Colllponant. Tlte meetinrr should be h c:: J.d a t an r1pp::1 ; •. 

priate time, normally thirty to sixty days p~ i or to 

each. sc:1e cl ulcd DSJ\RC r.1eetin~, to exch an;; e ln1t not 

resolve relevant views concerning (1) th e specif ic 

issues and alternatives to be treated nt tile DSA li.C 

meetings; (2) the types of informn.tio;,1 that w:i l l he 

available to support the DSARC deliberations prior 

tc1 th'! DSARC meetinr;; (3) a f firming the program 
r c adh,ess for the DSARC rcvim•,1; and ( '1) de~,e l 01i j -11:~· 

a -proposed schedule of DSAHC related events lenchnr: 

to the DSARC review. 

1. a. (10) (replace with) 

Economic and technical competition has 

been u. con~ideration. 

2. a. (9) R0placu "devblopment and . operational 11 

with concept validation. 

VI. RESPONSIDILITIZS 

A. (replace with) 

The cuiniznnt Don Component shall submit to -the 
approp1·iato DS."'.lW Cl1airmnn an "Initial D:calt" Ol.' 

t new updated draft DCP in time sufficient to 

insure a fully coordinated up to cl~ tc s i~~ncd DCP 
at least 10 Working _days prior to the DSARC. 

"'l''I' 'r,• t ·.·:" 'I' ( 1 ) ,, h \ . I ·!I I • 



B c k ro und r - or d i.. . cuss i.. n ,, ,-..t_1.•1ee n C '10 a n(1 ~;t:cn~~ • .' / 

DEPSSCDSF ura n d ~pa rt r0 o f CiO 

Ul"' J ECT : 

System acquisition, pl nning , rn~nagement/OSD , Serv i ce 

relationships 

SU M."lARY: 

Changes initi t e tl by Dave Packard (5000~1) have: 

~ Stimulated Se rvice initiat ive 

• Improved resource alloca tion 
• Resulted in l e ss degrada tion of capability Lha11 might 

~therwise have been thz case 

Two-three more years needed under 5000.l philosophy lo 

d.eterminc true verdict 

Several signs, 5000.l philosophy be ing erroded : 

• DSARC becoming overinstitutionalized 
o Line /Staff responsibil i ties of Services vis-a-vis 

OSD staff not clearly defined 
• OSD efforts to stimulate generation of alternatives 

may in actuality produce oppos ite. cff ct 

• Disincentives operating to dull initiatives 

DISCUSSION: 

Key 5000.1 philosophy recapped at TAB A. 

Discussion of errosi.:.>n set forth at TAB D 

Discussion of Service incentives set forth at TAB C 

Recommended remedial action set forth at TAB D 

DOCUMEN'.f ATIOt~: 

Copy 5000.1 atta~hed as TAB E 
Schlesigner monograph attached as TAB F. 



o " ucc • f ul <l c v~ lo m·_n , proJuc Lio n d n • c1..: 10/ i'1 ~. - o [ 
m jo r d c:1 ·:,~ iC\ c .-u :- c: r i.1::, i.: i ly C L) ' '.1cLn 1: ;,on c o .. 1_)\' l:c' n ': 

opl , r t ion :tl priori.ti e . ;_rn l c l r] d i::? fi n d r • ,-; p o,1~; i.­
bilitie s ." 

o "Respon ibility and authority tor t h c u.i s i. ion r_; f 1 1. j ir 

def nse s ystems sh 11 be de c ~nt l iz d to t he m :d mulll p.r c.1 c·· 
ticable extent consiste nt with the urg e ncy and i F.12orldncc 
of each program." 

o" The DoD Componenf s are re sp nsible for i de. tify lny 11~cO s 
and definjng, d velopi ng and produci~g s yst ,ms t o ~~ LisEy 
thos e needs . Compon nt He ads ar a l so r esp nsib l • for 
contractor source selec tion vnl ss othe rwi se speci(i ·d 
by SecDcf on a specific progr t1m ." 

o "The OSO is respon s ible for (a ) e stabl.ishj_ng a cqu 'si tion 
policy, (b) assuring that m jo.r defense ystl.! m p1 0 CJ r .- n1s 
are pursued in re sponse to va Ji<l needs a nd (c) e valuali ng 
policy implement.a tion on eac h approved pr.o ram. " 

o "The OSD and DoD Compone nts a r r espon s ible for pr ograrn 
monitoring, but wil l pl · ce mi nimum d m n ~ for fo1:,li.1J. 
reporting on the prog~arn m nag c r . Nonrecurring ne Js for 
information will be kept to a minimum and handled infor­
mally." 

o "The SecDef wi ll m ke the decis·o11s which initiate program 
commitments or increv. se thos comrnitmen t ., ." 

o "Early conceptual effort is norm::illy conduc t ed at the 
discretion of the DoD Component until s uci1 t im as the 
DoD Component determines that major defens e syst m 
p!'."og:r.:im should be pursued. It is crucial t hat th _ right 
decisions be ma e during th is cone ptu l effort; wr ong 
dec isions create probl ms no t s ily overcome 1 t e r i n 
the progrv.m. There for e , each DoD Compon2n t will d2~ iynil tU 

siny le indiv idua l , suc h a s the A~sist nt Sccr~tv.ry to~ 
R&O,, t o be re s ponsible for conce p tual efforts on n w m jor 
program~ ." 

o "The DCP will be prepared by the OoO Co:nponent , foll owi ng 
an agreement between OSD and that Co~po nen t o n a DCP 
outline." 



o H .sp~ s lb i li ~y a n utho ri ty o t 

b ~corni n _ i ~crcas'ng l y unclear . 

c:1u -hor- ily but shou l d c r.s none of 

Sa rvic 8 vi s - a - vi ~ OSU sta[ f 

0~,D s af( c:1 ~.:sunh'!:; gr : : 1t 

n .:~ .. p n .· il>iU t y £ OJ: 0utco11•.t: . 

o OSD s t ff judg ment t e nds to r e c e i ve grea ter consi clc. rat .L0n 

d ue to prox i mity to d e ci s .ion maker vi s -a- vis Service 

proponent. Se rvice propone nt must appear confide nt of 

appr o a ch and present po s itive pl a n t o ~1\ .~-~~t crc<libl c .a~: 

o ppose d to presenting r e al unc e rtainty which may, exist. 

Necessary advocacy results ir. ove rrcpre sentat'ion anc.1 easy 

targeting for detractors (who outnumb e r advocats due to 

the organizational "safety" of being against, rath e r thc1n 

for, any given effort). Overrepresentation. and sub s equ-t.:nt 

revelation of true situation thru cost/schedule/periormance . 

degradation feeds credibility pro~lem -- that of Serv j.c~~ 

furth e r degene rates and that of OSD staff is enha~~cd thru 

principle of self fulfilling prophesy! 

SECDEF /Dl:PSECDEF must trea t some subset o·f 

subordinates as responsible line executives 

and others as staf f advisors. Current roles 

frequently appear reversed! 

o Predominant penchant of OSD staff is for "Cook's tour" 

versus "Lewis and Clark" planning (refer t0 'l'AB F, page 20) 

which results i n : 

o Ultimate suppre~sion of alternativ~3 {pg. 24-26) 

o Neglect of relevant impacts on cost or effectiveness 

{pg. 27-30} 

o Neglect of uncertainties (pg. 31-32) 

o Seve re pressure s within OSD staf E to r eq.uire Servic;• 

ide ntification of germanating ideas and to require inorqinat~ 

jus tifi c ation of effort relating to explo~ing alternatives. 

OSD staF'f .·ee:ns to fear even a little bit of pregnancy · on 

the part of the S2 rvices. (They are unaware or unconvincsd 

of our internal abortion rate -- which is to be exoected as 

one doesn't normally adverti ze one's fai.lures.) . .. 



