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EXECUTIVE SUT~ URY

The recent trend towards decentralized decision making

within DOD increases the importance of thorough program re-

views within the Navy. OPNAVINST 5O3O.4c~A identifies the

program review process as ‘...the principal means for moni-

toring acquisition programs. ...” and establishes levels of

decision authority for program review and ap~roval based on

funding thre sholds. The advocacy role of the program mana ger

is balanced at the major  milestone decision points by the

broader awareness of those in higher management positions.

SECNAV, CNO , C]~M, and the Systems C ommand s have established

review boards in order to ensure adequate consideration of

all disciplines and functions inherent in managing a program.

While the philosophical approach to decision making varies

depending on the military or civilian orientation of the re-

view board , In all case s, the decision make r relies greatly

on the corporate recommendation s of the boerds. Board members,

in turn, are influenced by their staff assistants who gather

info~ netion , identify issues, and foiinulate positions. The

use of staff pe rsonnel conserves the reviewing authorities’

time , but results in a proliferation of ore—briefings which

burden the program manager.

Yet , the successful program manage r finds ways of coping

with the review process and the a t tendant  requests for infor-

mation. Manage rs turn pre—briefings to their advantage by
using them as a mean s of detez~uin ing the concerns of higher 



management and as sounding boards for their own proposals.

Most managers agree that the review process provides good

exposure and an opportunity to sell their programs.

This paper examines the review process at each level of

decicion authority, discusses the relation of the milestone

review process with the Plann ing, Programming and Budge t ing

System , and assesses the impact of program reviews on the

orogram manager.
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

Within the Navy one of the primary means of providing information

for management decisions regarding acquisition program annroval is the

formal program review. This paper discusses the milestone review process

outlined in OPNAVINST 5000.42A (Weapon Systems Selection and Planning).

It compares the obj ectives of program reviews and the varying nhilosnhical

approaches taken by reviewing authorities at different organizational

levels. In addition, the paper examines the imnact of the review process

on the program manager .

The nrograni reviews discussed herein are conducted by groups outsh 1e

the program office . The mechan i sms by which a nrograin manager determines

the status of his own program are worthy of a separate naper. Similarly,

the reviews associated with the Planning, Programming , and Budgeting System

(PPBS) are so extensive as to warrant separate consideration . h owever, the

paper does discuss briefly the relation of the mi lestone review proce~c with

the annual PPBS cycle since decisions macic in each arena must be coordinated .

OPNAVINST 5000.42A categorizes ‘4avv programs and i(lentifies the

organizational levels which have decision authority for each category.

The paper discusses the specific reviews in ascendin~ order of c1ecis~nn

authority. In addition, the paper addresses ‘avil ~1ateria1 Comm~~d and

Naval Sea Systems Command reviews which lead up to and provide information

for the actual milestone decision reviews. - 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The issuance of the new 5000 series DO!) Directives, the change in 110!)

leadership and the NAVMAT reorganization have caused changes in the Navy

program review process over the last few months. Additional changes are

anticipated as a result of the contemplated realignment of the SECNA~
organization and the recc~ nendat ions of the Phase IV Panel on Imnrovin g

Management of Acquisition in the Naval ‘laterial Command. It is honed

that these changes will lead to more effective use of the program review

as a management tool. 

- - - - - - -- -. - - - - ~ _ - - - - - _
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SECTION II

PROGRAM RENIEWS AS MANAGEHENT iDOLS

Management theorists traditionally consider the functions of planning,

directing and controlling as basic elements in the process of managing.

These functions encomnass the definition of goals and objectives, the

determination of the methods to accomplish the goals and the means by

which the organization verifies the relevance of the goals and ensures

that they are being achieved. While planning, directing and controll ing

are discrete, sequential activities, they are carried on continuously

with each function overlapping and affecting the other. Within the

Department of Defense and the Navy , program reviews are used as a means

of accomplishing the three basic manageitent functions.

While detailed plann ing is carried out prior to a formal review , it

is during the review that the decision maker authenticizes the goals and

approves the plans to attain them. Koontz and O’Donnell state that

“decision making-the selection from among alternative courses of action-

is at the core of planning.”1 The acquisition management reviews

discussed herein are primarily decision rather than status reviews.

Briefers are required to present viable alternative approaches for the

continuation of the program. Their recommended approach is outlined in

a planning document. Reviewing officials discuss and assess the proposed

plans. The decision maker approves the planning document or directs that

it be revised . He gives instructions which serve as short-term nlannthg

guidelines to influence the actions of the program managers until the

next program review. 

- - - - - ----~~~~~  -- -~~~~~
- - - - --. -~~~~ --- ~~~~-



As he approves plans and gives instructions for carrying them out

the decision maker is performing the function of directing . Effective

d irection is dependent upon clear plans and “...assumes that managers are

sure of their course and that authority delegations and relationships

are definite. ”2 Yet , one of the findings of the 1975 Navy Marine Corps

Acquisition Review Committee (NMARC) was that there is ‘Inadequate

definition and interpretation of the acquisition management roles of

the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OS!)), the Office of the Chief

of Naval Operations (OPNAV) and the Naval Material Command (NAVMAT)

resulting in excessive and counter-productive involvement of higher

staff levels in the direct management of weapon system acquisition

programs.”3 This finding is corroborated by program managers and OPNAV

officials who experience a multitude of pre-reviews by OSI) and Navy

secretariat staffs before briefing the final decision maker. The con-

flicting direction provided at the prehriefs frustrates the program

manager and lengthens his preparation time for the program review.

The program review process affords the DOD/Navy decision maker a

method of program control. He is able to measure the accomplishment of

events against standards and objectives defined in earlier nians. The

Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP), the Procurement Plan (PP), the

Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TE’-IP) and other documents are used

as bases of comparison with actual performance , costs arid schedules.

The decision maker attempts to correct deviations from the nlans by

setting new goals, formulating new nians or adjusting resources to

support the plans. This action closes the management loop and allows

the acquisition process to continue.

~
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The program review is utilized as a management technique for planning ,

direct ing , and controlling nearly all Navy acquisition programs . Yet ,

while the same management concepts are applicable to all programs , the

organizational level of attention and the formality of the reviews vary. F
To adequately manage hundreds of acquisition programs, the Navy follows

the principle of management by exception . OPNAVINST 5000.42A defines

the program thresholds and the associated management review process.

_ 



SECTION III

IDENTIFICATION OF DECISION AI~~!ORITY IN il-fE NAVY

OPNAVINST S000.42A (Weapon Systems Selection and Planning) states

that “the principal means for monitoring acquisition programs is the

P ogram Review process.” The instruction recognizes the management

by exception practice by indicating that “reviews are conducted at

levels consistent with the program decision authority for each nrogram.”

Navy programs are divided into four Acquisition Categories (ACATs) to

facilitate effective management and review. A specific level of decision

authority and specific acquisition procedures and responsibili ties are

assigned for each category as fol lows:

1. ACAT I - This category coincides with the DOD Directive 5000.1

(Major System Acquisitions) “major program” designation . Programs in this

category are designated by SECDEF based on recommendations by DO!) Component

Heads or OSD Officials. The primary consideration in such a designation is

program cost, $75 million in Research, Development, Test and Evaluation

(RDThE) or $300 million in production funds. The decision authority for

A4CAT I programs is the SECDEF/I)EPSECDEF. ACAT I nrograns are documented

by a Mission Element Need Statement (MENS) and a Decision Coordinating

Paper (DCP).

2. ACAT II - This category includes three tvnes of programs:

a. Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV) designated programs for

which SECNAV is the decision authority. Such programs will be documented

by a Navy Decision Coordinating Paper (NT1CP) and a MJiNS.

L... _ _ _ _



ACQUISITION CATEGORIE S

ACAT DESIGNATED BY NOMINAL DOLLAR VALUE THJ~ESHOLD OTHER CRITERIA

RDT~E PRODUCTION

SECDEF or $75M $300M Lesser programs
DEPSE~DEF designated by

SEUJEF or DEPSECDEF.

II DSARC principal $20M $ SOM Lesser programs
SEcNAV, or CNO recoiimended by

cHNAVMAT , Op-O9O ,
Op-O98, or pro-
gram sponsor
(DCNO/]IvISO) .

111* Program Sponsor $ 5M $ 20M Lesser programs
recommended by
CHNAVMAT, Op-O 9O ,
Op-098, or
Developing Agency
(DA) .

(i-INAVMAT Includes all pro-
grains not designated
ACAT- I , II , or I I I .

* NCYrE : Programs below the ACA T-I ll dollar threshold will normally be
designated ACAT-Ill if:

a. They directly affect the military cha racteristics of ships ,
aircraft , or other cothatant units ; or

b. They require OT~E to support key program decisions ; or

c. They require Fleet RDT~E 
Support.7



b. Programs with an estimated RJIT~E cost of between $20 and

$75 million or an estimated production cost of between $50 and $300 million .

This type also includes programs designated by CNn , CNM , Director of Navy

Program Planning (OP-090), Director of RLTI’P~F (OP- 098) or Pro~’ram Sponsors .

For these programs the (NO is the decision authority and an ~4!JCP serves

as the controlling document.

c. Ship acquisition programs not requiring DSARC review

as determined by SECDEF and SECNAV. CNO serves as the decision authority

and the NDCP documents program decisions.

