
AO—A0b2 123 DCFLNS€ SYSTEMS M*S4AflNCNT CCLI. FORT SELVOIR VA F/S 15/S
PROPOSED 1**OVESCIT IN NAVELEX P*OCI*EPENT FLOW PROCESS. CU)
NOV 77 M ft WENt

IHCCLASSIFIED

_ _ _

__  
_U t1 N 

Sd _
~~~~~~~~ END

DATE
b

__ 
t78



I O ‘•— J~JI~ IIIII.2~.I. ~~~~~~~~~~~
_ _ _ _  

~~~ 2.2

I I. ’ 
*

d _______________

111(11 ~ IIIII~
.
~. wu~

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NA~ ~)N~.L BUREAU Or .~ ANL~~~[~



4 
DEI~ENSE SYSTEMS

MtINtIGEMENT COLLEGE
44~~~~ Op

PROGRA M MAMAG€M€MT COURS€
IIIDNIDUAL ~1UDY PROGRAM

PROP OSED IMPROVEMENT IN N AVELEX
PROC UREMENT FLOW PROCESS

STUDY PROJEC T REPORT UPMC 77-2

Mary ~~ an Vlenz
GS-12 USN ~~~ 4 iQ~p

FORT B€L’JOI R, ‘JIRGINIi~1 22060

DISThIBt3TJON $TATE3~~NT Al
App !ov.d f.i pub lic r.’i~~~~

Distr1bu~o* U*3imit.d 
—



SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF 11415 RAGE (Wh.n S M .  Ent.v.d) 
_________________________________

b DAbI F%flF#IU k r l Ar l f f l J  DAt’ READ INSTRUCTIONS
~‘ ‘ ~~~~‘ I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ 4~~ ~~~.1~~~ ~ BEFORE COMPLETIN G FORM

I. REPORT NUMSER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO 3. RECIPiENT S CATALOG NUMBER

4. TITLE ( t d  Subütl•) 5. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT IN NAVELEX
PROCUREMENT FLOW PROCESS Study ProJect Report 77—2

6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER

7. AUTIIOR(p) S. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER( a)

MARY RYAN WENZ

6. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAM E AND ADDRESS tO. PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJECT , TASI(
AREA & WORK UNIT NUMBERS

DEFENSE SYSTEM S MANAGEMENT COLLEGE
Fr . BELVOIR, VA 22060

II. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAM E AND ADDRESS IS. REPORT DATE

DEFENSE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT COLLEGE 1977—2
Fr. BELVOIR , VA 22060 ~3. NUMBEROF PAGES

___________________________________________________ 40
14. MONITORING AGENCY NAME & AOORESS(II dIIf.rwt from CantrolIIn4 Oh io.) IS. SECURITY CLASS. (of hi. r.p ort)

UNCLASSIFIED

IS.. OECLASSIFICA1’lO N/DOWNGRADING
SCHEDULE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thI • R.port)

UNLIMITED [DIsTRIBUTJON STATEMENT A 1
Approved fox public releasal

Distributjo~ Unli~~it.d

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of th. .b.iract wt .r.d In Block 20. ii dSff.r~~ti from R.port)

III. PIifl , Sectlu
IOC SIll SectIs , 0
VliA)II O UStEI fl
JU STI FICA I I$I. _..

II. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

IT .. _ .— 

flISThIIVTI s/AUII.AhIUTY *S

Slit AV A IL aid/u ~~E~I.it

~6. KEY WORDS (C ntlnu. m’ r~ver~. aid. it n.c•aa y  aed ld.ntify by block numb.r)

SEE ATTACHED SHEET A $
2S ASST*AC? (-~~~~~~ ~~~ ,.vsr ~~ 

•
~~ f~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~d Nomtl fr by bloc k numeb..)

SEE ATTACHED SHEET

DO ~~~ 1473 EDITiON 0. 40V IS IS OSea(.ETE

t S UNIT! CLASSiFICATION OF THIS P AGE (~it.~~ D.t. Entm~ d)



—~~‘r -w-—- *-~~~~~ - n.-.- *

DEFENSE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT COLLEGE

STUDY TITLE: A PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT IN NAVELEX PR OCUREMEN T
FLOW PROCESS

STUDY PROJECT GOALS: To describe a new acquisition methodology
currently being implemented at NAVELEX to
accelerate the procurement cycle.

STUDY REPORT ABSTRACT :

This report assesses the current procurement flow process in
the Naval Electronics Systems Command. It describes a new
procedure to streamline and reduce the acquisition cycle.

In preparing this study, a number of key managers in NAVELEX
were interviewed, and a variety of ~‘eports , prepared ‘by the
Task Force assigned to this study, were reviewed.