'I 'll ,~ h . us· ,r o :; IJ/ St::! rV ' cc int •ract. i.0.1 r. :•L,,· i '/ ,~ 

l 'Xp lor i. 1 g l t . r na ti v~.s s nould be ,lr1 c s rt:.__ -
m n t as to areas the Service is gains to • .p l ore 
- - as opposed to r .qui r .i ng lhe Service:•· to 
com~ b!::[o r e DSARC I , " b "for~ any feasibJ. . .P. pro­
gr~ rn altPr n ... _t.i..v _s r1.rc fo rr;.. gon •. " (Quot" .frc,rl'\ 
draf t DOD di r ec t i ve on DSARC/DCP process ). . . 

o Progr am initiat· on philosophy is at odds betwe ~n OSD/ 
Services, due principally to unde rstandable differences of 
bas ic attitutde. Second and third key 5000.l provision:. on 
J'AB A have high Service appeal but are obser ,, e<l in the Ln:cch 
by OSD staff. A basic d i chotomy exists: 

0 OSD vie-;.vs all program starts as potent.i.al II thr eshold 
breakers" -- thus requires thorough st~f fing of 
alternatives and in course of review becomes cmeshed 
in d~tail. Uncertainty is to be avoided and the 
pressure for "Cook's tot:r" planning .. . and cxn ;u·· 
tion becomes severe! 

o The Services view the second and thira key provi sion s 
on TAB A literally and chafe at non-lite ral interpre­
tation by OSD staff. Services tend 'to ove rlook key 
provision #4 on TAB A and are reluctant to acknowledge 
the practical need for OSD involvement in some detail 
in carrying out such p r ovision. • 

o Popular effect of 5000.l was to pump up the Services and 
Program Managers to seek mor e responsibility and authority 
than OSD has been willing to exte1td -- hence rauch dissatis­
faction at PM level (They feel they have been conned). 
Complaints focus on DSARC process -- as viewed by PMs/Services: 

o DCP an 050 dominated document 

o Navy scrubs all alternatives pr.or . to firming up 
DCP. DCP attempts to present best alternative in Navy's 
eyes: alternatives inserted by OSD ~taff frequently 
there just to present alter~atives. 

o OSD staff adver 3arial minority has greater weight than 
Navy line majoritr 

o DSARC pre-briefs numerous and for benefit of staff 

o DSARC(s) shceduled/rescheduled many times creates 
funding/contractual/schedule turbulence. Diverts PM 
staff from primary pur.pose. (Navy interRally pard,ally 
at fault here) • 



o l'.-i/\llC Princip 1 ~~ .·r •quc ntly ot in at tcnd-:11 ~(.! ( l. ' .!. '.:> 

f ,:t :t no t b :en - o u l: - - ); , s2d. on .,itt l c - "• i.1ll i. tlF-;is ) 

u '.''..-~ i- · · i :.: t: ,, r;~vc r h :; o , a uni Ly ·o p :::- !S :nl c ~:.:! to r· \· l.l ,.' l_ 

decision makec (DEPSECC~ / SECDEc) 

o oecisio1. as documented in DCP (ave r age -10 d :iy d~ l;1y) 

f reque ntly be~rs litt].e res _n~ lance to verb il l di scus s i0· 

ctt actu 1 DS liRC mee ting . (1 c tu ;-i l DCP dt-:c i.si c n cl ru f. tc t: 

by OSD staff who has opportunity to write the rninut<•~; 

as they see the situation). 

0 DSARC frequently focuses on problems the Services 

consider peripheral to central issue . (CONDOR OMS 

(dual mode seeker) DSARC case in point) 

o DSARC/DCP decision causes resource allocation turbu­

lence. oecisionsfrequer.tly create added resource 

needs which are unfunded and must be taken out of our 

hide. 



[; ERV ICE I 1C£ i 'T l /f.S 

o How much sub-opt ir.iizat ion c<1n OSD pe rmit? 

o (D ifferent answer f or d:ffcrent c l eme nt s of OSD ) ? 

o (Extent of fr ee i nitiative) 

o (Timing ~nd degree of review/approval of Service 

initiatives) 

Overall DOD Objectives: 

o Resource optimizatio:-1, retention of opticms ( See 'l'AB F.' 

p~ 15} 

[Management task is to balance the 
above objective s in constrained 
resource ~nvironment] 

o Given the benefits of a broad R&D menu from which 

to choose-management process should be designed to 

generate alternatives and incentivize developmen t , 

evaluation and choice among alternatives. (See TAB F 

pg 20) 

Current Situation: 

o Management process works t o: 

o Precipitate Service "foot in the door" acquisition 

approach (budget underrepresentation) see TAD F 

pages 14-18 

o Suppresses alternatives (OSD unconvince<l of Service 

ability or determination to abort their own unpromising 

efforts 

o · Service incentiv~s are to "pr evail in spite of opposi­

tion" and in so doing tend to generate r.1ore oppo_si tion. 

Prevailing modus-operandi is to line up all ducks in 

advance, suppress internal opposition ·at a certain 

point and attempt to overwhelm opposition' which may 

exist from without! Attempts to work i nformally with 

OSD counterparts frequently regarded as "frought with 

potential mousetraps". To line up a:.. l ducl,s in advance 
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•1h1ch v~ en rorcuc nu by u~ ~/ . 

[A l] o f t h ave ere tc s i mp~cssion 

that e r v ices seek "to spring pro-
grams " f ull b lown" upo n OSD and 
Congr e s s -- which in turn pr ecipita t e s 

a cop t1 nc'l r0bbe r s attitude amongst olJ. 

pa'rticipants .] 

o OSD e f fo r ts to ride he rd on the multipli~ity of proq a n ~: 

plac s a dispropor t ion t e ly h igh premium on the i nag in. -

tiveness o f a few c ritically p lace d nen . 

[ "Wi h grca tc r c entralizat i on, s: Tilp .U . f icu­

tion of the t · sk of choos ing and con-­

troll ing be come s i mperative . Aff irm­
ative control or the attempt to exerci s e 

s ucl1 co ntrol i n an organiza tion as large 

as the Departme nt of Defense requi r s 
arraying the aternative s quickly, foc us ­

ing on the ma in conside rations suick ly, 

and mak ing choice s quickly. All this means 

the rapid screening and dispos it ion of 

alte rnatives and the use of rules of 
thumb to help with this tas k . In othe r 

words , the f r e ssures on a s1'la ll grou? at 

the top make the cost of fully exploring 

numerous alternatives high, and eve ntually 

the quest for alternative solutions is 

likely to become less eager ." "The 
ince ntives within t he indivi dua l Services, 

to inven~ alte rnatives may be dulled .* 

They are constrained by lack of authority 

to r.1ake innova tions, ?n<l , if th-Y are 
reasonable, wi ll find it less re~arding 

than be fore to think about innovations." 

"It should be a continuing concern oft' e 

Department of Defense to maintain initia tive 

in the Services and for estall a return to 

a traditionalist attitude toward changing 

military tc~hnology. A key element in 
preserving an initiative attitude may be 
the full participation both in• R1'D ·a nd in 

wea;:>on-=-:-:\,- · t c r.1 se l ect i on . II I 



' ut:T ' i t u: ·)c (:dll r , :_; p 1 <1C: •..! C ( J'l '. i c'. ,_•r ,1 u l > c1.: . l1 : i, .i ~; fl 
h ~~ u r:-::. o ~ cos . ·ff ec t i ve nes£, in deciding wi1a t 
r.ojec t s go i nto engineering/f 11l l .scale de v~lopme nl.. 

" 'he r e is nothing wrong wi t h ll .c ing good in f o1·ma tion 
in r0aching this decision. Ma~covcr, making jt hnrd~r 
t o g •t a sy s t em approved may , if otlicr circu,11 s l c.mce :::: 
are propitious, induce the Sen·iccs to give more 
attention to components in e x~ ~ ratory and advanced 
development. (Sometimes the Se ~vices may hilvc 
felt that proposing certain component developme rits 
reduced , or at least postponed, t 1ei r cha nce s of gett..i n~J 
a full-system com•nitment..) Couple r.I wi t h a slight di •-·pcn.a 
of decision-maki~g power, thi s pro ject definition 
arrangement could work out we ll. Coupled wi th a high 
degree of centralized control, however, it is very 
likely to result in premature screening of altern~tivc 
approaches. 

Moreover, in addition to the direct ef feet of Dl>H&E 
screening of research proposals,,tighter OSD controls 
over procurement, force structure, and opera tional 
decisicns may ultimately make the Services less 
concerned in general about research. Will a Service 
continue to be as keenly inter.csted as at present 
in basic research, systems analyses, or exploratory 
R&D -- when the findings aff~ct decisions that 
arc to be made by someone else? Or will the Services 
gradually become more interested in studying choices 
that are still open to the~? If so, the centraliza­
tion may in the long run shift more of the exploratory 

. (and other) R&D from Service management to direct 
050 management under, say, ARPA. This might still . 
further limit the roster of alternatives that receive 
serious attention, for it would probably increase 
the tendency to pick the approach judged to be "best" 
and to ignore o~her parallel approaches." 