(OPNAVINST 5000.42A identifies a fourth type of ACAT II program

for which the decision authority is a DSARC Principal and which is

documented by a Program Memorandum. This type of program is no longer

recognized by DODD 5000.1. Existing Program Memoranda are to be

redesignated as NDCP programs controlled by SECNAV unless specific action

is taken by SECDEF to designate them as DCI’ programs. ‘ )

3. ACAT III - Programs below the ACAT II level which have

estimated R1YF~E costs between $5 and $20 million and estimated production

costs between $20 and $50 million are included. In addition,prograins

designated by CNO, OP-090, OP-098, or the Developing Agency (flA) may he

ACAT III. Programs which fall below ACAT III funding thresholds but

which directly affect the military characteristics of ships and aircraft,

and which require Operational Test and Evaluation (OT~E) or fleet Rt1I~E

support are designated ACAT III. The decision authority is the program

sponsor and the NDCP documents the program.

S
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4. ACAT IV - This category includes all programs not in ACAT I,

II, or III. The Chief of Naval Material (CNM) or his designated subordinate

serves as the decision authority. ACAT IV programs require NDCPs. 
.

•~

OP-098 publishes a quarterly listing of all Navy acquisition programs,

by ACAT. The 25 April 1977 ACAT Index identifies a total of 699 programs.

Of these, 82 are classified as ACAT I, 233 are ACAT II, 281 fall into the

ACAT III category and 103 are ACAT IV.5

DOD Directive 5000.1 states that “the system acquisition process is

a sequence of specified phases of program activity and decision events

directed to the achievement of established program objectives....” It

outlines four key milestones at which the decision maker can initiate,

increase, decrease, redirect or terminate program commitments for major

programs. The decision points are:

Program Initiation - Milestone 0

Demonstration and Validation - Milestone I

Full-Scale Engineering Develoilnent - Milestone II

Production and Deployment - Milestone III

Decisions regarding the latter three Milestones are made as a result of

formal program reviews.

The Navy recognizes the significance of these milestones and applies

the same requirements for program reviews for ACAT II, III , and IV programs.

In addition, special reviews may be held when matters perceived as

jeopardizing program success become evident during periods between major

milestone reviews.

_ _ _  _ _  _  _ _  _ _ _
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Despite the fact that program acquisition categories are defined,

decision authorities are designated and decision milestones are

established by the OPNAVINST, the review process is not carried out

with precise formality for all categories of programs. In fact there

is no universally agreed upon means of determining what constitutes

an acquisition program. There is not necessarily a one to one relation-

ship between R1YI’~E project numbers or program element line items and

specific tasks which constitute acquisition programs. Many programs

are funded through more than one budget line item particularly during

advanced development and even during early engineering development.

Because of this, one can not easily estimate the magnitude of funding

associated with the project and thus it is difficult to determine the

appropriate acquisition category.

There is disagreement within the Systems Commands, NAVMAT and OPNAV

as to the appropriate basis for defining ACATs. Some officials feel

that the need for O1ZE or fleet RIYF~E support should not be the dominant

factor in determining ACAT III programs, outweighing funding thresholds

and program risk. While funding levels are relatively good indicators

of program complexity they should not be used in place of an analysis of

the criticality of the program when determining acquisition categories.

An example of a program for which risk was not adequately considered

when the ACAT was assigned and the decision authority determined is the

Major Caliber Lightweight Gun (M LI~ ). Based on funding levels, the

program was designated ACAT II with (N) as the decision authority. When

the program experienced difficulties during Operational Evaluation (OPEVAL) ,

_ _ _  
.4



the newspapers publicized the problems. This led Congress to request a

GAO investigation. Not only was SECDEF unprepared for questions, but

SECNAV and (NO did not have a coordinated position on how to resolve the

problems. Because of the high- level attention now focused on the program

the decision authority has been raised to the SFCDEF level. Incidents

such as this point out the need not only for judgement in assigning

decision authority but for thorough understanding of program issues and

a coordinated stand on program alternatives by Navy officials at the

time of major program events or milestones.

Both (NO and SECNAV staff members recognize that the current

situation which vests decision authority for ACAT II programs in two

officials (SECNAV and (NO) is undesirable. For this reason, and to

bring Navy program reviews and documentation in line with DOD!) 5000.1

which no longer refers to Program Memoranda, OPNAV officials plan to

revise OPNAVINST 5000.42A. They anticipate that for each ACAT there

will be a single specified decision authority. 



ThE RELATION BEThEEN 11IE MILESTONE REVIEW P!~OCESS AND ThE PPBS

Management decisions within the Navy and 1)01) regarding nrogram

initiation, restructuring and continuation must he validated or

confi rmed in two separate arenas, the acquisition milestone review

process and the Planning, Programing and Budgeting System (PPBS).

As with any dynamic organi zation DOD and Navy receive inputs of

resources and return products and services as an output . The money

gathering function is governed by the PPBS and is separate from the

spending function which is monitored and guided by the acquis ition

program review process. In order for a program to continue through

its acquisition cycle without major setbacks or interruptions, it must

be supported with the complementary decisions in both arenas. As stated

in DOD!) 5000.1, “Secretary of Defense Milestone decisions to initiate

system acquisitions or to redirect the program do not authorize the

commitment of funds. Appropr iate action will he taken to reflect

the decision in the PPBS documentation for budget approval and fundin g .”

The Ship Acquisition Reef Points Handbook connares the PPBS review

process with the milestone review process. The PPBS reviews determine

the requirements which are included in the DOD budget request which is

forwarded to Congress for funding. During the PP~S reviews a program

“is challenged as to its necessity and validity as part of the total

(DOD/Navy) program , and its priority among other requirements in the

PPB system .” In contrast, during the milestone review process , the

“examination is focused on the merits of the program itself, and

not on its merits as part of a total service program.”

_ _ _   ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ A~-
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Milestone Review decisions do not always coincide with the PPRS

cycle. “The DCP/DSARC process augments PPRS by addressing issues

related to the progress of individual defense system programs, and

ensures timely SECDEF review. This review is related.. .to the

individual program schedule rather than to the PPI3S schedule. SECDEF

(and Navy) decisions made through the DCP/DSARC process must he

reflected in the Five Year Defense Plan (FYDP), and should be accomplished

...during the Program Objective Memoranda (P(~)/Issue Paper/Program Decision

Memoranda (PI~4) process , depending on when the DCP/DSARC related decision

is made. ”6

The ~4ARC recognized the potential disruption to Navy programs

and objectives which could be caused by conflicting decisions in the

two areas and cautioned that, “Overall goals must be well defined

in relation to OS!) guidance and projected resources in order that 051)

top-level commitment can be secured similarly through the DSARC and

PPBS process. ”7 In order to determine how the Navy could effectively

implement ~~I~RC recommendations regard ing system acqu isi tion , a Navy

Systems Acquisition Steering Group chaired by OP-098 was organized

within OPNAV.8 One of the Steering Group ’s tasks concerns coordination

of the PPBS and DCP/DSARC systems. While decisions are not

automatically coordinated between the systems , there are interfaces

between them particularly in the area of support ing documentation .

The PPBS and Milestone Review process are linked at the time of

Program Initiat ion by the Operational Requiremen ts (OR) document and

the Mission Element Need Statement (ME~’IS) . rt is anticinated that the

13



HENS will bridge the money gathering and snending functions. In response

to and in accordance with the Planning and Programing Guidance (PPG) issued

by SECDEF as part of the PPB.S process , the Services submit statements

of mission needs (HENS) and request permission to explore alternative

solutions to the mission needs. SF,CDEF approval of the MENS Constitutes

program initiation or Milestone 0 in the milestone review process.

The HENS is a DOD document and is prepared for ACAT r (and selected

ACAT II) programs only. However, the Navy is attempting to utilize the

Operational Requirement document (OR) in the same bridging function for

ACAT II-IV programs. OP-090 prefers to assign budget Program Element

(PE) numbers after there is an approved OR for a program. Thus, the

OR marks the formal recognition of a program in the PPB.S process and it

also begins the requirements determination arid approval process. ORs for

ACAT I and other significant programs are reviewed by the CN() F.xecutive

Board (CEB) or its subpanels and are subsumed by DCPs , or NPCPs which are

approved at Milestone 1.

To ensure that the two review and decision processes are

complementary , the program manager, working through his OPNAV Program

Sponsor should attempt to schedule CEB/DNSARC reviews so that decisions

resulting therefrom can be incorporated in the yearly P(!’1 cycle. ‘The

Program Spoi~sor is responsible for insuring that SECT)E F decisions based

on DSARCs and SECNAV or (NO decisions based on DNSARCs and CF.Bs are

fully funded during the 040 Program Analysis Memorandum (CPAM)/RIM

process , and that funding levels are in conformance with the decision

previously made.”9 Program milestone decisions which are not

14
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synchronized with the POM cycle and which require changes to the

FYDP must be accommodated by means of a Program Change Request (PCR).

Funds must be reprogranined within the Navy and the program manager

risks a delay if his program is not of sufficient priority to warrant

reprogranining. In some instances CEB/ARC (Acquisition Review Council)

decisions have not been upheld in the PPBS process. In such cases, the

program manager must restructure his program and go back through briefing

cycle to obtain ARC/CEB approval of his revised program. Obviously this

adds to his briefing schedule. 
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SECTION V

AC(~JISITION CATEGORY IV PROGRA~ 3

The number of ACAT IV Programs is limited by definition , since a

program is placed in category III regardless of its low dollar value

if it requires OT~E or Fleet RDT~E sunport. Nevertheless , the OPNAV

ACAT List identifies 103 ACAT IV items. OPNAVINST 5000.42A requires

that these programs be formally reviewed in waYs similar to those

employed by higher level programs .