The new procedure was implemented in October 1977. It is
anticipated that the benefits will, to a large degree, be
realized, Considerable potential exists for undertaking
further management research aimed at understanding and izn-
proving the system acquisition process.

SUBJECT DESCRIPTORS:

Procure&iie”tt Manar~ernent, Major Policies, and Organization, PRE-
Contract AwaH ’Plarniing (10.07.01.02)

NAME, RANK , SERVICE CLASS . DATE
Mary Ryan ~?enz, GS-12, USM PMC 77—2 11-7—77 

- .  . - . .  —- -. ---
~~~~~~~,



PROPOSED IMPR OVEMENT fl’T NAVELEX

PROCUREMENT FLOW PROCESS

~

Individual Study Program

I’~ 
Study Project Report

Prepared as a Formal Report

r~ Defense Systems Management College

Program Management Course

Class 77— 2

by

Mary Ryan Wenz
GS-l2 USN

November 1977

Study Project Advisor
Dr. Joseph L. Hood

This study project report represents the views, conclusions
and recommendations of the author and does not necessarily
reflect the official opinion of the Defense Systems Man-
agement College or the Department of Defense.

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



EXECUT IVE SUMMARY

The procurement cycle within the Department of Defense

has lengthened considerably over the past 10 years. An

increase in management reviews, test and evaluation, coin-

pecitive prototyping, and low-rate initial production has

ri~duced risks, but has also greatly increased the acquisition

cycle cost and time.

In July 1977, the Naval Electronics Systems Command,

as a result of a Zero Base Management Conference, undertook

a study to accelerate the work flow process within its or—

ganization, A Task Force was assigned to review the current

procedure, and to undertake a study to streamline this pro-

cess. This report assesses this study which will shorten

procurement lead time, assure early scheduling of events

required for each procurement, and improve procurement man-

agement control procedures.

Thi s report has been prepared in five parts. It traces

the development of NAVELEX from 1966-77. Further it provides

an overview of current procurement procedures, and the Task

Force ’s recommendations to improve this process. It specu-

lates on future evolutionary changes which may derive from

this study. Lastly, it summarizes the findings of the ZBM

group, and the prediction that the study will achieve its

objectives. A year hence, the impact of the new work flow

process can better be measured .

s_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ -, ...
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Chapter I

Introduction and Background

“The procurement .cycle. . .is .too long. . .Our own internal pro-
cedures , plus fact-finding and other required pre-contract
proc edures, leading to and during negotiat ions, make
this cycle approximately 8 months long, on the average,
for any large procurement and several months longer for
very complex procurements. I can neither suggest nor
foresee any real solution to this problem. As a military
manager. . . . I chafe at this lengthy process. But as
a private c:T.tizen, I find reassuring a regulatory process
so well designed to eliminate or at least minimize error
of faulty judgment... Nevertheless, we are often forc ed
into a letter c ontract when the demands of the program
will not tolerate the response time of the procurement

* (contracting ) cycle.1

The above remarks, by Lt. General John W. O’Neill , former

Deputy Commander, Air Force Systems Command, described the

problem of the contracting cycle almost 10 years ago. Since

• then it has lengthened considerably and it has been criticized

as requir ing too much time and too many resources , from both

the contractor and Government.

‘Jithin the last two months, the Naval Electronics Systems

C ommand ( NAVELEX ) has undertaken a study to streamline and re-

duce the acquis1t ion cycle. This report examine s this study,

prepared by a tas. force, to shorten procurement lead time, assure

early scheduling of events required for each procurement, and to

1U.S. Congress, House , Committee on Government Operations,
Government Procurement and Contracting (Part Li.), Hearings before a
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations, 91st
Congress , 1st Session, 1969, p. 1239.

F.
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improve procurement management control procedures.

Further , this report asse sses the current proc ess, describes

the new procedure, and looks into possible evolutionary changes

for the future. The report then asks and answers the question,

“How effective is the new procedure in accomplishing its objec-

t ives?”

The methodology utilized in preparing this study was to

survey a variety of reports p.~’epared by the Task Force assigned

to this study, and to interview a number of key managers, whose

work will be impacted by the new procedures. Considerable use

was made of the results of the NAVELEX Zero Base Management

Conference in July 1977 in Charlottesville, Virginia.

The author was personally involved in a predecessor

organizat ion which looked into the accelerat ion of the procure-

ment cycle, in 1977 as a member of the Admiral ’s Productivity Group.

By now , the cycle had lengthened consider ably, and the author

revised the PP, RAN & D&F Flow Chart. This traced the sequential

• steps in the procurement paper flow not only within NAVELEX,

but also NAVMAT. This background provided an opportunity for

an in—depth observation of the problems, as well as the benefits

to be derived from a consolidated (shortened) procedural change.

This report has been prepared in five parts. Chapter II

deals with the background of the Naval Electronics Systems

Command. It traces its development over the past eleven years.

The basis for the establishment of the ZBM Study group and its