~The fewer the alternati~~s that are explored in the 
R&D program, the more restricted will be the ultimate 
options with regard to the force structure. What­
ever the range of options, however, centralization 
may ~hrough inadequate airing of div~rgent views and 
inadequate,consitleration of the alternatives lead to 
a less than optimal 'choice." 



" I n c.:ons id - ring fo r c.e ::: .... ruc::. .. u:c d,:: c · .· i ons , i l is 

important to emphasize that centralized control r e ­

garding the over-all force structure , is de sirable . 

To some extent 1.t has ~iways existed . Intdrdependen­

cies a;.iong -tl:te programs of the scpar .J.t e Services are 

enormous , anp thC? se· decisions n eecl brJt·ter coo:rd • na­

tion than loose bargaining among the Services can 

provide. By necessity the responsibility devolves 

upon the OSD. Yet, at the same time, if control 

becomes too tight, with the Servicefl having a negU.­

gible impact on the final decisions, the latter may 

be far less .than optimal. To be sure, a choice mus t 

be made: there can be only o~e force structure . . 
Despite the proponderant role of the OSD in this c:h•:,:;_c(~ , 

however, ther-e should be a dialogue in which the voice 

of the Services makes the OSD alert to S!Jl.11.overs 

and other considerations it might overlook, though 

at the: same time the Services should themselves try 

to recognize the interdependencies involved in the 

decisions that are made." 

"The need for ce~tralized control regarding the over­

all force structure is sometimes interpreted as 

justifying another type of centralized control for 

which the case is far weaker. Control over the over­

all force structure should be· distinguished from 

control over the choice of close ly competing weapon 

systems, in which case the spillovers are much smaller 

at the margin, and therefore on which the voice 

of the individual Service can be proportionately 
stronger. OSD has tended in recent years to assert 

its primacy in the latter class of decisions. The 

most dramatic case has been that of the TFX. The 

evidence . in that case pr~vides no clear-cut demonstr­

ation of the superior insight of the OSD regardirig 

specific weapon system choices -- and that in · a period 

when osrf officials were recognized to be unusually 

intelligent, well-informed, and energetic." 

"Unfettered choice of weapon systems by' the Services 

may have led in the past to a proliferation of such 

systems in the force structure. However, unified 

control ·may lead to too few, and this raises once 

again the vexing problem of uncertainties." 

"There is the ever-present danger that the view~ of 

one group will .prevail without adequate checks and 

balances. What one may want therefore is a mixture 

of views -- not merely heard but also represented 

by SOfflP real hargaini"~ rnw0r. 
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t ndency to d i si.egard S ... r vlc v iewpoints . Fo r ·:r:a1 pl c , 
in p r e ring for he fi sc 1 '66 bud :u t , gui<lc l Les 
w'-'re se nt to the ervic _s with instruc: ions 1.: 0 r ccldm~1 
onlv i new :inform tio n ha becom2 uvailau.1.0 t. ( 1 th0. m 
a:rr··· rent from that on which the <JU .! dc l inc:.; \ ·/ Cr< . .: 

drawn up. In the ~imited time p riod, this implied 
that r clamas were virtua l ly exclud•· d. But , more 
importantly, it may imply that in the future little 
attempt will be made to draw the S8rvices i nto the 
forming of judgements on force structure --- rather 
it suggests that the Services ,i ll be limited to the 
function of pr~viding information. If, as we 
have suggested, what we requir'e is a 'rather deli cate 
set of checks and balances -- neither too weak or 
too strong -- we may be drifting toward a set that 
is too weak." • 

"Anothe r source of concern regarding future recepti vi t . .­
and changing conditions to new ideas arises from an 
institutional device de s igned to br i ng order into 
defe nse planning, but which in itself will deserve 
careful scrutiny. Under the new ·system the approved 
financial plan for five years ahead and the approved 
force structure for eight years ahead are spelled 
out in the Blue Book . As a control device the latter 
may, however, disc·ourage both flexibility and the • 
search for new alternatives. If OSD is to exercise 
any kind of control, deviations from the program 
have to be difficult to effect and must be appraised 
by OSD. How does the system facilitate OSD appraisal 
and control? -- by reducing . the number of alternatives 
that have to be considered. If each Service submitted 
an entirely new program and budget each year, it 
would be virtually impossible for a small staff to 
appraise and control it. OSD would then have to 
confine its a ttention to major decis ions and to aggre ­
gative budgeta r.y limitations. By confining the ne w 
proposal.c; to formal PCP's -- that is, by reducing · 
the number and complexity of the alternatives -­
appraisal and control by top management becomes 
feasible." 

"T~is ef~ect' is so obvious ~hat it has caused consideral 
concern. The OSD has recognized that dealing mainly 
with marginal changes under conditions of great uncer­
tainty is a risky procedure, encouraging pr·og.es s ive ly 
l ess-than-optimal allocation. T~erefore, despite it~ 

or iginal inclinations, it is s tr~gqling aqa ins~ ~e ~h; ~s 
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.' n s •J:-).:':"ct l) b c1 :-ri rs to .\ C . \ i v e pJ: O c d:n. review· r ·~ tlw -

than 100 01 _; ut tl1e PCP ' :..; ·.-:~1ich the ~; rvice~; D-:.!1±:c v. 
i t is "' -'-~,c to s bmi t o .: v:hici1 00 '. E i.nd s L 1.1~:: to 

pr• p r e . lt rn y be , ho•.,;_ve r , that t o do th i s _Jl e t iv ,) .I):_ 
requires , a t leas t in pr1.r t, progr am r eviews by t he 
s_rvice s , n<l tlat thi s r equire s nurturi ng Se r vi c e 
i nc en t ives to c r itic i 7. P t- h~ f u l l progr ams." 

."The budge t i s di vided into pot s o f r:1on2y , nd f utur e 
programs into ca tegories: and. shifts of re s ourc~s 
among the se pots and cate~orie s are prohib 'ted unl e s s 
special permission is obtained. Thus , to exercise 
central control, we preclude t he consideration of 
numerous substitution pos s ibili t 1es. 11 

"The real question is: how mu::h of this inflexibility 
yields more gain than cost? The new sistem induces 
more monitoring of changes within the Services, creates 
more rules and thresholds governing subs~itutions, 
adds new categories among whicn resources cannot be 
transferred. In the long run this may significantly 
increase the cost of exploring alternatives, anj 
thereby reduce the number of alternatives explo.-ed." 

11 Moreover, there is likely to be a trend toward pro­
liferation of program elements -- the compartmentr 
among which resource shifts are prohibited. When an 
OSD employee is asked to keep track of a set of 
program elements, he is not likely to feel an urge 
to provide flexibility to the ·services. He will want 
more "visibility" for him at the expense of flexibility 
for the Services. Thus there is danger in the long 
run that pressures will come from OSD for shredding 
out more and more program elements." (This has been 
borne out) 

11 Moreover, in the long run, the Services may become 
reprogramming~shy and especially PCP-shy. If their 
proposals do not seem to have much influence, eiforts 
to urge changes will appear to be relatively unrewarding. 
Or at least the Services may find efforts devoted to 
distantchanges less rewarding than efforts devoted to 
urgent reprogramming requests for the ·coming . fiscal 
year. In other words, if the Services have too little 
influence, one original ~im of program budgeting -­
getting the Services to look at the full costs of 
alternative choices -- may be frustrated. There is 
another reason that the Services may become PCP~shy. 
Where future programs exhaus·t the f -unds that can be 
expected, a plus-PCP can be approved only if ~9mething 
else gives. t'lith each Command's expectatu:ins ouil ~ 



up ~c.:co!"'d ing Lo U: . H.1 , ·. nool~, p r cp:1ri. 11 ] ~' i'CP 1:1-. y 
cn l: .:ii l. ct 9r8'1 l. d r:,, 1 of c :..i :ifl i. c • and Lr.o u!..J l ~ . l ·:i t lt~ r 
·t i1c s ~ vice muse £j nl1 ,1. 1;-_ .:. nus to ucco:'l],;Hw tlt~ p.Lu s 

p :Oi.JO~ ~ll , or .it. mus t b 2 p :1:..parc<l fu c OS G tCl cul 
someth i ng." 