The Navy Test and Evaluation (T~E) community , led by the Commander ,

Operational Test and Evaluation Force (CO~flVrEVFflR) and the Director,

Test and Evaluation I)ivision (OP-983) has been instrumental in determining

the decision authority in formalizing the review procedures for ACAT I I I

and IV programs. The need for OT~E is the determin ing factor in

assigning decision authority for low dollar value programs. This enables

C~4)PTEVFOR to preserve his direct access to (NO for decisions on ThE

matters. Following OP-983’s lead, the NAVMAT TE~E Coordinator established

procedures for review and approval of ACAT IV programs.

NAVMATINST 3960.6A (Test and Evaluation) requires that Systems

Comands and CNM designated Program Managers (1~.ts) establish Program

Review Boards for ACAT IV programs. These Boards are to serve as the

decision making bodies which approve ACAT IV programs for Progression

to the next milestone and approve recommendations (to OP-98) for

certification of technical readiness for Operational Evaluation

(OPEVAL) for ACAT I , II , and III programs. Boards are to be chaired

by the SYSCOM C~iinander or his Deputy. To ensure that all functional

-- -~~~~~ - - - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~ -- --~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~A
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areas are represented in the program review. Board members will he

drawn from the following areas:

1. SYSCOM/PM project off ice

2. Material acquisition or reliability/maintainability

3. Logistics support

4. Research and development

5. Financial management

6. Test and evaluation

The three Systems Commands affected by the NAV’~T In struction ,

NAVAIR, NAVELEX , and NAVSFA, have issued imnlementing instructions .*

However , actual implementation has proceeded slowly . Systems Commands

have been concerned with the increased amount of work caused by the

program reviews. Not only have program managers objected to the need

for an acquisition review in addition to the previously established

budget and procurement reviews, bitt also ton management at the Directorate

level and above has expressed a desire to minimize the amount of time

spent at formal Board meetings. Two of the SYSC(~~s , NAVAIR and NAVST~A .

have lowered the level of Board Chairman from the SYSCOM Commander to

a Directorate level official. In these cases the Board recommends

actions to the Commander/Vice Commander who retain decision-makinc~

authority.

* NAVELEXINST 3960.3 of 18 May 1976, suhj : Test and Evaluation

NAVSEAINST 3960.2 of 21 December 1976, suhi : Test and Evaluation

NAVAIR~JTE 5420 of 7 Sent 1976, stibj : Establishment of the NAVAIR
Acquisition Program Review Board 

•~~~~~ - _ _ _ _ _  _ _  _ _  _ _
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Another factor which has quelled any enthusiasm the Commands may

have had for activating the Review Boards is the relative meaninglessness

of their production decision authority. NAVMATT NST 3960 .6A clearly states ,

‘Program decision authority for A~AT IV programs is delegated to the

add ressees. ’ Yet , NAVMATINST 4 7 20 .1 (Approval of Systems and Equinment

for Service u se  (ASIJ) ) retains authority for ASU wi thin NAVitIVI’. Aporoval

for Service Use is the primary consideration on which production approva l

is based. Thus, the SYSCOMs feel their production decision is merely

a “pro forma” acceptance of a NAVMAT decision.

Up to this time none of the Systems Commands has used its Program

Review Board extensively as a tool for managing ACAT IV programs.

Lack of sufficient supporting staff personnel and unresolved inter-

and intra- organizational responsibilities have contributed to under-

utilization of the Boards. However, their potential usefulness is —

slowly being recognized. C(!4NAVAIR intends to use the NAVAIR Program

Rev iew Board as a forum for reviewing nrograms of interest on an ‘ad hoc”

basis. NAVELEX is consi(1erin~’ expanding its Board to include (WNAV

and NAVMAT snonsor renresentatives in the hone that this might min imize

the need for staff reviews in those organizations. As discussed

below, there are internal NAVSEA reviews which could possibly he

consolidated under the auspices of the Program Review Board . 
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SEc!’ ION VI

ACQUISITION CATE(X)RY III PROGRAMS

Programs in the ACAT III zone constitute a majority of Navy programs.

While their individual dollar value is not nearly as awesome as that of

an ACAT I or II program) considered together ACAT III  program funds

account for a large portion of Navy RDT~E and procurement dollars . It

is important that these programs he managed efficiently and evaluated

methodically. OPNAVINST 5000.42A suggests a mechanism for ACAT III

program review, the OPNAV Review Board whose members would be designated

by the Program Sponsor (DCNO/DMSO) . The Program Sponsor , acting for the

(NO would make the program decisions.*

In practice such formal Sponsor review hoards have not been established.

The depth and frequency of Sponsor reviews depends on the managerial style

of the Sponsor and his interest in a particular program. All Sponsors

seek updated information when the Program Objectives Memoranda (POM) is

revised, when the Budget is prepared and at the time of the Mid Year

Review. In addition, if Sponsors must justify their programs at

Congressional hearings during budget enactment, they may call for

special briefings.

Updated program information may he conveyed in several ways.

Depending on the relationship between the Sponsor and the Systems Command

acquisition manager , OPNAV Sponsors up to the two star level may visit

SYSCOM Directorates to get an overview of several programs. Sponsors

* The term Program Sponsor used in this paper denotes the DCNO/D~~T)

as well as his subordinates at the 05/06 level.

-~ -~ ---~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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may ask program managers to formally brief them at the Pentagon or may

simply ask for written hack up documentation. Sponsors typically want

to receive funding, schedule, and top level task status information.

Yet, because the information is requested informally by phone, Sponsors

often do not receive it in the detail or format they desire. Both

Sponsors and program managers comn]ain of the time wasted in resubmitting

information.

Most ACAT III Sponsor reviews are keyed to the budget cycle and

there is no assurance that a comnlete review of all program factors

(i.e. engineering, support, nrocuremcnt schedule, as well as financial)

will take place at the transition point between acouicitjon phases.

Past and present managers of ACAT III programs indicate they have had

a great amount of independence in carrying out their acquisitions. lit

many cases , after taking a malor step such as initiating or comnieting

a significant test effort, the ~ ! himself would initiate a briefing to

inform his Sponsor of the status of the program.

In most instances, managers relish this indenendence and find it

easier to make cost , schedule , and performance tradeoffs in accordance

with their own perceptions of what is necessary to successfully conclude

the program. They have found it relatively easy to ignore the paperwork

requirements imposed by functional “cultists” such as the ILS, i’~E, and

L 

RF~M coitinunities.

Of course , no one expects a Program Sponsor to he involved with the

day to day decisions a nrogram manager must make . Sponsors may he thought

of as working at the coordinative managerial level linking the operating

_ _ _  
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program managers with the SECNAV/SECDEF policy makers at the strategic

level of the organization.’° Consequently , Sponsors act as inter-

mediaries responding to requests for information from higher authority

and forwarding requests for resources from managers. Because their

actions are determined by the needs of the operating and strategic levels ,

Sponsors seem to move from one crisis to another. Thus, it has been

difficult for them to implement a formalized and routine, even i f

infrequent, program review system.

(NO staff personnel resnond favorably to the suggestion that

responsibility for milestone decision point program reviews for at least

some ACAT III level programs be delegated to the Naval 9aterial

Coi~nand. OPNAV Sponsors are less receptive to the idea, pointing out

that final decision authority for approving or disapnroving program

progress should remain in OPNAV since OPNAV is responsible for program

funding.

The Sponsor puts the program in perspective wi th regard to the vital

needs and priorities of the Navy. To a greater extent than NA\~t~T or

SYSQJM top management are able, he can pace the nrogress of a program

by expanding or reducing funds. He is aware of the ripple effect the

funding of one program can have on the progress of related programs.

Nevertheless, Sponsors concede that if OPNAV oPerating guidance were

sufficiently comprehensive, some selected programs could he turned

hack to NAVMAT fo’- ~-wjew. CN~! recommendations would be forwarded to

OPNAV for approval. Such a step would bring continuity to the review

process and ensure that management considerations and functional disciplines

would he considered nrior to acquisition phase changes.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- —-~~~~~~~~~ --— -~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



SECTION VU

ACQUISITION CATEGORY I t’~ND ir PROCRt~MS

An acquisition program falls under the purview of the Defense

Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) , Department of Navy Systems

Acquisition Review Council (DNSARC) , CNO Executive Board (CEB),

Acquisition Review Council (ARC) or Ship Acquisition and Improvement

Panel (SAIP) depending on its funding level or SECDFF/SECNAV interest.

However , to consolidate the Navy position all ACAT I programs undergo

a CEB review prior to each DNSARC and F)SARC. ACAT II programs are also

reviewed by the full CEB or its subpanels the ARC and SAlT’ depending

on the decision to be made. Therefore, ACAT I and II programs will he

grouped together in this section and the section divided into discussions

of the CEB , the ARC and the SAlT’, the DNSARC and the DSARC .

CEB Reviews

The (NO Executive Board was established in 1971 in order to facilitate

(NO review of nrograms which cross traditional lines of authority. The

CNO desired that his Deputies function as a corporate body to nrovide

him with advice on a broad spectrum of issues and not ju st on matters

within their individual areas of resnonsihility. OPNAVINST 5420.2J ((NO

Executive Board) identifies the 14 Permanent Members of the CEB including

the (NO, VC~%K), DCNOs , IT~~Os and CNM . In addi tion , there are some 24

Associate ‘-fembers so that the CNO may go below the DCNO/flc~f) level to

receive advice on particular issues as needed.

CEB meetings are decision oriented. They are held to contribute to

full understanding of issues, exnand al ternatives and extend evaluation.