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-
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findings are covered.

Chapter III provides a broad overv iew of tLe current NAVALEX

procurement process from the initiation of a request by DDRE to

contrac t award. It will include a brief assessment as to tl~ need

for a new study.

Chapter IV is an evaluation of the procedure, implemented on

October 3, 1977. It reviews the Task Force ’s recommendations

against a contemporary setting. It also assesses strengths and

weaknesse s, and examines some proposed alternatives.

Chapter V speculates on future evolutionary changes which

might be expected, specifically the trend toward consolidation

of specific functions; i.e. preparation of PRs , Procurement

• 
• Plans, JANs, D&Fs. and the subsequent impact on contract manage-

ment.

Chapter VI summarizes the findings, essent ially that the

benefits will, to a large degree, be realized. The chapter also

reports that considerable potential exists f or undertaking further

management research aimed at understanding and improving system

acquisition processes.

- ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~
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Chapter TI

Naval Electronics Systems Command

NAVELEX, formerly a part of NAVOP LD , was established 1 n 1966.

This SYSC OI 1 , under the Naval Llaterial  C ommand, is deeply invol-

ved in a var ie ty  of programs aimed ~t expanding the Fleet’ s

capabilities.  These inc lude the development of c ommand and

control systems, introduction of satell5te communications systems

and automated c ommunications systems into widespread Fleet use ,

production of precise electronic navigation systems and reliable

• automatic carr i er landing systems, and continuing advances in

all areas of electronic warfare.

The NAVELEX tetrahedron symbolically depicts the broad matrix

of electronic systems and equipments required to support the Naval

operating forces, and the command elationships between the various
0

mission areas. O~

• Fi g u r e l

H
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NAVELEX headquarters in Wa~ iinc’ton ~s or~ anized on a matrix

basis (see Figure 2). It is divided into five Directorates which

manage different phases of equipment development from the “idea”

stage through installation and maintenance to ultimate replacement.

:~~~~~ 
These are:

a. ELEX 01 - The Planning, Programming, and Res ources I Iana~e-

ment Directorate, These are the “managers” who are responsible

for providing overall direction . They are concerned with

policy, planning and programming, progress appraisal and

financial management.

h. ELEX 02 - The Contracts Directorate. Here are the “buyers”

who negotiate contracts L~or equipment and services required

to fulfill the Command ’s primary mission to support the

Fleet. These “buyers” are the link v’~.th industry and the

• “suppliers ”.

c. ELEX 03 - The Research and Technology Directorate vr~:ich

~uides t~e Command ’s efforts to develop the needs of tom-

orrow ’s ~Iavy today. This involves programs in Naval Labor-

atories, as well as industry and research institutions.

d. ELEX 0)4. - The Logistics Directorate, working with Command

field activities worldwide, serves the Fleet. Logisticians

assure that electronic equipment does the job it nras designed

and developed to do, under operating conditions. They are

concerned with systems effectiveness, maintenance engineering

and lor~isti cs support.

I
,-~~~ - - ..a 
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e. ELEX 0~ - MaterIal Acquis ition Directorate , whose responsi—

hilities include ennineering development, desin’n , acquisition ,

test and eva lua tion , and certification of a v.’i.de range of

electronic systems and hardware con installation worldwide

at Naval air and communications stations and Thr ine Corps

fac ilities , as well as shipboard.

Additionally, the command has Project Management Elements

charged v[~th developing equipment and systems to meet urrent needs

in such areas as electronic warfare, communications, surveillance,

navigation, sensors and space technology. These special project

offices were established because of the cost , complexity, or

priority in these areas. Eighb field activities provide immediate

resron~e to remedy difficulties.beyond the capability of the

station work force. Further, the Command has a Systems Test

and Evaluation Detachment in I’llaryland, a Security ~~gineering

Center in ~ashington, and a Space Systems Activity in Los Angeles.

From an initial austere personnel complement, NAVELEX now

numbers over 3000 people . Recent OSD mandates have curtailed

new employment and replacements wiJ not be forthcoming. NAVELEX

managers are keenly aware of two organizational facts of life :

limited resources, and the need for division of labor.

By way of background to the specific procedure described

herein, a conference was held on 17-19 July 1977 at Charlottes-

ville , Va. In add~t~on to t~ e Commander and ~is Deputy (both

Rear Ld i~ rals), all Directorate Heads (06 and above) plus their

L~. .• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
—— —.- ~ • • —~~- - • . •• • •~~~ .~~~~ •~ —~—-——- - • 

- 
• 
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high grade civilian Deputies attended this meeting. It was called

the ZBM Retreat, for t~~ Command had just gone throu~~i an exten-

sive zero-base budgeting exercise. Two key issues surfaced during

the meet ing : anticipated reduced levels of manpower, and the

need to €x~ise any unnecessary steps in the acquisition cycle.

r~.

~
• • •~:•

(
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Chapter III

Current NAVELEX Procurement Process

The procurement process, currantly in existence at NAVELEX,
- 4