[Quoted ma teria l extracted from 'l'AB F 
pages 39-45] 
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DSMS Review of DOD Directives and Instructions Relating to 

the Acquisition of Major Weapon Systems; Request for Comment 

VAdm Eli T. Reich 
Executive Director 
Acquisition Advisory Group 

1. We have r~viewed the DSMS analysis as requested in your 

7 July 1975 memorandum and have no basic disagreement with 

their conclusions. 

2. Our concern with the present acquisitj_on process within 

OSD is based more upon what has been taking place in 

practice rather than on the specific letter of the law as 

contained in directives and instructions. Publication of 

DODI 5000.2, for example, did not represent a change in 

policy; it merely document~d what had been taking place in 

normal DCP/DSARC actions. Removal of phrases or pa1·agraphs 

which appear to restrict Service/program manager preroga­

tives is a necessary step. However, agreement on the 

interpretation of the general policy of decentralizat i on 

expressed in DODD 5000.1 is a more fundamental step which 

must be taken first. 
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DSMS Analysis of Prog ram Manager Questionnaire 

VAdm Eli T. Re ich 
Executive Di ector 
Acquisition Advisory Oroup 

1. The DSMS ~nalysis which was brie f e d on 16 July 1975 
raises s rious concern ove r t he va lue and intend d use of 
the program manag r s urvey and the ana lysis r s ul ts. The 
s urve y was intended to provide the AAG both with a curr nt 
statistical base as we ll a s subjective e valua tions . Un­
fortunat e ly, the abs ence of any common criteria i n complet ­
ing the individual s urv ey s heets has made it imposs ible to 
complete any valid statistical analysis. The re sult s may 
be ~abeled as inconc lusive, but such a labe ling may not be 
sufficient to preve nt results fr m be ing wrongly use d against 
the Air Force or other Services . 

2. Two examples should suffice to show some of the objec ­
tions which we have: 

a. Analysis results indicate a fall-off in Air Force 
program manager t e nure . Closer examination shows the 
cpposite to be true. Five of our seventeen PMs were 
appointe d within six'months of the analysis . date . If these 
had been excluded, the ave rage for prese nt incumbents would 
be about 26 months. This is higher than the average tenure 
at tour completion for all previous PMs, and only slightly 
below the average for the pr evious PM for each of those 
programs.. Further, as stated during the discussion, I 
expect that these current PMs will be in the job for a 
long time. This is our objective, and we're confident 
the right trend has been established and is continuing. 

b. Analysis results on the number of supporting pro­
gram personnel are similal'ly misleading. Two program 
offices, the B-1 and F-5E, did a very thorough tracking of 
all support personnel, including those from training and 
using commands as well as AFPROs, DCAS and the Accounting 
and Finance Ce nter . The F-5E program al s o inc lude d 
personnel supporting and providing pilot training for 



fol'ci gn offi c r s and log i tic s upport of aircraft s old to 
the forcj gn gov rnm n t s . If the s e two programs had bee n 
de l e t e d from th s urve y, the ave rage for the Air Force would 
hav b n 42 , 7 and 10, ignifi c antly be low the numbe r s 
pre s .nt d f or the thr c manni ng categor ies pre s e ntly s hown. 
The ma l l r numb r s ar far mor e r e pr s ntative of our 
program of fi c organization / manning philos ophy than what is 
oth rwi s co nv e y d. 

3. Othe r e xample s could be c it e d, and the o t he r Services 
could undoub t dly a dd t he ir own s imilar e ramples . I the refore 
strongly r comm nd t hat the DSMS analy s i s of t he s urvey 
toge the r with the comple t e d s urv e y form s not be included in 
any offic i a l r ecordings of the AAG. DSMS hould als o be 
aske d to ins ure that further rele ase of this information is 
not made. 

V/ILLl~~.1 ~'· ,.v rtr :, Lt C-c-:n, USAF 
DCS/ fi:~;J _-,~:~1::,:oi:tt 
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DEPARTMENT 0~ DEFENSE 
DEFENSE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT SCHOOL 

OFFICS::: OF THE COMMANDANT 

FORT BELVOIR . VIRGINIA 22060 

DSMS-CM 28 August 1975 

SUBJECT: Review of Comments on Draft DSMS Prcject 5000.1 

Vice Admiral Eli T. Reich, USN(Ret) 
Executive Director 
Acquisition Advisory Group 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Washington, DC 20301 

1. In response to your request, DSMS made another review of DOD Directives 
and Instructions relating to the acquisition processes in light of the 
comments on our earlier draft analysis. As would be expected, the military 
departments favor a more autonomous role for the program manager; whereas 
the OSD staff indicated the implementing directives are indeed within the 
spirit and intent of 5000.1. 

2. The three documents creating the greatest concern were DODI 5000.2 
and DODD 5000.26 relating to the DCP/DSARC processes and DODD 5000.3 
covering test and evaluation. DODI 5000.2 and DODD 5000.26 reflect the 
actual workings of the DCP/DSARC processes as presently conducted and 
also provide for a great deal of management participation by the OSD staff. 
While the frequency and detail of OSD participation are greater than would 
be expected from the intent of DODD 5000.l, it may be argued that with the 
record by the Services of over-optimism, threshold breaches and cost over­
runs, such involvement by the OSD staff makes a contribution. 

3. DODD 5000.3 provides for detailed DD(T&E) involvement in functions 
directly related to management of individual programs. Considering the 
environment at the time it wa s written, it is an exceptionally fine piece 
of work, and there is no area in which the OSD staff and the military 
departments have made a greater constructive achievement. On the other 
hand, enough progress has now been made in the T&E arena so that consider­
ation might now be given to redrafting DODD 5000.3 to delegate more of 
the detailed T&E operating responsibilities. 

4. The basic issue remains one of interpretation and implementation. In 
our judger1ent, the directives are more symptomatic than a root cause of 

APPENDIX F-3 



OSMS-CM 
SUBJECT: 

28 August 1975 
Review of Comme nts on Draft OSMS Proj ect 5000.1 

the Services' assertion that micro -management by the OSO s t aff is out of 
hand. It appears that there is a fundamenta l lack of agreemert on the 
meaning and inten t of decentra l i zation in carrying out the acquisition 
policy embodied in DODO 5000.1. \.le do not believe that this issue can 
be resolved by ri gorou s interpretation of the words in these directi ves 
but feel that a more fund amenta l approac h to 1·esolving the differenc es of 
opinion between the military departme nts and OSD staff will be required . 

5. A completely ef~ective acquisition process is only possible if it is 
understood and has the wholehearted support of all parties involved. A 
very fundamental problem in understanding plagues the DSARC/OCP process 
as it currently exists because the ba sic differences of interpretation 
of the decentralized manageme nt concept by the military departments and 
OSO. Strong, direct, top management action sioul bet · ken to reconcile 
those differences. 

' 
JOHN G. ALBERT 

r Genera 1 , US Air Force 
Comnandant 
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DATE 

5/6 

5/8 

5/13 

5/14 

5/14 

5/15 

5/15 

CHRONOLOGICAL LI ST OF VI SITS BY MEMBERS OF THE AAG 

GROUP 
PART IC I PAT ION 

Se lect Group 
Membe rs 

Se lect Group 
Membe rs 

Se lect Group 
Mer1be rs 

Sel ect Group 
Members 

Sel ec t Group 
Members 

St: 1 ec t G rou p 
Membe rs 

S"' lect Group 
Members 

ORGANIZATION 
CONTACTED PURPOSE 

Robe rt Judson, Mee ti ng 
Nava l Postg radu at e 
Schoo l, Mo~te rey, 
Ca lif. (':orme r 
COGP St2f f Membe r) 

Hon . Ba rry J. Mee ting 
Shill itoe 
(Forme r Ass is tant 
Secre tary of Defe nse 
( I &L)) 

Deputy Chi ef of Meeting 
Staff, RD&A, 
Departme nt of 
the Army 

Army Mater iel Meeting 
Command (AMC ) 

PM-1, Naval Mee ting 
Material 
Command (NMC) 

LTG A.~ - Trudeau, Meeting 
USA-Rct ., Former 
Chief, kesearch & 
Deve lopment, 
Department of the 
Army 

OP-96, Chief Meeting 
of Naval 
Operations 

KEY 
PERSONNEL 

Robert Judson 

Hon. Barry J. 
Shi 11 i toe 

President, Teledyn 
Ryan Aeronautical 
Corp. 