-



CEBs are held at major milestone points for ACAT I and II programs .

However , they can be held at any point in the acquisition or lice cycle

of a program if it is determined that a CNO/VCNO decision is needed.

Excessive cost growth is an example of a nrohlem which would warrant

~IB attention outside the normal review cycle. CEB meetings may he

requested by any of the members. Program managers can request CEBs

through their Program Sponsors.

While the CEB provides the opportunity for the program manager to

present his case directly to the CNO the groundwork for the decision

is laid out earlier during the formal and informal pre-brief sessions.

The manager will have briefed various echelons within his Systems

Command as well as NAVMAT for high interest programs or those which

affect more than one SYSCOM. The Program Sponsor will have been involved

in the preparation of the briefing and may make part of the presentation .

In addition , the program manager an(1 his Sponsor will have had extensive

discussions with C(~flPTEVFOR representatives and with members of the

Systems Analysis Divisi on , OP-96.

For each program scheduled to go before the CEB, an OP-96 Action

Officer is assigned.

* CEBs are held to examine issues other than those posed by acquisition
programs . Such meetings , however , are outside the scone of this paner .
Another formal mechanism for briefing the CNO/VCNO exists in the Navy
Decision Center (NADEC) Briefing. MADECs arc informational rather than
decision briefings and usually cover topics of a broader nature than a
specific acquisition program. 



“Relative to the program acquisition nrocess, the 96
Action Officer function is twofold:

a. Providing assistance to the sponsoring OPNAV
office (program coordinator/sponsor) in develoning a self-
consistent decision control document which fairly addresses
the pros and cons of the program, including viable alternatives,
program structure, cost imnlications , P(~’.1 and/or FYI)!’ conflicts ,
manning implications , effectiveness implications , etc.

b. Informing 96, as an advisor to 090, when a pro~ram
is not being objectively nresented, when documentation is
inconsistent or deficient, when prior direction has not been
followed or addressed, when potential OSD pitfalls exist, etc.

c. The 96 Action Officer is not

(1) A program pro~~nent
(2) A program antagonist

Paraphrased , his function is to he a “friend of the court”
and to work to illuminate meaningful considerations for the
decision forums.’’

OP-96 has a reputation of being antagonistic toward certain nrograms

and is distrusted by some Sponsors and program managers. Yet program

managers must be mindful of the conflicting and competing interests

within OPNAV , SEcNAV , OSD, and Congress. While OP-9ô exists to assist

the (NO in evaluating competing programs, its staff also can assist the

program manager in identifying decision makers’ concerns and in develop-

ing pertinent justification to support the manager’s noint of v ew.

Managers tend to champion their programs single-mindedly . At times they

are unable or unwilling to understand the nolitical thicket they must

traverse to obtain program approval. OP-96 is aware of the interests of

the DOD Director of Planning and Evaluation and the SFCNAV Office of

Program Appraisal and can help devise a strategy to satisfy them.
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The Navy Program Planning Office (OP-090) which coordinates the

CEBs has experienced continuing problems with the adequacy and

effectiveness of program manager briefings anart from any disagreement

OP-96 may have with a managers’ pronosals. ‘The most frequent deficiency

encountered is a failure to adequately foctr on the issues involved and

present sufficient supporting rationale to permit a definitive decision.’2

As a result of the critique during previews of the briefings , nrogran

managers often must make major changes to their presentations in the short

time before forma l CEB . OP-96 suggests that the Action Officer can assist

the program manager in formulating and structuring the presentation and

thereby minimize the changes that must he made after the previews . In

the past, presentations have been too comprehensive and have not been

oriented toward the decision to be made. “(The) presentation should be

structured to provide :

a. a statement of the problem (decision point)
b. background necessary to set the context
c. past tasking pertinent to this decision point
d. what has been accomplished re the tasking
e. program options
f. impact of ontions (schedule, cost, nerfornance)
g. a program cost summary
h. related issues
i. recommended action (DNSARC revi ews and beyond)
j .  nature of decis ion needed , when , and why”’

In addition to assisting the program manager/Program Sponsor in preparing

the briefing, the Action Officer may recommend a pre-nre-CEB briefing for

OP-09C/090X, 90, and 96 staff members. Such reviews are ontional hut

are encouraged. The program manager, in conjunction with the OP-9f ~
Action Officer , should weigh the benefits of add it ional staff adv ice

on highly controversial issues against the time required by the

additional review.



While the Action Officer is responsible for assisting the program

manager he must also advise the CNO/VCNO on the issues inherent in the

subject to be discussed. He evaluates both the program and the content

of the presentation to determine whether (NO direction is being carried

out and whether OSD/SECNAV concerns are being addressed. OP-96 will ask

the program manager to discuss issues he knows are of interest at higher

levels . If the program manager refuses , OP-96 will advise the CNO of

the controversy, presenting his assessment of the situation . In cases of

extreme differences of opinion between OP~96 and the program manager/Program

Sponsor, 96 will cancel the CEB. In such instances , unless the P”~ reconsiders

his nosition, disagreements are resolved through informal political channels

rather than through established mechanisms .

The CEB review process actually involves two senarate formal briefings.

The first is given to the pre-CEB chaired hv OP-090 and attended by “two

star” representatives from the !XNO/DS~fl offices . The second is the formal

cEB , chaired by the CND/VCNO. It is during the nre-CEB that the nenetrating

questions are asked and the battles are fought .  •~snong the most controversial

issues are funding and T~E matters.

OP-96D , as the CNO Advisor for Resource Analy sis , eva luates the program

manager ’s cost estimates nrior to meeting . Both program managers and

staffers indicate that a good rapport usually develops hetween t~wr~ du r i n ’

informal meetings . They are usually able to work out differences and

the cost estimating questions asked during the nre-CEB come a’~ no sunrise

to the manager.
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Such a cooperative relationship does not always exist between the

manager and COl~OPTEVFOR. (WTEVFOR representatives and the program

manager/Program Sponsor consult before the pre-CEB. Often the OPTEVFOR

representatives preview the manager ’s presentation and, in turn , provide

a draft of the OPTEVFOR position . The draft , however , may he changed

substantially before the pre-CEB. The Sponsor and the program manager are

often suprised with the ThE recommendations presented at the pre-CEB.

Participants at the pre-CEB, of course, consider all asnects of a

program’s status including technical ri sk areas , personnel resources and

logistic support as well as funding and TM~. If the manager can not answer

all questions satisfactorily, or if there are major objections to the

program, the CEB may be cancelled or postponed for as long as a year.

This means a delay in program schedule while the manager attemnts to

correct deficiencies in program performance or funding.

If it is determined at the pre-CEB that the full CEB should he held ,

one can usually guess what the outcome will he. Often, the (N) has

consulted with his deputies and staff prior to the meeting and has made

a decision with regard to the program. Thus, the nrogram manager who

has convinced staff members and CNO advisors of the validity of his

proposals can be relatively certain of a successfu l CEB. The result of

the CEB deliberations is recorded in a decision memo which prescribes the

program manager ’s next course of action .

~EB Subpane 1 Reviews

There are several sub-panels associated with the CEB which consider

issues pertaining to special areas of interest. The number, tonic
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orientation , and composition of the suhpanels are currently being revised .

Two important ones which are involved in acquisition program review are

the Acquisition Review Committee (ARC) and the Ship Acquisition and

Improvement Panel (SAIP).

The ARC is chaired by the Director , Navy Program Planning (C)P-090)

and has a permanent membership of the Director , RJTT~F. (OP-98) and the

D~NO, Logistics (OP-04). Force and Mission Sponsors and CNM renresentatives

serve as ad hoc members depending on the nrogram. OPNAVTNST 5000.42A

indicates that ACAT II programs are normally reviewed by the ARC with

OP-090 determining the Navy ’s preferred alternative and making the

reconinendat ion to higher authority if the nrogram warrants SECNAV or J1)1)

attention . In practice , most programs which reauire higher level review

are reviewed by the full CEB.

Some OPNAV staff members feel ARCs are a more efficient means of

reviewing acquisition programs than are full CEBs and would like to see

CEBs dispensed with for issues concerning individual programs. They feel

that CEB members do not function as a corporate body as they were intended .

Members are too concerned with promoting their narochial interests.

Moreover , they refrain from criticizing each other ’s nrograms for fear

they in turn will he criticized . Staffers feel that since Sponsors

are only interested in their own programs. a meeting involving only

those concerned is less time conswning than the pre-CEB/CEB revi ew.

It should be remembered, however , that mission and warfare areas overlan

and compete for limited funding. Therefore, the pre-CER/CER provides a

forum for exnrcssion of competing viewoointc .
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The SAIP is an outgrowth of the Shin ’s Characteristics Board and

asists the (NO by “coordinating the formulation of the Navy Shinhuilding

and Conversion programs , the Fleet Modernization program and the shins

characteristics requirements for the active and reserve fleets.”

M~ng other tasks, it functions in the same manner as the ARC for ship

acquisition programs below ACAT I. The DCNO (Surface Warfare), OP-03,

chairs the nanel and principal members include ship Sponsors, CO~’LWSflA

and NAVMAT representatives as well as OP-090, OP-04 and OP-96 (non-

voting member).