-
~~~~~ is cumbersome and lengthy. As Jacques S. Gansler, former Deputy ASD,

stated :

“If one were to step back and look at the to ta l  acquis i—
• tion cycle and the changes that have been brought about

over the past 10 years, one could say that concurrency
has been largely eliminated, and that significant steps
have been taken towards reducing ris~ s. However, we have
added ‘incremental decision-making ’, an increase In

• management reviews, considerable increase in test evalu-
ation, competitive protptyping and low-rate initial
production. Each of these additions has had the Desired
efffects, but also greatly -i ncreased the acquisition
cycle time and cost. The effect has been that w]ile we
were able to field the NIKE AJAX in 6 years, and the
HA~.K in ~ years (from the requirement to deployment) itis likely to take 18 years to field AEGIS.”2

These comments were reinforced at a meeting vz~ th Congress-

man Richard ii. Ichord , in a meeting v-:i th students of the Defense

• Systems ?~1anagement College on September 18, 1977, on Capitol

h ll. lie spoke of the need for micro—management of the major

• wea pons’ systems acq~’isitions by Congress; however, the corollary

aspect of costly ex tens i ons was shocking.

In ::DVTi~L~D, the Program i-lanagement Elements (PME’s) are

of the lean matrix type; that is, some of the ir staff s are

experts in one or more discipline s, and each rel ies on the

fijnc t~ onai groups for support. ~~e of the distinguishingr char:c terictic : of a typ ic al manager ~s how dependent he is on

! Jacques S. Gansler, New Initiatives in Defense Systems’
Acqu~sit~ on, N at~ ona1 Contract  Management Assn : Washington , D. C.
July 1976.
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the activiti es of a variety of other people to perform his job

effect ively. A manager can be dependent, in varying degrees

on superiors , subordinates , peers ~n other parts of the org an-

~zation , the subordinate s of peers, outside suppliers, cust omers ,

competitors , unions, regulating agencies and many others.3 These

dependency re1at~~onships are an Inherent part of the managerial

job. :.ithout at least minimal cooperati on from these groups,

managers cannot guide their organizations toward achievenia~t of

their objectives.

In NAVELEX, as well as other DOD organizations, the manager

is dependent on many people (and things) whom they do not directly

con trol, and w~o have limited time , energy and talent, for the ir

• competing demands, This is the key to one of the biggest frus-

trations a manager may feel In his job. In this c ontext, the

• undertaking of a procedure to recognize these dependency rela-

tionships, and to improve the orderly flow of documents through

the organization was a welcome project . In the words of one

Program Manager, “NAVELEX is biased for ‘stops’”.

The current flow process appeared workable....on paper.(Fig.3)

And th e wici~ets had been defined several times, with a plethora

of instructions as riuidance. However, as each review board

shredded the proposed acquisition , and demanded extensive rework

3John P. Kotter. “Power, Dependence and Effective
Management”, Harvard Business Review, July-August 1977, p. 126.
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the p rocess lengthened, and costs  skyrocketed. In reviewing

~~ the proces s, several inadequacies surfaced~
a. Documentation was passed from one amorphous code to

another amorphous c ode , but no one had direct responsibility.

Hence, if it we:”e assigned to ai ind ividual (not Imovvn to t1~
origr~nating code), the documentation just remained in their

“in-bas~cet ” until they were able to handle it. If they were out

of the offIce on official travel or leave consistently, no one

assumed the workload.

b. Follow-up control did not exIst. In some instances,

H , it was not prioriLization of tas.:s which was the issue, but a

matter of the ”squesking wheel getting the oil” , insofar as

accomplishment of work at Land.

c. NAVELEX was not obligatine their resources ‘n a timely

manner. Regardless of the complexi ty of the process, this process

was not inItIated soon enough.

• At the ZEM Retreat, a Task Force was established, with a

goal of determining vhat actions might be taken to produce

better quality procurement products~package, reduce overall

processing time, and minimize the number of manhours spent in

• processin~ and solicitation revIew. Related to this issue,

several sub—tasks were assigned to specific functional groups,

as follows :

a. Detai l  the ex i s t ing  process from requiremen t d efin it io n  to

contrac t award .

b. Evaluate the ‘value-added ’ by each review and ‘chop ’ in the

4
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cycle.

c . ExamIne Lhe role of the review boards wad the e f f i c i e n c y  of

4 the~ i~ procedures.

d. Develop an Improved acquisition proce :~s composed of minimum

• essentials.

e. Determine whether PR preparation should be centralized or

• S d3_Centrali zed.

f. Inve s~ ’gate standardi zati on of formats for PRs , S0V~T s , data

~tems, a-~d cpecification~ .