MG Peter Olenchuk 

GEN John Deane 
MG George Sammet 
Mr. D. J. Shearin 
MAJ Spisak 
MAJ Van Gorder 

RADM Levering Smith 

LTG A.G. Trudeau, 
USA-Ret. 

Gonsultant 

RADM M. S. Holcomb 

APPE DIX G 



GROUP ORGANIZ/1.TION KEY 

p,H~ PART IC I PAT ION CONTACTED PURPOSE PERSONNEL 

5/15 Sel ct Group Assistant Meeting Hon , Walter LaBe rge 

Membe rs Secreta ry of Mr . Jamos Williams 

the Air Force 
for Res arch 
and D ve lopment 

5/15 Se lect Group Naval Material Meeti ng ADM F, H. Michaelis 

Members Command VADM Moo re 
CAPT Webbe r 

5/16 Se lect Group Air Force Meeting LTG Huds on 

Members Sys tems Command MG Marsh 

(AFSC) MG Col 1 ins 
BG Tashjian 
COL Chub 
COL Foster 
COL Brook 
LTC Cox 
MAJ Lee 

5/16 Sel ect Grou p Defens e Systems Meeting COL L. w. Parker 

Members Management School Dr. F. w. Forma n 

(DSMS) Mr. E. L. Birk 
Mr. F. J. Kelley 
Mr. R. K. McIntosh 
Mr. T. F. Keegan 
Mr. w. H. Cul 1 in 

5/19 A 11 Members Department of Br iefing Hon. N. R. Augustine 

the Army Hon, H. I.. Brownman 
LGEN Cooksey 
MGEN Sammet 
MGEN Carrrn 
MGEN Bae r 
BG Means 
LTC Hol land 

Departmen t of Hon. D. S. Potter 

the Navy Hon, J. L. Bowers 
Hon. H. T. Marcy 
ADM Mi chae 1 is 
VADM Davis 
VADM Armst rong 
RADM A 1 vis 
Dr. P. Waterman 
CAPT E. J. Otth 
CDR R. W. Youmans 
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GROUP ORGANIZATION KEY 
DATE PART IC I PAT ION CONTACTED PURPOSE PERSONNEL 

5/ 19 A 11 Members Departmen t of Bri efing Hon . W. B. LaBe rge 
t he Ai r Force Mr. J. E. Wi 11 iams , Jr. 

LGEN W. J. Evans 
LGEN J. B. Hudson 
MGEN R. T. Marsh 
MGEN R. C. Mathis 
BG J. Tas hj ian 
BG L. A. Skantz 

5/20 Se lec t Grou p Assistan t Meeting Hon. H. L. Brownman 
Members Sec reta ry of COL Kenyon 

the Arniy for 
Ins talla t ions 
and Logi s tics 
(ASA( I &L)) 

5/22 Se lect Grou p Assistant Meet ing Hon. Leonard 
Membe rs Secretary of Sullivan, Jr. 

Defense for Mr. Pyatt 
Program Analysi s 
and Evaluation 
(ASD(PA&E)) 

5/22 Select Group Former Under Meeting Hon. Herman R. Staudt 
Members Secretary of the 

Army 

5/22 Select Group Director of Meet ing Hon. Malcol m Curr ie 
Members Defense Research Mr. Robert Parker 

ancl Engineering Mr. Geo rge Sutherland 
(ODR&E) 

5/23 Select Group DSMS Briefing Mr. Robert Parker 
Members Dr. John Bennett 

Mr. Everett Pyatt 
Mr. Robert Sneed 
BG R. Herres 
COL James Lindsay 
CAPT M.A. Holgren 
COL John Reeve 



GROUP ORGANIZATION KEY 
DATE PART IC I PAT ION CONTACTED PURPOSE PERSONNE L 

5/23 Se lec t Gro up Ass i s t an t Meeting Hon. T renc McC li:iry 
Members Srcretary o f Mr. W cker 

D fen se Mr . Sn d 
(Comptro l 1 r ) • Mr. Hixon 
(ASD(C)) CDR Cun ning ham 

5/23 Se lee t Grou p ASD(l t: L) Mee ting Dr. John Benne tt 
Memb rs 

5/28 Se lect Grou p Defense Manpower Meeting GEN Bruce Pa lme r , 
Members Comm iss ion USA -Ret . 

Executive Director 

5/29 Select Group Nava j Air Mee ting VADM K, L. Lee 
Members Systems 

Command 

6/3 A 11 Membe rs DDR&E Bri efing Hon. Malco lm Currie 
Mr . Robe rt Parker 
Mr. George Suthe rl and 

ASD(l&L) Dr . John J. Bennett 
Mr. W i 11 i am Sharkey 
BG J. W. Stan sber ry 
CAPT E. Ba rrineau 

ASD(C) Hon, T. E. McCl a ry 
Mr. Fred Wacke r 
Mr. Jose ph We: l sch 
Mr. Robe rt Sneed 
1-',r. Todd Hixon 

ASD(PA&E) Hon. Leona rd Su 11 i van 
Mr. Ma rk Steiner 



DATE 

6/4 

6/5 

6/6 

6/11 

6/11 

GROUP 
PA RT IC I PAT ION 

S l ct Group 
Mc111b rs 

S lcct Group 
Membe rs 

Se lect Group 
Membe rs 

Sel ect Group 
Members 

Select Group 
Members 

ORGANIZATI ON 
CONTACTED PURP OSE 

Dr . W nd 11 S 11 Mee ti ng 

Chai rman , Army 
Mat r ie l Acquisiti on 
Review Comm i ttee 

US Army Tar,k Mee t ing 

Aut omo t iv 
Command, War ren, 
Michigan 

Gene ral Motors 
Corp., Warren , 
Michi gan 

Meeting 

Chy rs le r Corp., Meeting 
Warren, Michigan 

HQ AMC Meet ing 

Mr. James M. Meeting 
Roche, Chairman, 
Navy Marine Corps 
Acquisition Review 
Comm ittee 
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KEY 
PERSONNEL 

Dr . Wende 11 Se 11 
Presi dent , Hoff man 

E 1 ec t ro n i cs 

COL McCl uskey 
LTC Guy 
M r . Nowo s i e 1 s k i 

Mr . Fische r 
Mr. Gas parski 
Mr. Nevin 

LTC Adsit 
Mr. Trapp 
Mr. Mayo 
Mr. Eme rson 
LTC Huff 

COL Spotts 
Mr. Davis 
Mr. Allshouse 
COL Br i ll 

Mr. F. A. Bes t 
Mr. D. N. Bri ndle 
Mr. W. E. Farquhar 
Mr. W. H. He rmann 
Mr . R. F. Me ide ll 
Mr. D. C. Wuche r 

Mr, Blakes lee 
Mr. Snyde r 
Dr. Li tt 
Mr. Dewey 

Mr. Gordon Kellett 
Ch ief, Personnel Officer 

Mr. James M. Roche 
Chairman of the National 

Co1T11T' ittee for Employer 
Support of the Guard 
and Rese rve 



GROUP ORGANIZATION KEY 

DATE PARTIC I PATI Ot-J CONTACTED PURPOSE PERSONNEL 

6/12 Se lec t Group Off ice of Manage - Mee t ing Mr. Hugh Wit t 

Membe r men t ancl Budget 
(0MB) 

6/16 Se lect Group DSARC Acti on Bri ef ing Mr. E. Nuce i 

Membe rs Office rs 

6/17 A 11 Membe rs General Dynamics Mee ting Mr. James Beggs 

Corporation Mr. Max Golden 
Mr. Lyman Josephs 
Mr. 0. B. Nelson 
Mr. E • J • LeFevre 

RCA Corporation Mr. Irv ing K. Kessler 
Mr. C. s. Costanti no 
Mr. W i 11 i am Goodwin 
Mr. Max Lehrer 
Mr. James Osborne 
Mr. David Shore 
Mr. William Tate 