Since most ship acquisition nrograns are designated ACAT I they

i~mdergo a full CEB review prior to each DNSARC and DSARC. It is not

necessary to prebrief the SAIP prior to the CEB. Two shins which have

tn~dergone SAIP review in recent years are the DDC-2 and the LSD-4l. The

briefing for the LSD-4l was structured in the same way as CT~B ‘-lilestone I

briefings. The Program Sponsor and nrograni manager nresented recommendations

for the ship ’s cost and characteristics. The Chairman anproved the concent

and directed that the preliminary design phase he completed .
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DNSARC Reviews

In accordance with policy enunciated in DOD Directive 5fl00.l, DOD

Directive 5000.2 (Major System Acquisition Process) snecifies that the

Services charter a Systems Acquisition Review Council similar to the

DSARC to review major system acquisition nrograms. SECNAVTNST 5420.172B

establishes the DNSARC and invests it with the following mission :

“...to provide a formal mechanism by which the Secretary of the Navy

will receive the advice arid counsel of his principal advisors prior to

making decisions concerning need, program initiation, continuation of,

or substantial change to, systems acquisition -orograms.. . .“

The DNSARC is tasked to review specified ACAT II programs as well as

ACAT I. At present there are no firm criteria for determining which

ACAT II programs wan ant SECNAV attention. However, SECNAV staff

personnel are considering establishing a specific dollar threshold

(i.e. $200M production or $SOM RDTF~F~) in order to identify nrograms

for which SECNAV should he the decision authority. It is anticipated

that the same documentation used to support ACAT I programs wil l  he

required for such ACAT II programs. Such programs would have a ‘lission

Element Need Statement (MENS ) and a Navy Decision Coordinating Paper

(NDCP) which could he converted to a DCP if necessary. (Staffers do

not envision a need for a MENS for programs below ACAT TI.)

f)NSARCs are held for ACAT I programs in order to develop a Navy

position for consideration by the ~)SARC. DOT) 1)irective 5000.2 requires

that they be held prior to Milestones I , II, and I I I .  In addition ,

the Services and OSD have agreed that individual program submilestone
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~~in ts , apnroved by Si~(~~~ at the nrimarv ‘~ilestone reviews , should he

the responsibility of th e  Service Secretaries. \fter program reviews

by the Service SARCS the Services are to nrovide SFi~)}F wi th  dec i s ion

memoranda to document the results.  In the event that cr i t ical  mile-

stones or thresholds are not met SECI)EF can modify the decision or

convene a )SARC to examine the nro~zrarn further.
’5

A “submileston e” ~)\S \RC was held i n the fa l l  of l~~’(S for the

Q153 helicopter . T h e  program was scheduled for a ‘~i]estone I T T

1)SARC rev iew in 1T’7 . Because of technical ner formance nroh lems ,

the DNSARC recommende(1 (ieSi~~ ch u’es , altered the funding nrof i l e

and sli pped the program schedule. ~)S~) accented the TNSARC recommendations .

Programs are constrained to meet cost . nerformance and c~:hedt ,le

thresholds by the !~~P. If a program manager determines that the annroved

thresholds are no longer va l id , he nay recommend changes thrniip.h the ‘avv

review chain to the DNSARC. Unon the ~)NSARC ’s recommendation . S1CN \\

nay approve the revised ~)(P and forward it to )EPSTCDEP . \s evidence

of the recent tendency toward decentral i zation of d ec i s in n -~ n~~i’~c ’

1)EPSECDEF may not consider it necessary to conver e the \~X. In  such

cases, after individual reviews of the lX~P by innr nri~
,’’~ ~~ o r f i c i n l s ,

)FPSECI)EF would anprove the changes.

The 1)NSARC consists of nine principal nemhcrs : ~~ n ~ecrrtirv of

the Navy , the Under Secretary, the Assistan t Secretaries , the (Nfl,

the CNM , and the Commandant of the !‘larine Corm . IY)P Directive S~~V~.2

states that the (S)SARCS will he chaired by the Service Secretary or

Under Secretary. Adoption of th i s  procedure by the  \arv would mean a

32 
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philosophical change in the utilization of the !)NSARC as a recommending

body. Heretofore the 1)NSARC has been chaired by the ASN(R~I)) for

lilestones I and II and by ASN(I~L) for Milestone III. The SECNA\T

and tJNSECNAV may attend the reviews hut usual ly only to obtain hack-

ground information . The other Principals question and discuss but

SECNAV/UNSECNAV remains aloof from the meeting del iberations and any

arguments which ensue .

After the meeting the nine Principals meet in Executive Session.

At this t ime the DNSARC chairman makes hi s recommendations. SECNAV

then asks additional questions , makes an indenendent assessment of the

situation and accents or rejects the recommendations . In this way

SECNAV functions in his executive managerial canacitv without becoming

involved in the detailed investigations o~ his s t a f f .

Another strategem used by the :cavv to increase the influence of the

Secretary involves the manner in which Si~(’~ -W recommendations are

forwarded to ()S1). The ~avv letter with the ~~S\~(’ reco’iinenclations ,

signed by the ‘r~ShCNAV is sen t to ~)PPSECDFF . In the event that the

i)eputy di sagrees with it , the SECNAV can go above him an~ intercede

directly with SECDEF. thereby raising the discussion to the Full

Secretarial level.

Current Navy instructions indicate that for pre-DS’~RC reviews, two

IJNSARCs should he held. In fact, it is so cliff icult to get all the

Principals together that only one R’~SARC is held. I)NSARC briefings

usually take one hour including the presen t a t i on s and a quest i o n period .
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The Program Coordinator/Sponsor introduces the topic, the program manager

presents alternatives and CCM)PTEVFOR and OASN (Financial Managenent-P~1)

provide their independent assessments of T~F~ and cost. Specific categories

to be addressed in presentations are included in SECNAVINST 5420 .172B .

For pre-I)SARC reviews C~~UVITVFOR and OASN (R4) also present the views

of l)lffl~E and the DOD Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) .

SECNAV ’s decision regarding the DNSARC rev i ew is reflected in two

memos . One forwards the recommendation to I)EPSECDEF. The other is an

internal Navy memo providing detailed guidance for continued prosecution

of the program. ~t times the nrogram manager is able to narticinate

with the !)NS~.RC Lxecutive Secretary (Director , Office of Pr ierar

Appraisal (IP\)) in drafting the second memo. To some extent the manager

is able to ensure that this written guidance is phrased to his advantage.

j Staff members within CNO and (WA are somewhat skeptical of the

effectiveness of the other ’s review mechanism . ‘-Iiiitarv officers

feel that CNO is in a better position to understand system requirements

and that SECNAV (and OSO) deliberations disturb the acquisition cycle

and cause unacceptable schedule delays. They feel the SFCNAV staff

ç becomes too embroiled in nolitical issues which are not nertinent to

the task of providing the Fleet with adenuate fighting capabilities.

SE~NAV staffers who must to a greater extent snan the botmdarv

between the Navy and the outside world and therefore must he more

politically attuned , do not consider the (TB a truly deliberative

body. They feel that the disciplined nhilosophy of the militar y chain 
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of convuand dissuades participants from criticizing, let alone adequately

discussing the issues . They categorize the (TB as more of a one-sided

public hearing that an open exchange of views and feel that once the

GNO’s mind is made up there can be no further discussion on an issue.

In contrast they claim that the DNSARC constitutes a dynamic,

aggressive review process. DNSARC members ask more penetrating questions

since they want the Navy to be fully prepared at the DSARC. They

want to take several sound alternatives forward for DSARC consideration

and want to ensure that the Navy recommendation is fully justified .

In fact, if the DNSARC does a creditable and credible job , SECDEF

can waive the DSARC, thereby allowing the Navy more control over its

own matters. This has happened in the case of Harpoon and other

systems .

This situation constitutes the fulfillment of the NMI\RC study

recommendation to ‘Utilize a strong, active (D) NSARC to nreclude the

need for requests for information from DSP.”16 However , the following

NMARC recommendation relative to 1)NSARC and the CEB is not considered

feasible by either organization:

“The (TB provides top (WNAV level involvement and
review, but it does not include the Secretariat or assure
the necessary continuity of review and commitment. There is
a tendency for personnel at the highest level to limit special
program reviews to pre I)SARC actions or for various members
of the Secretariat or CNO organizations to review programs
individividually on certain occasions, such as budget
formulation. ‘I’his situation could he improved if the...
(D)NSARC) were to meet at least quarterly to provide advice
collectively to the SECNAV concurrently with the
reconinendat ions advanced by the GNU relative to any given
issue.”1 

-
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Personnel associated with the Cfli are emphatic in their desire

that (TB members he thoroughly briefed on and in agreement with a well

thought out ~NO position before any issues are raised to the SECNA\’

level. SECNA\’ staffers point out that it is difficult enough to get

)NSAR(’ members together for the exis t ing program review schedule and

that quarterly meetings for extended discussion of broad issues would

not he nossihic considering schedule constraints of individual members .

They feel as well that DNSAJIC meetings should he the fora for SFCNAV

level decision making and that all inp~its should he well staffed before

they are presented.

In short, each review group renresents its own realm where it

serves as the governing body. Each groun anproaches decision ma~:ing

and problem solving differently because of the backgrounds of the

members (career military vs civilian nolitical anpointees). Each group

has a specific function in the hierarchy of IX’)D. While  there is overlan

or l inkage in the person of the GNU who is a member of both review groun s ,

it is unlikely that either group would accent even the annearance of

infringement of its authority over its own perceived r esponsibi l i t ies .  