• g. Recommend a schedaling scheme for the process, including

- • a follow-up system.

h.  Determine the location and u t i l i za t ion  o~ t he cent ers ef

ex p er t i se in the vari ous acguisi tion d in c i p lin e s .

• i•. Recommend a program to provide in tens i fied  training f or

- user personnel.

- 

Generally, the studies were conducted in two parts...a re- - •

• view by cor:n i zant personnel (inc ludinh PLIh acquisition engineers)

to surface any problems and recommendations , and subsequent

meetings to make comnients/recominendations based upon Lhe~ r

review of background information ~‘elating to the sub-tasks.

All TasD Force personnel were required to undertake and •

complete their studies wiL Hi •n one month (August 1977). An

• 
• overview summary of the project was deadlinod for delivery to

the Deputy C ommander, NAVELEX on 1 September 1977.
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Chapter IV

Evaluation of Proposed Procedure

On 3 October 1977, the new procedure wa s  o f f i c i a l l y  “turned

On ” . ELEX hanar -ers we re informed tha t  1~A1TELEX 
Tnstruct i ons

• )4200 .8C and L1200.1OE would be re -writ t en  by 31 October 1977,

to reflect  the new me thadology . Until that tine, an i n ter i m

ins t ruct ion  wouict descr be the aecelera~- ed work—pr e-cess f low.
a

Further , it was nointed out that two acquisition procedure s

would be in ef f ec t  -- the old and new-- until all procurement s

— planned under the old procedure had been c ompleted.

An OPG i~IIS pr intout was produced of all i tems in the OSD

Budget , i d e nt i f i e d  by nomenclature, f or w hi c h  IIAVELEX buys

are planned. These OPH Thidget requirements , along a ith  SCN,

- 
- 

FDS, and. other agency recuirements will be screened against

aveilable  RFI (Re ady ~or Issue ) asse ts , and /or Non-RF I assets .

• All computer-generated reservations and “bay ’ recommendations

will  be reviewed by the IM ( Inventory Manager)  to insure that

the most urgent requirement s are satisfied, first. Buy recuire-

ments :i 11 be consolidated and sorted by 1 November 1977.

ELEX O~ will advise other ene Lcies (Army, Air Force, FAA ) of

NA~ EL:L ’ s proposed buys for FY 1979, and advance MIPH’s wi ll be

reque s bed ~‘or t~~~ r rec’~irements.

After proposed buy ocqul rements have been furnished to car-

nizant Ac quisiti n Damagers , ELTTX ~OiL vD ll schedule Acquisition

-
-
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Planning Conference (APG ’s) .  Inc luded will be the Aceui s it i on

Danager, keq iai . eg Damager, Intenr eted Logistics Sur)p or t  Lianager ,

Tnventory D~wa•- w, Procuring Consinet flff~ ceo/Hegotia . ~~~

Data • Tanage oer.t Offi~ er, and others who may be deemed to have an

imput to, or •c ion on, the proposed procurement. This -- i l l  be

ascon~ulist•ed by send i ng a memo to each •)±visinn~~ irec tor, advising

-
~~ of the l ime of the conference, place, equ ipment, wed any other

pert nerit in~ ormation. It :~l1 be the iTv ~ sion :Drector ’s

-
~~~~~ iiespon ib il ity to insure that a spec i f i c  ind~ vidna1  (‘- -y n c s l e) .

who can appr opr~ ate1y represent  h i s  div~ sion ’ s -cr es ts ,

a s s i gn e u  to at tend each APC . The p a r t ic~ pants at  these  confer -

ences wi ll undertake the f o l i o - in  ta sks , segn - - n~ ‘ ally,  and :

( a )  decide on the method ~ procurement , type of contrac

basic forw iat and scope cC the Acqu isition Packa -e.

— 

• (b) review the ASU (Approval for Service Use) Status and ~P

(Procurement Plan).

• ( c )  in itiate s tar t - w o rk  action on specificat~ on nroparat~ on

or cl r n - e , the SOb , and the IJhF.

(d) schedule t e  events and revi ews that -fl be recm~ :ed b r

the procurement. All the i tems on the Acquisit i on PJ nn~n,~

Conference (APC ) ill be addressed at the m- e :-iri - .

Wit -in two (2) days after the m e e ! i r - , ELEX ~~~ w i l l

doc ument the d e ci sio n s  reached by the A c c : u i s i  L on Team , and

- J i st ribute  a copy to each Team ma sher.

M~lestones to be monih ored w i l l  be selected rrom the li st

p~~~~• _ ~~~__ . _ •

- ______________________



—, .
~~~~— — — -

~~~~ — - ---
~

• - —-
~ 