Raytheon Company Dr. Joseph F. Shea 
Mr. Steve Rowen 

Newport News Mr. John Diesel 

Shipbuilding and Mr. C. E. Dart 

Dry Dock Cc.mpany Mr. F. H. Creech 

61 ,a A 11 Members ASD( I &L) Briefing Dr. John J. Bennett 
Mr . Jack Gansler 

• 

DSMS 
MGEN John G. Albert 
LTC James R. Tichenor 

6/24 Select Group R&O Directorate, Meeting COL J. W. McKinney 

Members AMC 
Mr. Mlodozeniec 

6/25 Select Group Office, Deputy Meeting Mr. Abraham Golub 

Members Chief for Military 
Operations, Depart-
ment of the Army 



DATE 

6/26 

6/27 

7/1 

7/2 

7/2 

7/2 

7/16 

GROUP 
PARTICIPATION 

Sel ect Group 
Memb rs 

Sel ect Group 
Members 

A 11 Members 

Select Group 
Members 

Se lee t Group 
Members 

Select Group 
Merr.bers 

Select Group 
Members 

ORGANIZATION 
CONTACTED PURPOSE 

Navy 0-6, Meeting 
Pro ject Managers 

AFSC, Wright- Meeting 
Patte rson AFB, 
Ohi o 

0MB M:?.eting 

Senate Appropriati ons 
Committee Staff 

General Accounting Office 

House Armed Services 
Commi ttee Staff 

Senate Government 
Operations Corrmittee Staff 

Defense Security Meeting 
Assistance Agency 

Joint Chiefs of Meeting 
Staff 

Weapons Systems Meeting 
Evaluation Group 

DSMS Briefing 

7 

KEY 
PERSONNEL 

CAPT Hopkins - SSN 688 
CAPT Smith - REWSON 
CAPT Lock - SLCM 

LGEN Stewart - CG, ASD 
MGEN Sylvester - VCG ,A~D 
MGEN Ma t hi s 
BGEN Br i 11 
COL Stanley 
COL Thurman 
Mr. Rall 
Mr. Boykin 
Mr. Johns ton 

Mr. F. H. Dietrich 
Mr. R. F. Tri mble 
Mr. Hugh Witt 

Mr, Douglas Allen 

Mr. Richard W. Gutmann 

Mr. ~nth•.my R. Battista 
Mr. Jl-~11 J. Ford 

Mr, Lester Fettig 

Mr. Vio Jette 

GEN Anson (J-5) 

VADM E. C. Wa Iler, 111 

MGEN John G. Albert 
LTC James R. Tichenor 



GROUP ORGANIZATION KEY 
DATE PART IC IPATI ON CONTACTED PURPOS E PERSON NE L 

7 /23 Al I Mew',e rs Ass is t ant Mee ting Hon , Frank A. Shrontz 
Secretary o f t he 
Air Force for 
lns ta l lat ions an d 
Logistic 

Ass is t ant Hon . Jack L. Bowers 
Secre tary of the 
~~ avy for 
lns ta l 1.:itions dn d 
Logi s ti cs 

R presentati · e for Mr. GP.u rge Brazie r 
As s is tant Secretary 
of the Army fo r 
Ins ta ll at ions .:ind 
Logistic s 

7/30 Se lect Group PMI , Navy Meeting ADM Smith 
Members Specia l Proj ects 

7/31 Se lect Group AEGIS Project Meet ing ADM Meyer 
Membe rs Manager 

8/3 Se lect Grou p Forme r Unde r Mee ti ng Mr . Herman R. Staudt 
Membe rs Sec retary of 

the Arriy 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY Of DEFENSE 

W,UHIHGfOH, D. C. 20>01 

29 Au gust 1975 

E ORAND M TO .1EMBERS OF THE AAG 

S BJECT: S a ff Analysis of DCP / DSARC Sta tus of Maj or De fense Sy stems 

At the request of the Chai rman, the staff made the sub ject a nalysis 

which is attached. 

A major premi se f the analysis is that the cur rent {21 J uly 1975) 

DCP / DSARC status sheets of major defense systems ma·nta :ned by 

DDR&.E reflects DoD 1 s majo r acquis i tion programs , The fina ncia l 

data as to estimated acq ui s i t ion co :-: f;)r the prog rams listed in the 

DCP / DSARC status was not readi ly available . Data for only 27 programs 

were listed in the Ma r ch 1975 SAR summary published in June by the 

ASD{C). Thi'! cost data for the remainder of the prog rams was obtained 

from the Service consultants to the AAG. 

Four s e ts of assumptions were developed fo1 purpose of the 

analysis, L; ndoubtedly, other additional a ssumpti ons can be postulated. 

For the purpose of this ~aly sis, however, it is believed that the 

four c a ses adequately present alternatives and dn illuminate certain of 

the specific da ta as regards the cumnt ~;r ;•c~-=~ms . ._ 

Attachments 

Eli T. Reich, VAdm, USN (Ret) 

Executive Di1 ector 

Acquisition Advisory Group 

APP E NDIX H 



Analy sis of DCP/D~_ARC Slat 1s o f DoD 
Ma jor w,,apon Sy s lc•ms A quisit1on Programs 

Purpose of Analy si s: 

The Chairman of th e AAG, Dr. Flax, r equest d the AAG staff to 
p rfo·r n an ana ly sis o f the s tatu s of th e cu rr C'nt DoD majo r acquisition 
programs to pr opose r e~ omme ndC'd dee nl r a lizati o n o f th e op r at ion of 
th C' DSARC pr o · ss for a c e rtain proportion of thes e n:1ajo r programs to 

the Scrvic S c r e tary leve l. 

Bae kg round: 

DDR&E maintains on a quarte rly update basis outline schedule 
sheets f • all major DoD DCP/DSARC programs and for those DoD 
acquisition programs manag e d by th e Program Memoran lum process. 
The re a re currently ( re po rt elated 21 July 197 5) 80 major DCP / DSARC 
programs and 62 programs in the Program Me n1orandum status. These 
sheets r e flect current status of the various programs as to major mile­
stone decisions, state of the DCP, planned DSARC 1 s, etc. 

Financial information from the March 1975 DoD SAR Summary 
Sheets and supplementary cost data from Army, Navy, and Air Force 
was utilized in this analysis. 

Methodology: 

The DDR&E DCP/DSARC status sheets updated as of 21 July 1975 
and acquisition cost data as noted above provided the basic data. 

The 80 DCP/DSARC programs were classified in one of the 
following four c ategories: 

(l) Passed Milestone Ill 

(2) Passed Milestone II 

(3) Passed MilC'stonc I 

(➔) Pn-paring for Milestone' I 



Cases were developed with cer.tain a11umption1, with accom­

panying rationale, in regard to schemes !or decentralization of the 

DSARC proceu to the Service Secretary level. Using these a11ump­

tion1, several break downs of numbeu of progra~• to have the DSARC • 

proceu nview at O5D level and at the Service Secretary level were 

derived. • 

Statue Categories of Major Acquisition Programs: 

The 80 DCP/DSARC program• listed on the 21 J11ly edition o! the 

DDRlrE 1tatu1 sheet• is depicted a1 lollow1: 

A ·B C D 
, 

Program Pgm1 Paued Pgma Passed Pgm1 Pau,~d Pgm1 Preparin1 

Area Mile atone III Milestone II Mile1tone I for Mile atone I 

Ocean Control 5 8 6 1 

Combat Support 3 2 6 l 

Air Warfare 4 4 3 4 

Land Warfare 3 9 3 l • 

Offensive Sys. 2 2 

Defensive Sys. 1 1 

Space Sy•tem 1 1 

Tel. Com. C/C 3 2 3 

lntelligence l ---. 
Sub Total 18 26 24 12. 

Comb. Total 80 Pgma. 