- -~~~~~ - -  --~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- -“ ~~~~- --.- - -~~~~~~~~~~
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!)SARC Reviews

The DSARC is of course the culminat ion of the review process for

ACAT I programs . The revised DUDt) S000 . . states that whi le  the DSARC

will not he convened to approve the Milestone 0 decision , it will review

at Milestone I those major programs classified as strategic, nuclear.

joint Service, multi-national , intelligence or communicat i ons, and command

and control. All maj or acquisition programs will he reviewed at ‘Iile-

stones II and III unless specifically waived by SFCDEF. The DSARC is

chaired by the Defense Acquisition Executive. Princinal members include

DDRfIE, ASD(IF~L), ASD(C) , ASD(I) , Director of Planning and Evaluation (P~F.)

and the Director of Telecommunications and Command and Control .

At this point, Service staff members are unsure of the roles the

SECIJEF and DEPSECDEF will play in relation to the DSARC since the

Acquisition Executive has not been identified . it is assumed that

i)DRE~E will take on that function thereby allowing SECDE F and DFPSPCDEF

to remain aloof from the actual DSARC deliberations. Such a nrocedure

operated in the past with the result that USARC decisions were sometimes

reversed by DEPSECOEF. This was the case with the PII’.1 in i t ia l

production decision. Resnonding to nresstire from the ASP (International

Security Affairs) and NATO, Secretary Clements approved production of

the PI-LM despite the DSARC recommendation to the contrary. However,

decisions made under such circumstances can he enhemeral i f the nol iti cal

appointee leaves and staff members who had onnosed his decision remain

behind.



It is the program managers ’ relations with DSARC Advisors and staff

during preliminary briefings which greatly affect outcome of the DSARC .

lOD and Navy instructions prescribe pre-hriefs to the CAIG and to

DD(T~E) who as DSARC advisors must present their independent cost

analysis and test and evaluation assessments to the DSA.RC. (W-96

is responsible for briefing the ~AIG 10 days nrior to the DSARC.

But there may have been months of interaction among nrogram manager,

OP-96 and CAIG personnel to develcm an understanding of each cost

estimate and to resolve cost issues. Personnel at the nrogran manager,

OPNAV and SECNAV levels indicate that relations with the CAIG are good

and that they are usually able to work out disagreements so that the

CAIG final report to the DSARC is favorable.

The program sponsor , assisted by C(~.OVrEVFOR and the proeram

manager provides the TM~ briefing to DD(T~E). Preliminarv staff work

is done to provide DD(T~E) with test plans and results. Again,once the

Navy position has been agreed upon it is usually not too difficult to

reach an understanding with Dfl(T~E). However, there have been recent

exceptions which point out the need for rigorous internal scrutiny of

the Navy position prior to DSARC .

Navy relations with the staff of the Planning and Evaluation Office

have not always been smooth. At times there are major disagreements

between the Service and the OSI) systems analysts concerning the need or

mission of a system. Despite a dialog before the DSARC the Na~~ has

been suprised by unexnected questions posed by ASD(PF;E) at the fonr~l

meeting.

L “ -“ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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DODD 5000.2 provides a checklist of issues which are addressed

by the DSARC at each Milestone point. In summary , the following

topics have been identified as issues frequently debated at I)SARC

reviews :

1. Requirement for weapon system

- Why needed? (Threat/Mission)
- Will (Does) the candidate system measure un technically?
- Is the quantity sought defensible and realistic?
- What alternatives do we have?
- Will the investment be pronortionate to the value added?

2. Readiness to go forward

- Are technical risks in hand?
- Do test and evaluation results hear out the system ’s worth?
- Is the nlanning for resolving def iciencies sound and

affordable?
- Are program cost estimates and procurement planning

compatible, well structured , and corroborated?
- Can we now afford it?

3. Acquisition Strategy and Life Cycle Planning

- Is the procurement plan realistic from a business standpoint?
- Do cost estimates reflect the plan and the risks in
executing it?

- Is the requisite industry canacity and canahility avail able?
- How well does the plan attain the “Fly Before Buy” concent

of reducing the risk of ownershin?
- Is there cohesion among the physical nroduct. how it is

to he used , and the logistic support plan?’8

The program manager who is prenared to address those questions.

has a well written and coordinated DCP and the hacking of the Service

should not find the DSARC itself difficult. The program manager snends

his effort beforehand in attempting to reach a consensus with Navy and

OSD staff personnel. OPNAVINST 5000.46 lays out a 6 month schedule for

the development of the I X P and the prenarat ion for DSARC . (See F .xhihit 3)

However, program managers report 8-9 months of solid work with nreliminarv

-
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discussions of crucial issues (inter-agency or multi-national) heginninc’

as early as two years before DSARC.

Although some program managers relish the visibility of an ACkT I

program and enjoy “special” relationships with OS!), many feel that OS!)

reviews are a duplication of effort. NMARC renorted that dunlicative

OSD staff level functions placed a heavy, non-nroductive burden on

managers and increased the total time and effort needed to carry out

an acquisition program. In addition it pointed out that “. . . the short

average tenure of senior civilians and mili tary personnel (annroximate ly

2 years) at the staff review level, .. .creates an extensive need for

learning and information nresentation.”9

Despite the policy of decentralization during recent years, ‘Ja vv

personnel have sensed a feeling of resistance on the part of ()SP staffers.

While DEPSECDEF granted the :~avv the authority to make th e nilot

production decision for the Harpoon missile , OPNAV personnel continued

to receive questions from working level OSI) staff. Judg ing from the

past experience of current !X)1) officials and Congressional desire for

the moderating influence of 101) on the Services it appears that

decentralization may not procede any farther. However, interfaces

with dSD do not necessarily complicate the program manager ’s life ,

they simply take up more time. .\ good program manager has ways of

coping with higher echelon demands. As one staffer mitt it , after the

~)NSARC , the !)SARC is a piece of cake !



SECTION V I I I

PROGRAM REVI EWS W!IIQI COMPLEMENT ThE MILESTONE REVIEh’ PROCESS

Naval Material Command Headquarters Reviews

On April 4 , 1977 the Naval Material Command 1!eadauarters underwent

a major reorganization designed to emuhasize and imnrove the management

of the acquisition and logistics support of ‘~1avv weanon systems. Key

elements of the reorganization were the establishment of Penutv Chiees

of Naval Material for Acquisition and Logistics. These fXNMs are to

he aided in their management functions by an Acquisition Review Board

which wi l l  consolidate and integrate program rev i ews previously

sponsored by several ‘-~\VM\T off ices .

The primary vehicle for CNM program reviews has been the Quarterly

Project Status Review . It was established as a means by which the C~~’

could carry out his responsibilities for assessing the status of programs

and the adequacy of associated prolect management. In addition , it

mrovided him a means of monitoring information which was to he presented

to higher authority.

The CNM Quarterly Review covered ACAT I and other designated high

interest programs which had not reached Milestone UT. In addition ,

since November 1976, post Milestone III programs previou sly under the

DSARC monitoring nrocess were included.20  (DFPSFC!)EF memo of 23 Jan 1976 ,

in implementing recommendations of the OS!) Acquisition Advisory (‘1rouin

Study , assigned control to the Secretary of the Navy for eleven major

Navy programs which had been under the !1SARC monitoring process .

!JNSECNAV memo of 31 March 1976 added S other programs and assigned

41 
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ASN(I~L) as the reviewing authority. The ASN(I~L) quarterly review

of those programs was distinct from although coordinated with the CNM

Quarterly Review until November 1976.)

ACAT programs designated for quarterly review number over 200.

In general , the CNM reviewed 18-19 programs each quarter. It was

estimated that 5% of his time was spent in this formal review process.

In order to ensure that this high level management attention was directed

to the areas where it was most needed, analysts in the office of the former

DCNM for Programs and Financial Management scheduled programs for review

on the basis of severity of program problems, proximity of DSARC and

other high level reviews, interest on the part of CNM and criticality

of the individual program in relation to the total Navy acauisition

program .

Nevertheless, it became apparent to NAVMAT manager-ten t that this

primarily informational review was not the most effec tive means of

focusing top management attention on critical issues. Routine reviews

were scheduled too frequently at too high a level and consumed too

much of the CNM’s and DCNM’s time. Scheduled reviews were often

deferred or held without principal EX N?ls in attendance. When

substantive issues were raised, additional reviews had to be scheduled

which resulted in increased expenditure of management time and attention.

It was felt that in order to improve the quality and effectiveness of

reviews and to deal with substantive issues of concern, it would be

necessary to reduce the number of reviews and ensure that the principals

attend. 2 1
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The Organizat ion Review Panel, chartered by the CN’~ in Sentember l~)7~

to conduct Phase III of the NMC Organizational Study , identified (among

others) the following .‘~A\-~L\T headquarters functions:

- (Development of) broad acquisition strategy objectives
- Allocation of resources
- Interface with C~K) , OSI) , and Congress as advocate for material

programs
- Review and endorsement of programs esnecial lv prior to maior
milestone decisions. 2 2

To carry out these functions and to strengthen the ~AV’~\T role in

material acquisition, the Phase III Study Group recorruiiended the estahli~-

ment of an Acquisition Review Board (ARE) chaired liv an \cquicition Chief.