-
~~~~~~~~~~~~

-- ------•-••, ., - -• 
—

• - —•——-~~~~~~~-—-- ---

in Figure Ij . .  The sciedules  for  al l  procurements wi l l  be placed

• 
- 

Di the i~equirement s Accumulator/Acquisiti  ~ i Tracking System

(~ ACc/ATS ) and copies forwarded to cogn izan t AT member s. ELEX

~OL l will be responsible for all RACC/ATS i nputs and updates,

for the monit~ rin of all scheduled events end requ ired action s

and for produc i n- - n alert for the first mi lestone s as well as

i T ssed. milestone reports when any succeed in- milestone -• s missed.

As an example, description -cC a model procurement follows:

(see Fin . S) .
a. A draft specification ‘sill be completed by 22 January

1978, and forwarded to the ILS iananer. ILS requirements will

be coemleted and passed to the Acquisit~ on Manager (AD ) by 22

February .

b. The AD v iii prepare the final specification and forward

it to the Specification Reviev: 5-oard for anprovel, printing , and

d~ str ihuLi on. Further , Data Reviev: Board approval si ll be obtain-

ed, v~~th a possible final review at a later point in the acquisition

cycle .

c. The Acqu i sition Mananer will then assemble the echnical

Package, forward copies to all Acqu ’sition Team members for

r e v i e w  and-schedule a Reconc iliation Conference. AT members will

have 10 days to r ’OV ’ eu the c ompleted package to insure that t~~ se

i tems agreed to i~~ the Ac quisition Procurement Conference (APC )

have been adequately covered.

d. All Ac 1iD s~ t~ on Team members v i i i  si gnify the~n concurrence

by sinning the completed TecDn i. c i  Package at the Reconc il i a t i O~1

-.4
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APC DECISION PAPER

~

1. Equ ip~ ant nomenclature—

2. Estimated quanti ty- Estimated hardware cost-

3.  Earliest RDD ( Required Delivery Da te )—

4. Specification Status (Mil tary spec. ,  Contract spec.,
revisions required , e t c . ) —

5. SOW (Statement of Work) status-

6. ASU (Approval for Service Use) status--

7. Planned method of procurement-

~~ 3Fortnal advertising E~~Coinpetitive

cJTwo-step formal advertising E~ Non-Compet it ive

CJNegotiation ___________________________

8. Type of contract -

9.  a. Radio Frequency Allocation required?

b. If yes , date requested
_______ 

or date granted
__________

• 10. Security classification—

11. PP (Procurement Plan )-  If a NAVELEX PP has been prepared , it
should be revised to reflect APC schedule decisions.

12. Schedule Planned Date
A. Draft Spec. complete-
C. ILS Reqmts. complete-

• D. DRB (Data Review Bd.) approval-
E. Final spec . approved by Spec . Rev. Bd. —
F. Final spec. printed
G. TP (Tech . Pkg . )  circulated to AT members-
H. Reconciliation mtg . —
J.  Final TP complete-
K. PR released by orig inator—
L. PR released by ELEX 102—
M. Solicitation mailed—
N. Contract awarded-

Fi gure !j.

~~~~~~~ - -• -- ~~~~
•
-

~~~~~~~~~
• -
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A. Draft Spec . complete (20-day alert)

• B. !‘Th t used (c thru N- outstan ’iing MS report produced ) 32 days

C. ILS Reqmts . complete

D. Data approved by Data Rev . Board 
I

E. Final Spec. approved by Spec . Rev. Board 31 days

F. Final Spec. printed

• G. Tech. Pkg. circulated to AT members ______

H.  Reconciliation mtg. of AT l5~,day s

• J .  Final Tech . Pkg . complete 9~ days

K. PR released to ELEX 102 by ELEX 504/PME l3~,days

L. - PR released to ELEX 02 by ELEX 102 2 days

• •
• 

M. Solicitation mailed 32 days

• 
• N.  Contract awarded l22~,daYs

TOTAL— 8 mo ’s. & 16 days from
• 

- draft spec . comp . to
- 

• contract award . -

• • 

• - 
Figure L~ ( con t’d )

—
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C onference.