The fol!_owin1 page• 1how a li1tin1 of the 80 'DCP/DSARC pro1ram1. 
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Progra1. Listed in DCP/DSARC Status .eets 
(21 July 1975) 

OCEAN CONTROL 
DCP ACQUISITION 
NO. TITLE SVC. COST 

2 S- 3A ASW ACFT N $ 3, 322 
9 DD-963 Destroyer N 3,633 
16 Aegis Weapon System N 577 27 SSN-688 Sub N 8,490 
29 Amphib Assault Ship (LHA) N 1,290 
77 Harpoon Missile N 1,590 
78 Sosus Improvement N 1,830 
85 Destroyer Helo sy·s ( LAMPS) N 2,171 
87 Captor Mine N 913 88 Phalanx CIWS ~ 836 
92 TASS/TACTLASS (ETAS) N 800 
96 Acoustic Sensor (ASW Acft) N 1,000 
97 Patrol Frigate N 6,773 104 Sub Sonar System N 1,260 
109 Surface Effects Ship_ (SES) N 597 110 Nato Patrol Hydrofoil Ship N 1,264 
130 Low Cost EW Suite N 220 134 Major Surface Combatant (CSGN) N 6,500 
137 Surv Towed Array Sensor (SURTAS) N 486 
149 Navy Guided Projectile Prog N 260 

COMBAT SUPPORT 

5 AWACS AF 3,716 13 Utility Transport (UTT AS) A 3,617 26 E-2C N 1,291 63 Heavy Lift Helo (HLH) A 219 79 Landing Control Cntrl (TPN-19) .AF 117 86 Tactical Operations System A 76 • 
94 Improved CH- 53 N · 585 131 VCS (COD) N 395 139 -CH-47 Modernization A 1,344 140 HXM N 106 150 C-5A MOD AF 530 151 C-141 Stretch · AF 677 



AJR WA RF ARE 
DC P ACQ UISITION 
NO. TITLE SVC. COST 

14 Condor N 42 3 
19 F-15 Acft AF lU , 815 
60 F-14/Phoenix N 8, 701 
80 Internationa l Ftr AF 430 
89 Sparrow Missie (AIM-7F) N 719 N ~ 

532 AF 
90 Improved Sidewinder (AIM-9L) N 241 AF~ 

156 N 
93 HARM N 494 
126 TAC Manned Spt. JAM Acft. (EF-111) AF 632 
129 Precision Locat Strike Sys (PLSS) AF 551 
132 Pershing II A 917 
141 Navy Ftr. Prototype (VF AX) N 13,430 
142. TASES . N 600 
143 Air Combat Ftr. ( F-16) AF 4,158 
152 Compass Cope AF 417 

LAND WARFARE 

12 Tac fire A 294 
17 Maverick Missile AF 763 
.23 Close Supp. Acft (A-10) AF 3,160 
30 Mech Infantry Combat Veh (MICV) A • 401 
so SAM-D Missile A 5,603 
72 Lance Missile A 854 
81 Veh Rapid Fire Weap Sys (VRFWS-S) A 144 
95 SHORAD Missile - Roland System A 1, 120 
103 Close Air Spt (CAS) Gun AF 175 
114 Stinger A 663 
115 Dragon A 709 
117 New MBT (XM-1) A 4,454 
118 Hellfire A 454 
119 Cannon Launched Guided Projectile A 769 
123 Adv. Attack Helo A 2,836 
145 Adv. Scu•Jt Helo A 989 



OFFENSIVE SYSTEMS 
DCP ACQUISITION 

NO. ' TITLE SVC COST 

5Z B-1 Acft AF 20,603 

67 Trident N 15,858 

1Z5 Sea Launched Cruise Missile N 2,510 

136 Air Launched Cruise Missile AF 1, ozz 

DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS 

49 0TH Radar AF 248 

148 Adv Tanker Cargo Aircraft AF 3,065 

SPACE & ADVANCED SYSTEMS 

133 Navstar Global Positioning Sys AF 163 

147 Space Shuttle Util AF 986 

DIR TELECOMM & COMM ·& CONTROL SYS 

44 • Adv Airborne Cmd Post (AABNCP) 482 

99 Fleet Sat Comm N 652 

100 AF SATCOM II AF 662 

135 AN/ TTC- 39 Switch A 1,016 

144 DSCS Ill (UHF Space Segment) AF 416 

146 ELF Commun.cations N 534 

ASD/INTELLIGENCE 

113 Cobra Dane AF 53 



Case W 

Assumptions: 

1. The DepSecDef should h a ve the DSARC process ·review at the 

OSD level for those prog rams considered by the Services to be their 

" first 5'' or, their programs of s ingular interest both in the Military 

Departments and in OSD / OM B/ GAO /Congre ss. 

2. The DepSecDef should add to this list of prog rams for r e view 

at the OSD level such other ma jor acquisition programs as he deems 

singular or needing special handling. . 

Rationale: 

(a) The Military Departments h~ve informally designated certain 

of their major acquisition programs ·as being "special " or " top of their 

list" or "must programs" or some such appellations. The Services 

are very reluctant to prioritize all their major acquisition programs -

but, among equals, do suggest at times certain programs that are "more 

equal" than others. The reason for this ambivalence is understandable. 

Where certain programs are concerned, however, it is not difficult 

in a given MUitary Department to find genuine expressions of the 

importance of these programs to the Service as a whole. 

(b) It is reasonable for the DepSecDef to share with the Servjce 

Secretaries their appreciation of the status ranking of their major 

weapons acquisition programs. 

(c) Under assumption #2 above, the DepSecDef has opportunity 

to add to the · Service identified programs such other programs that 

special OSD considerations suggest should be reviewed at the OSD 

level. 

Analysis: 

In discussions with Service representatives (the Service Consultants 

to the AAG) the following breakdown of top interest programs was elicited. 



ARMY{5) 

UTTAS 
MJCV 
SAM-D Ms le. 
MDT (XM-l) 
Adv A tt. He lo. 

NAVY{l0) 

DD 96 3 D stroyer 
Aegis We apon System 
SSN 688 Sub . 
Harpoon Msle. 
Patrol Frigate (PF) 
Maj. Surf. omb. (CSGN) 
Navy Fighte r (VF AX) 
Trident 
Sea Launched Cruis Msle. 
Fleet SAT Comm. 

AIR FORCE(5) 

AWACS 
ACFTR (F-1 6) 
CSA (A-10) 
Cl. Air Support Gun 
!3-IA/C 

The AAG staff suggests the following additional programs might 
be added by DepSecD f: 

ARMY{l) 

SHORAD 
( Roland Sys) 

Conclusion: 

NAVY(3) 

F-14 Phoenix 
Surface Effects Ship (SES) 
ELF Comm. 

AIR FORCE(3) 

F-15 
0TH Radar 
Nav Star Global 

Posit. Sys. 

Under the assumptions of Case W, the OSD principals would conduct 
the DSA RC process for 27 prog rams and the Service Secretaries would 
accomplish the balance at the Military Department level. 
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Case X 

Ass umpti ons: 

l. Th DSARC r cvi w pr occ s shou ld b • co nduct ·d at th S ·r v ice 

S cre t a r y l<, vc.:l fo r a ll maJ r a c quisiti o n pr og r ams at Mi l ·s t o ne l, i. e ., 

P r og 1·am ln it ia t i n. 

2. Th DS/1.RC r v iew process hou ld b 

le v l for al l major pr g r ams at Mi l stone 11, i . 

Dev lopm nt. 

c onduct e d a t th• OSD 

. , Full S .al 

3. Th e DSARC r v iew pr oc ss should be conducte d a t the 

Se rvic Se c r e tary le vc l 

Ill, i. e ., Produc t ion/D 

Rationale : 

for all n ajo r ac q uisition pr og r ams at Miles tone 

ployme nt. 

1. If th e S c Def s tructu r s the front e nd of th e ma j or systems 

acquis ition proc ss so that t he Sc-c Def has oppo r tuni t y tor v iew th e 

mission n ds/d e fic ie nc i s of th e Se r v ices a nd to for ma lly approve/ 

disappr ove such n ds/d ficienci e s and sub s que ntly has control throug h 

DDR& E o ve r fun d' ng o f R &D co nce pt st udi es toward I ting then d, 

then it is r easona ble to s ugg es t that the Se r vice Sec r e tary s hould b e 

delegat ed the r es ponsibtlity to formally advis e th D pS c D f wheth r 

or not a ne w prog ra m s hould b e initiate d. In a s e ns e , the Sec D f hou ld 

not try to ove rly in h ib it th e initiation of pr og r ams that sPem to have 

promis e of satisfying an approved Se cDe f mission ne ed . 

2. On th e oth e r hand, at Mile stone Ila ma j o r omm itm e nt i s 

being made. Th e r e is (or should be ) much m o r e ce rtain ty as to the 

parame ters of the s pe cific a c q uis ition pr og r am as t o pc- rfor m an 

characteri s tics , sc hedu le and costs . It is at th is M ilesto ne that th 

Se cDe f s hould be "cold-blooded " about killing pr og rams ior he ha s 

much v isibility and c an more r e adily assess t he o ,·L· r ali r isk i l1\·o h · d 

and truly r eexamine th e r c quircmC' nt in a meaningful wa\', l.t.'., he 

now c an mor e pragmatica lly ask and ans,v e r the qt1('S ti o n, " l s it w o rth 

it ? II 

3. From :Vl i kst o ne 11 t o ~1 ill' s t o nt' Ill, tlw St•rv icl' St•cretary has 

bt' t' n <' xt.·cu t ing a 11 ,a _io r a c q uisi t iPn prt 1).! r ,1n 1, t ht' paran 1<· t t' r ~ of ,,. 1ich 

a n · well k nown a nd hi s pr o).! l'L' SS in t his pr ug ra1 n i s bci n).! rq> o rt cd lll'J a 



frequ e nt, periodic basis to the OSD and to the DepSec Dc f. Th e recom­

mendation as to "whether " the program should pass Mil e stone lll, i. e ., 

go into r,roduction and deployme nt, it seems should initiate with th e 

principal line executive who has been entruste d with carrying the program 

from Mile stone ll onward. 