The ARE would become “ . . . the  principal forum for technical and u~~ir’~ss

reviews of major material nrograms .. .and he the vehicle with which the

C~N should exercise his authority to certify the techn i cal , finarici’~l .

and scheduling merits of major nrograms.”23 The composition and

functions of the ARB would ensure the considera t ion of ac(misi t ion/

logistic interfaces during the life cycle of a system . On 10 February T’,

the CNM approved the recommendations, (lirectine the establishmen t of a

1~~~’1 for Acquisition and the ARB.2’

It is currently envisioned that the AR!) will consist of the following

Principal members:

IXI’1’l (Acquisition) (Chairman)

DCNM (Logist ics)

SYSCOM Commander(s) or Renresentati ve(s)

Director of Programming and Financial Management

A[1C\M (Reliability and Eng ineering)

AJ )CNM (Procurement and Business Management)

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- - -



Additional representatives from ~A\flt\T, CNO, tJSMC , and SECNAV will hc~

invited as appropriate. Consistent with concent of the AR !) as an

advisory body to the CNM, the Chief would sit in on the ARB deliberations

only for extremely urgent issues or for previews of (TB/1)NSARC/DS \RC

presentations.

ARE staff personnel are in the nrocess of definitizing functions

and procedures of the Board. Their philosophical considerations regard ing

the use of the ARE as a management tool incl’ide the need to integrate

formal program reviews with other forms r-j f  program moni toring and appraisal ,

the desirability of a broad charter whit-h allows flexibility in determininc~
the purpose and scope of reviews and a rcco~’nition of the value of both

program and executive managers’ tine. To this end the staff has pronosed

that the ARE undertake both scheduled and situational reviews .
I

Scheduled or Selected Reviews will encompass information revi ews

similar to the old CNM Quarterly Review, nrc CEB/DNSARC/DSARC reviews

and the former ASN(I~L) review of post Milestone III programs. The

ARE staff will utilize several sources including Problem Event (P/F)

Reports. Briefings , Issues, Projects, and Programs (BIPP) Renorts , and

Quarterly Status Reports (QSR) to monitor upcoming program events,

acc~ nplishments or deviations from establ ished cost, schedule , and

performance thresholds. Program activity will determine when programs

are scheduled for review . The activity or event orientation of the

reviews and the corporate attention brought to bear on the nrogr am will

enable the ARE to serve as a vehicle for evaluating program status and

providing redirection in the event of moderate divergence from established
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thresho~ds. In addition, ARB reviews will be used to develop a coordinated

~NM position for CEBs , DNSARCs and DSARCs . The broad-based experience

of ARE participants will foster the dissemination of lessons learned in

other acquisition programs.

The situational or Issue Reviews would be called as required by the

DCNM (Acquisition) to discuss and resolve nroblems which affect major

projects or ~L~W~tL\T corporate policy , such as business management ,

budgeting policy, project management, etc. In most cases involving

either the Selected or Issue review, the ARE would meet in executive

session following the presentation to formulate recommendations for

CNM action . However, in critical situations the (T’N max’ attend th~
Issue Review and make immediate decisions based unon AR!) discussion .

Recognizing the limited amount of time each ARE Princi pal cou ld

profitably snend in formal meetings and the advantages of decentralfre~

decision -making , (~~~“ personnel advocate restricting AR!) reviews to

AC AT I and I I  programs unless the magn i tude of an .-\CAT I l l  or IV program

issue warrants (~JM attent ion. However, they emphasize that neriodic

reviews of all programs should he accomplished by f l ag  rank personnel

in the SYSCOMs or (~~~~~ designated Program Management offices. Such

reviews arc discussed below. 
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Systems Command Rev iews

NP~VMATINST 5000 .l9A specifies that designated acquisi t ion nro j ects

he reviewed at least quarterly hv hi gher level Navy management (i.e.

the CNM , CN~T des ignated Project Manager and Svster~s Commanders). The

scope of the nroj ect and currency of nrn~ect interest determine the

highest leve l at which the review wo !1lJ ~~ scheduled . The Naval Sea

Systems Corr~nd (~ \VSltA) imniemented the instruction by establishing

the Project Status Review Board (PSRB) under the cognizance of the

Deputy Commander for Plans , Programs and Financial Manac’ement/Comntroller.

The PSRB is chaired by the Commander or Vice Commander with nernanent

members consisting of flag or senior civilian renresentatives from

the Financial Management , Contract , Logistics , and Weanon s , Systems .

and Eng ineering 1)irectorates . Representatives from all other ~-~VSl~t

Directorates serve as Ad Hoc members .

Initially some 26 programs, mostly ACAT I were identified for review.

By virtue of the broad Command representation on the PSRB , it was honed

that duplicate NAVSFJ\ renorting and review efforts for those programs

could he eliminated. In addition , the PSRR would direct ton SYSCO’~ manage-

ment attention to relatively important programs not normally reviewed

outside the Command. To a l imited extent the Board has achieved its

goal. Some functional area managers have found PSRB meetings a

convenient way to keep track of the nrograns they are sunnosed to monitor

and supPort. And based unon PSRB findings , VICECO~’-tNAVSE’~ has directed

in depth reviews of problem areas such as reliability and maintainabilit y .

______
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h owever, the Office of Program Appraisal and Internal ~eview (SV \~O lF )

which coordinates the PSRB is dissati s fied with its effectiveness .

Personnel feel the review is too tine consuming an(1 mannower intensive

for the benefits derived. The Office is under staffed to perform the

degree of analysis it would like . Board members relegate PSRE meetings

to a low priority and often do not attend. SE\-(UF feels that for the

most part , particiPants merely go through the motions and that there is

no real examination of program issues. While the PSRB ostensibly reviews

financial , schedule, and technical status , the program managers briefings

arc too technically oriented . Managers focus on their technical achieve-

ments hut fail to address program problems .

The Office of Program Appraisal and Internal Re~-~iew is intent on

revamping the PSR!) in ways which wi l l  coincide wi th  the “4AV’~AT AR!)

philosophy of issue and event oriented reviews. The )C~~ (Acquisition)

ha s indicated that periodic review of nrogrars should hg accomplished

at the lowest flag acquisition management level within a SY~~fl’~. This

will f ree the SYSCOkI/NAVMAT review hoards to conduct , without delay ,

the necessary milestone and issue related reviews.”25 ~~A-~ lF n~!rees

that i) irectorate executives can do an adequate lob of monitoring

their  programs . SEA-Oil- hopes to reserve PSRB meetings as problem

and decision briefings held only when there is a need for direct action

or assistance on the part of the Commander or Vice Commander . An

example of such action might he SEA- 1U) / i):) assistance in securing

additional program funds. In addition , PSRBs would he held when nrn gr am

managers ant ic ipa ted  near -term var i a t ions  from ~X~P/~~ ’P thre’~imlds .

A
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Such cases would require a Command nosition as to alternatives which

could he recommended to higher authority.

The span of control regarding formal nrogran reviews becomes much

more manageable at the SYSCOM Directorate or CNM designated P” level .

There is a greater meshing of perceived interests on the nart of

individual acquisition managers and their immediate superiors . “~i rectnrate

heads and I~-1s feel a responsibility for remain ing knowledgea~le of nrnr’r:l-

progress and variances. On the other side , program managers annreciate

the opportunity to advise their stineriors of program success. ~hr v  a l s o

realize that in the event of nroblems the immediate superior is th~ rv- ’

to turn to for assistance and the earlier the better.

The Anti-Submarine Warfare Systems Project (!~~-4)  and the Wear~ons ,

Systems and Eng ineering Di rectorate (SL\-O(-~) have established , formal .

periodic nrogram reviews which sa t i s fy  the ~N’1 rcoiiir ement for flag level

acquisition management attention . Their procedures could serve as models

for establishing similar reviews within the Svs erns Conmands.
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Design, Producibility, and uct Onality Reviews

The program reviews discussed up to this point have been similar in

purpose and in format. Their objective has been to provide higher level

management with cost, schedule , and technical status information so that

a decision could be made regarding the direction and progress of a program

through the acquisition cycle. The reviews have consisted of a relatively

brief presentation by the program manager nerhaps with corroborating or

dissenting presentations by other Navy/OS1) offices to the decision-makine

body. It should be pointed out that the Navy program review process

provides for other more detailed technical program reviews. The

information resulting from the extended reviews forms a basis for the

management decision briefings.

Weapon system readiness and effectiveness problems exnerienccd during

the Vietnam War and persisting today have forced increased attention to

the design aspects of reliability , maintainability , and producihility.

NAVMAT and the SYSCOMs have established indenendent, functionally

oriented offices to examine these asnects of the technical status of

programs. The technical design reviews last from 2 days to several

weeks and typically involve a team of functional exnerts as well as

project nersonnel. The reliance on formal presentations varies , hut

a significant characteristic of these reviews is the team ’s examination

of design documentation and contractor practices. All acquisition programs

are subject to the reviews but manpower limitations have restricted the

reviews to selected nrograms.
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- Perhaps the most resnected although not necessarily the most detailed

- of the design reviews is the Prenrodiiction Reliability Desi n Review
- 

(PRDR) conducted by the ADC~’fl (Reliability and Engineering). Established

by NAVMATINST 3900.13, the PROR is conducted after the comnlet i on of

I(YThE and forms a maj or basis for the CNM recommendation to the ~ThP

regarding a production decision. Its objective is to bring SYSC~Y-h/CNM

- top management into the technical end of the procurement process. Flag

level acquisition personnel meet with contractor executives to examine

the contractor’s design philosophy, analyse the system design and

assess feasibility of fabrication and producihilitv . Any deficiencies

uncovered are documented and the SYSCO’!s are ‘-‘iven responsibility for

ensuring that corrective action is taken.

- Within NAVSE-\, follow-up reviews may he conducted by ei ther the

Chief Weapons Engineer (SJLA -~1)L) or the Denuty Commander for Reliabilit y ,
- 1~taintainabilitv and Qual i ty Assurance (SFA -98).  In addition , these

offices conduct their own independent audits of program design ,

producihility and quality. For the most part their reviews are not

duplicative . In general , the GOL reviews rcnrescnt a hirber level

management attention to Programs 1fl which problems are already ev ident .