e. The Acq -.i s it io n  Manager will make dirr~cted/agreed upon

changes to the Technical Package by i6 April and forward it  to

-
~~~~~ ELEX o)~. Before preparing the Purchase Request (PR), the TM

nih screen assets for carcasses ‘.ihich ma . be available , or

may become available, tbroug~s program cancellations, stricken

ships , res tora t ion, change s to e xi s t i un  mul t i -year  contracts,

• or contract  qu n Yt i e s . PR q u a n t i t i e s  w~ii be adjusted accord-

i ngly. If n i l  requ i rements can be s a t i s fi e d  through any or all

of the foregoing means, the planned procurement will be cancelled .

C. At th i s  po i nt , f-he Inventory Manager (TM ) must identify

• all other customer requirements , i.e. LiIPR’s, requisitions , SCN ,

others to verify that funding i_ s s t i l l  planned to be available.

• - he then obtains the delivery schedule , rate , and reporting ~-e—

cuirements from the Production Management Dranch, and prepares

= the Pnl. The PR will be prepared by 1 iday and forwarded to

ELEX 02, Contracts Directorate via ELEX 102 (~~isca1).

g. Allowing ELEX 260/270, (Contracts Purchasing), a

~-month leadtimo v:ill result in contract award by early October,

when FY U79 funds become available.

It is recognized that all NAVELEX procurements are not the

sane and cannot be placed i n a mold . There are sufficient and

compelling reasons why some procurements cannot be s tarted in
liovember and awarded October of the fOllov.ni nr~ year. Some 

*,-
~ -~~~

-•  —
~~

---
~
—-—-

- . 
• 

— p 
—~~~



rmn 
~~~ ~~~ ~.:E

_ - ---- TT~~i~~~r~~—i ~~~~~~
- 

-22-

- i

/
/~~

- iii PB - - I

P
Iv , t I
L2AJ

Figure s P - =

j Proposed Work Flow

I
- --  - - —-- • -~~~ -~~~~--- -- -.-- - --—-

- 
——-— — 

- - ~~~-~— - •~~~~~-—— -—~~~



—~ 
— - sa_.— - 

- —- • •

-23-

r~

Z1
‘1111

H 
--

o

—

Figure ~ (c~~c t ’d )
Propose d ~ork Flow

• ~~~

- —p — — — -- -



r~
~
—

~~~~~

~~~~

~~~~~~

5!
- I

I

• Lb -
~~~~~~~~~

‘
~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~

~~

• 
(~~

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  

Figure S -
— Proposed Work

Flow

• • - • - 
- - •



-2~ -

processes • n the foregoing procedure s vI ili take a longer or

shorter time , on a gi ven procuremen t, because of tceir peculiar

requirements or problems . The time frames in these procurements

and the parallel processing of some action s, can and should be

adhered to , however , for most of the Comniand t s hard-care pro-

curements.

Shortly before the implementation of the new procedure,

ELEX 014. raised a point of issue concerning the new initiative.

The issue raised was the point and time in the acquisition

process that the Data Requirements Review Board (DRRF) should

perform its chartered functions. Dhi.s alternative was surfaced

• despite the fac t  that ELEX 0)4. was represented at every sess i on

of the Task Force study committee by one of more personnel and

despite the sommittee t s belief, at its final meetin~, that

reconciliation (albeit reluctantly) was obtained on all differences.

-: The minori ty opinion stated that Data Requirements Revi ew

F-oard ’s functions should be performed absolutely last in the

acquisition process chain of events. A DOD Directive is cited

as the authority v-L~ ch states that the i)i~RB should perform just

prior to contrac t award or at least solicitation release, if

one is to accord credence to the ELDX 014. interpretation.

The ssue or the DRR~ , and all boards, was considered and

d’cciased at length in the Task -orce analysis of the requisition

process. One of the spec~~Dc subtasks was to analyze the functions

of all board s ~nwolved ~n the proce ss, and detcuai~ne their ne~-

— 
- --

~
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cess ity ,  inc ludin g  the i- r “value added ’t , to the acquis i t ion

process. If required , their  proper interface - and point and

time of performance was ascertained. The following three Board

reviews were considered: the NCRB (Non-Competitive Review Board) 
-

•

the Specification Control Review Board, and the Data Requirements

hcvi•ev: ~-oard , It was determined that, vz :T t ] —  respect to the

hon-C a np e t i t i v e  Revi ew Board , ASPR require s only that such

procurements in  excess of ~lO ,0OO be reviewed at a level hi gher

than the con t r ac tin g  o ff icer .  This  x~ view could be performed by

the Purchase division Directors (ELEX 270/260). Hence, it was

rec om~iended that the TCRB be disestablished . A “to~be~renamed”

Board would continue to review support-services procurements.

h’ith regard to the Data Requirements Review Board and the

Speci• rication Control Review Board, the Tas~ Force determined

that both should continue, and that the performance of their

re spect~ve functions should be done -i n parallel with other

actions, instead of in series , after major completion of the

acquisition packane.