Analysis: 

l. Of the 80 major weapon acquisition programs currently 

involved in the DCP / DSARC process: 

18 hav.e passed Milestone ill 
26 have passed M ilestone 11 and are preparing for Ill 

24 have passed Milestone 1 and are preparing for 11 

12 have not yet passed Mile stone I 

Total 80 major acquisition programs 

Conclusion: 

Under the assumptions of Case X then, th~ OSD principals would 

conduct the DSARC process for 24 programs and the Service Secre­

taries would accomplish the balance at the military department level. 

The 24 programs that are awaiting Mile stone 11 DSARC' s are: 

ARMY (8) 

UTTAS 
Heavy Lift Helo. 
Tactical Ops. Sys. 
CH-47 Modernization 
Pershing II 
MBT (XM-1) 
Hellfire 
Adv. Att. Helo. 

. NAVY (11) 

Destroyer Helo. Sys. (Lamps) 
Phalanx ClWS 
TASS/ TACT LASS (ET AS) 
Acoustic Sensor (ASW NC~lj 
Surf. Effects Shi_p (SES') 
Maj. Surf. Cornb. ~SGN) 
vex ~oQ 
HARM 
Navy Ftr. :VFAX) 
Sea Launched Cruise Msle. 
ELF Comm. 

! -IP. FORCE (5) 

C-5AMod. 
Ah Launched 

Cruise Missile 
0TH Radar 
NAVSTAR Global 

Positioning Sys. 
DSC S111 (UHF 

Space Segment) 



Case Y 

:~ssumptions: 

1. The DSA RC r eview proc ess should be conducted a t the OSD 

le ve l for those majo r prog rams wh ose cumulati ve estimated total 

acqui sition costs repre se nt 50% or mo re of the tota l DoD ma j o r ac­

quisition s ystem s cos t. 

2. On an exception ba sis the DepSecDef woul<l desi gnate additional 
m a jor a cquisition progra m s encountering signifi ca nt cost increases 

for r eview at the OSD l evel. 

:1.ti onale: 

(a) In the dec entralization of the DSARC proc e ss to th E: Service 

Secretary level, there is a logic in insuring that those programs 

that ar c retair, ,~d for review a: the OSD level shou ld represent the high 

dollar value prog rams. 

(b) Under assumption #2, the DepSecDef retains the flexibility 

to gain more immediate visibility utilizing the OSD staff in programs 

meri t ing speci a l attention, 

Analysis: 

1. Cost estimates for 77 of the 80 programs listed in the DDR& E 
DCP/ DSARC status sheets {of 21 July 1975) were determined. Of the 

remaining three programs, one program has been cancelled, and for 

two programs - TAC NET RADIOS (Army) and SEC URE VOI CE PHASE 

ll (DCA) - cost estimates were not available. The total amount of the 

cost estimates for the 77 programs was $171. 4 3 billion. 

2. If we take the high dollar value major defense acquisition systems, 

we would arrive at a program selection for OSD DSARC review as follows: 



ARMY 
SAM-D Missile $5,603 Mil 
New MBT (XM-1) 4,454 

$10,057 

NAVY 
Trident $15,858 Mil 

avy Ftr(VFAX) 13,430 
F -14 / Phoenix 8,701 
SSN-688 8,490 
PF 6, 773 
CSGN 6,500 
Aegis 577 

$60,329 

B-1 
F-15 
F-H, 

AF 
$20,603 Mil 

l 0, 815 
4,158 

$35,576 

The estimated acq.i isition cost ($106, 0 billion) of these selected programs 
amounts to 61 . 8% of the estimated cost of 77 of the 80 programs. It is, however, a very unbalanced distribution concerning division of programs among the Services. 

3. As another approach, i.f the major programs listed under Case W 
(the programs of top interest to the Services) were chosen fo1! · OSD DSARC: 
review, the estimated acquisition costs are as follows: 

ARMY 
UTTAS $3,617 
MICV 401 
SAM- D ·Msle. 
Adv Att Helo 
XM-1 

5,603 
2,836 
4,454 

$16, 911 

Dollars in Millions 
NAVY 

DD 963 $ 3,633 
Aegis 577 
SSN 688 8,490 
HARPOON 1, 590 
PATROL FRIG 6, 773 
CSGN 6,500 
VFAX 13,430 
Trident 15, 858 
SLC M sle 5, 510 
Flt Sat Comm 652 --

$60,013 

AF 
AWACS 
F-16 
A-10 
C/Air Sup Gun 
B/1 

$ 3, 716 
4,158 
3,160 

175 
20,603 

$3~1 

4. The cost and percentage break down of the Service's selected programs is: 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

Selected Programs 
$16,911 

60,013 
3 1, 8 12 

$1~736 

2 

63. 5% 
66.4% 
58. 2% 
63. 4% 

Total Programs 
$26,479 
90,336 
54,614 

$171,429 



Conclusion: 

1. Under the assumptions of alterr.ate Case Y, the OSD would conduct 
the DSARC process for 20 prog rams. These 20 prog rams would constitute 
63 . 4% of the dollar value of the total estimated acquisition costs for 
77 of the 80 programs listed on the cur-rent DOR& E DCP / DSARC sta tus 
sheets for major defense systems, 
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Case Z 

Assumpti ons: 

1. The DSARC process should be conducted at the OSD level 

for those m ajor acquisition prog rams for which SAR reports arc submitted 

to the c ·ong ress. 

2. On an exception basis , the DepSecDef should des ig nate for OSD 

level DSARC review at Milestone II certain high dollar value acquisition 

program s. 

Rationale: 

~-
(a) ~ 1-Ibe DepSecDef and the DSARC Principals are the foci in the 

perspecti_ve of activities outside the. DoD as representing the top DoD 

management for SAR programs. These activi.tie .· include the 0MB, 

GAO, Congressional Committee s, and the gener,. 1. public. If the SAR 

represents a top level management system, then it seems logical that 

the acquisition programs subject to SAR reporting should be reviewed at 

the OSD level. 

(b) Under assumption #2, the DepSecDef retains flexibility to 

gain more immediate visibility of certain programs in anticipation rf 

their eventual SAR statu·s. 

Analysis: 

1. Of the 80 DCP/DSARC programs shown on the DDR&E current 

status sheets, 27 are listed in the official SAR Program Acquisition Cost 

Summary for March 31, 1975, maintained by the OSD(C) and publishe d 

on 23 June 1975. 

These 27 prog rams with estimated acquisition costs are as follows: 



$ i n Millions 

Lance $ 854 J-.:- 2C $ 1, 291 A-10 $ 3, 160 
SAM D 5,603 F -14 / Phoenix 8,701 B-1 20,603 
HLH 219 S-3A 3,222 F -5E 430 
UT T AS 3, 617 AEGIS 577 AWACS 3, 716 
MICV · 401 HA RPOON 1, 590 AAB NCP 482 
AAH 2,8 36 Sidewind e r AIM9 L 15 6 Maverick 763 

XM-1 4 l 4 54 Sparrow AI M-7 F 789 S~dewinde r 241 
$17 l 984 Trident 15,858 Sparrow 532 

SSN 688 8,490 $29l 927 
DD 963 3,633 
LHA 1,290 
PF 6,773 
PHM .....L_264 

$ 531634 

2. Total estimated acquisiti on costs for these 27 programs 
is $101. 5 5 bill i on. This is 59. 2% of the total estimated costs for 77 of 
the 80 programs li s ted in the DDR&E DCP/DSARC status sheets. 

Conclusion: 

Under the as 3umptions of Case Z, the OSD principals v.ould conduct 
the DSA RC process for '?,7 programs and the Service Secretaries would 
accomplish the balance. These 27 programs represent more than SO% 
of the estimated acquisition cost s of the major defense programs 
currently listed in DDR&E's DCP/DSARC status sheets. 
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