Ihe SEA-98 reviews are working level investigations to acsist the

program manager in ensuring satisfactory design and (levelorrient .

Results of the SEA-OOE/98 reviews are nrovi ded to the nrnc-’rar’

manager and to CIY- t~JAVSL\ hut are not (histrjl)Ilted outside the ‘ orm.aed

- 
without their approval.
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SECTION IV

IMPACT OF PROGRAM REVIEWS ON ‘P hE PROGRAM MANAGER

It is [flD policy that “Because of the demanding nature of the program

management task, all levels of authority in the IX)D shall ensure that the

program manager is not diverted from his primary goal by unnecessary

reports , reviews and briefings. The program manager’s involvement in

higher level actions shall he restricted to those actions essential to

program execution.” (DO!)!) 501)0.2) IThen the question is nut to Navy

personnel as to whether the program manager is overburdened by reviews

one receives an immediate affirmative response. After some reflection,

however, managers and staff members modify their initial statements.

The experience of the CAPTOR project office gives an idea of the

magnitude of effort involved in preparing for a F)S&RC. The preparations

totally occupied the time of three people for eight months. In addition ,

five other employees were involved intermitt~ntly. The program manager

and his deputy participated in thirty-five briefings and murderhoards.

The program manager briefed every organizational l evel from his  directorate

head up to the OSARC. In addition , one month before the l)S~RC , the

program was examined in a Design Review conducted by the ‘~\VSl~ Chief

Weapons Engineer.

c:APTOR is a h igh  dollar  progr~m even as \C-\ T I programs go , and had

become quite con t roversial because of i ts  1flT~E results. It is under-

standable that each management echelon should wan t to he prenared for

its superior ’s questions . Personnel in the office are philosonhical
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about the dilemma between the need for informed management and the drain

on the program manager ’s time. At least in the larger program offices

there are sufficient personnel to carry on project onerations while the

manager is briefing .

In smaller offices where the manager must assume some of the day to

day work, managers are bitter about the requests for information

generated even for ACAT III programs. One nrogram manager complained

that Sponsors require point papers that dimlicate briefings and misnlace

the backup material provided so that they continually cal]. the manager

for the same information . GNO staff members concur that the briefing

preparation is not so burdensome but the revisions to the napen~ork

(DCPs and budgets) to incorporate review decisions are extremely time

consuming.

Snonsors acla~owledge that program managers may he micro-managed ;

in other words that extensive briefings and attendant program revisions

diminish the manager’s authority as granted in DOD!) 5000.1. As a

result of pre-briefings to intervening management echelons , the program

manager ’ s concerns may not he apnar~rit by the time the briefing is

presented to the decision maker. Management layers filter the problems,

revise the preferred alternatives , and reevaluate the emphasis placed

on various issues. ~Ievertheless, if the program manager is giving the

presentation, he can make certain that the decision maker receives his

message despite instructions from invnediate suneriors . At times the

manager develops a rapnort with the decision maker whichis not shared

by his superior . This can he used to his advantage during the review

process.
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Some OPNAV personnel are concerned that as an outgrowth of the extensive

review process the program manager becomes too much an advocate for his

program. lie is continually defending rather than managing his program.

As he invests so much of his time fighting for resources and program

approval, he psychologically transfers the program’s interests to his

own. It is suggested that the program manager should concentrate his

efforts on efficient management while the OPN\V Sponsor defends and

promotes the program at higher levels.

While Sponsors are rarely successful in minimizing the number of

pre-briefings , they can make things easier for the program manager by

making contacts and scheduling meetings . The Program Sponsor may have

to he pressured hut he usually can take care of a lot 0 coordination

effort. Depending on his style and the personalit ies in vol ved , a

manager may prefer to work around h is  Sponsor and tall l ir e c t l v  to “the

guys that b i te .” In that case, as mentioned earlier , the OP-~ h Action

Officer is quite willing to assist the manager in nreparing for rev iew

hoard questions. Because of their desire that the ‘avv present strong

cases to the )
~~ V’~(’ and )SV~(’ , (WA personnel are interested in :is’~istine

the !~! w i th  his nresentation . As civ i l ians  (and ~)oss1 i) iv  n~i it ical

appointees) they can rel ate to civilian ~Y~~) staff more easily than can

~‘iil i tary program managers . They can f ac i l i t a t e  an understanding of

mutual concerns on the part of If!) stalfer s and oroeram neonle and ,

hopefully , nrecludc sunr i ses at the PS\Rfl.

In the fina l analysis it seems that ‘~ood managers aren ’ t hother e .!

by reviews. Managers can turn nrc-briefings to their advantac’e by u sing
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them as sounding boards for their nronosals. As one manager said, he

needs every objective look he can get. Staff questions may take time

to answer but they help prenare the program manager for the final

briefing. If managers have to live with reviews they f ind ways of

coping with them.
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SECTION X

SUP~MARY AN!) CONCLIJS IONS

The Navy program review process is a viable means of providing manage-

ment information needed to assess nrogram progress, redirect effort, and

plan future courses of action. The review svsteri is formali zed so that

top management attention is focused on the excentional programs. A

structure in the form of guidelines and reviewing bodies exists which

if properly utilized will enable adeo~”ite management attention to the

more routine or low dollar value programs. Attempts are being made

at several levels to more clearly define and imnrove the utilization

of the existing system.

The review system prescribed in OPNAV 5000 .42A is most r ig idl y

adhered to for ACAT I programs . There is direct pressure from DOD and

Congress to assure a thorough review of cost, schedule and nerformance

issues at the maj or mi lestones. The quality and level of management

attention directed toward ACAT II programs varies because there arc

no firm thresholds to define the decision authority. While the review

procedures must he flexible enough to allow for adjusting the level of

decision authority based on actual program need rather than solely

on dollar value, program cost is as good an indicator as any of program

complexity and risk. Thus, the intention to establish a new category

of programs which warrant SFGNAV review will clarif y management

responsibility for those important programs which do not require OS!)

approval .

For those programs which do not require ful l CEB annroval and whose

Sponsors do not have the time to conduct an aIl-encompassino review at 
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the major milestone points it may he possible to utilize the CN~-I

Acquisition Review Roard. This would ensure that logistics , engineering ,

cost , and schedule issues would be addressed and that NDCP revisions

would be thoroughly examined. Whether decision authority remained with

the Sponsor or was delegated to the CN~1, the AP.B would serve as the

examining and recommending body .

It has also been suggested that in order to consolidate the ntwierous

nrebriefs required for a DNSARC or DSARC , the ARE he used as the forum

for Q’~’1/Sponsor rev iews . This would ensure an understanding of the

positions the Sponsor, the CNM and the program manager would take at

the pre-CEB. It might simplify matters for the program manager who in

effect responds to both the (N) Sponsor and the (T’-.’M if he could exnlain

his proposals to both at the same time. Such a meeting might eliminate

some of the controversy in the pre-CFB. However, for the .V~D review to

preclude the pre-CEB would require a change of emphas is in the ~~~~~~~ review

process since the CEB rather than the pre-CEB would then become the

battleground for the competing views of the ‘Y ’ -Os/ ~X ’fls , Sponsor s , and

C(fl)VIIVFOR.

It appears that there can and should he consolidat ion of SY~~(Y’~

program review hoards. If the revised NAVMATTNST Sfl’)~Ll~ r~”u i i i r r s

establisim~cnt of SYSC(U boards similar to the .W~t , it is only log i cal

that they assume responsibility for approval of .-\C-\T IV prog rams

currently de l egated by ~V~T- tV!I’~ST 3960 . (A .  !~hi le  there i s  a need for

routine , periodic management reviews , they are most effective when

held only one or two levels above the program manager. For reasons
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discussed earlier , l)irectorate or CN~-! designated F~1 reviews have been

more successful than periodic SYSCOt’.! level reviews. Current ~W!’t\T

thinking is that periodic reviews should he accomplished at the lowest

flag acquisition management level wi thin the SYSC~~’ and that SY~fl~M review

boards should focu s on n ilestone and issue—relate d reviews. The mile-

stone points , p ar t icular ly  the transition points from exnloratorv to

advanced develonnent and from fu l l  scale engineering develonment to

oroduction are the most c r i t i c a l  and reouire the involvement of the

financial , ~~
) , engineering , and logistics elements of the organization .

Since major changes in funding and nrogran resnons~hilitv occur at these

noints , to~ management must he involved in the nianning and coordination

effort .

t.~ ile organizations should attempt to keen rev i ews from nro l i fe ra t ing

it must be recognized that consolidation will not have a lasting effect.

Iver level u%ithin an organizat ion needs sn~ciiic information . Whether

to justif y the innortance of’ their own jobs or to he nrenared for

their superiors ’ questions staff members will reinstitute their own

reviews if the consolidated review does not suit their ni i rnose. The

organization must maintain a flexihle approach to reviews revising their

purpose. timing and membership when they no longer satisfy management ’s

needs.

That philosophy aside, the program manager must recognize “that higher

management has responsibilities and will carry them out . lie must cone

with the requirements of the program review.”26 The review nrocess

provides good exposure. it is in the manager ’ c best interest to sell
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his program to staff personnel who influence their suneriors ’ decisions.

The program manager should take advantage of the assistance that can be

provided by the NAVMAT ARE staff, his Snonsor, OP-96, OPA , and even 051)

staff in order to coordinate and Prepare for the review. 
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