The acquisition flow process proposed in the report of the

Task Force was believed by the co~mnittee members t o be the

optimum, considering all factors. ‘~7hen the aiTnority, and

dissenting opinion, surfaced three v’ee~cs after the proposal

was sent to the Deputy C ommander, it appeared that ELEX 0)4 had

reconsidered what -its representatives lad agreed to , in sessions.

The ma~ority opinion ç-sinted out that the review conducted

I 
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l y the DRRB ~s just  one of mr-ny rev i ews of a procuremen t which

should be properly conducted , considering it a co-equal with

rcviav;s of tecim~ca1 features (taT lor specs to needs), total

life c cle c osts versus design-to-costs. The Task Force believed

that all of these factors , includinh Data Requirements should

be considered in totality hg the Acquisition Team, and proper

trade-offs considered, decided and documented. To seperate

the review o:fl data requirements from an overall review in total—

i•ty (total acquisition review ) was not considered the optimum

approach. It was believed that a piece—meal review would add

additional time, i•n serial fashion, preclude review of t 1-~
acquisition in a context of totality (technical and total-cost

aspects), and would not improve the quality o f ~ the accuisition

package, (cT-ich was one of the goals of the ThoM Force Committee).

The Task Force further pointed out that the ELTX 0)4. inter-

- 
- 

pretation of the DOD Instruction concerning “final review ” was

indeed a narrow one, which precluded review of the acquisition

in  cons idera t ion  of all its factors (requirements, technical and

- - bus iness) .  It would appear that ELEX 014. f e l t  that the require-

• ments f or, and ad~udicat~on of data issues , took precedence

and i-oportance over all factors of the acquisition.

The Task Force committee did not feel that a standing

coTimittee , - 

~th an ad hoc charter having no responsiMility

for the outcome of the acquisition , or the d ov~n st r enm long-

term effects of its decision s (life cgcle costs nd TLS) should
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h e in a sup er i or posi t~ on over the Acqui a~ t ’ on le arn who cDnsid-

cued the total  environment of the acqu:i s -ion , and ha ve vj ’- ~ed

on it since its comception. The latter would certainly he

Mnovrledgable and responsible partici :- onts in the process.

The Task Force stated that , were t h i s  m in or i ty  opinion

to obta in , NAVELEX would remain ~ a a p osture of recgcled pape r

and arp ment .  The concept of chec -:s and ba l ance s  i.s co m si i o r e d

:~. 
workable , i f  not dr 1ven to excess , and the proposal i tself  was

considered to c~~ t: n adequate checks and balances.

a difference in oiMn~ on was then 2orwarcled to the

Deputy ~om ’a nder XA1TELEX. H resolved the -i ssue hy stating

that  the DMR I , a i na _ consuming r ev iew , should be considered

ea r l i er  ~n the aceu i s i t i on  cycle , thus allowing su f f i c i en t

th~ie to ma~e required correct’ons. T-Ts new placement is at the

rec-onc~ 1ia~~on meet~ng (Fi g.5), which u-~ll per-~it resolution

of any discrepancies early in the c:cle. 

-,-- ~—

- ____
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-~~~~ Chapt~ r V

Evolut ionary Chan ges

The environment  of pronram management places an eXtu- ordinar y

premium on talent f or leadership as T s tinr-u i shed ~~orn command- en-

pe r suas~ an , as d sti n~ i shed Thom direction. FIj nci inu ways to

compress bhe ac - ni si tion cycle w i thout increasine- c oncurrency,

or sks , are anona the most difficult challenges for the future.

An i ncreased euniaasi s~ n front—end planning, as evidenced

-
~~~ in the new NA-TiMEX flow arocess  wi ll permi t a more enc o m p a s s in g
• 

v i ew toward opt ¶m i z  inn t~~ c omple te cycle. ~his :.~~ 11 force

a r e c e -n~ t~~~~ort con f l i c t s  between subelements , and promote

eff e c • -~ve early t r ad e o f f s .  Secondly, pol ic ies  and procedures

- i l l  he appli ed , nil ich are more c o n si s t e n t  i t h  aommerci~~l

p r a c t i c e s . . . e .n .  dec ’- - -n - to—cos t , “hands—off”  c cnp et ’~~ion ,

v a u ron t~ es , and t a i l o r i ng  of spec i fi ca t ions .

NAVELEX has s tated that  this new strategy ‘ll be ~~c-

tuned dur i ng the coming year . Then queried as to the p~ s :T il i ty

that  th i s experiment “mi ght; not take ’, the 0~~~i ni  on was erof ~ered

that  the SYS C~~ would never return to the~ -u oceduue, merely

revise the now system until i t  :o~~u;d.

One of the questions that  c oncerned the ar’thor was how

a system would he “ sold ” or commun i ca ted to the lower levels

of ~ the or ’ei n l za t i on. And the answer appears to he ni - -na ~t 
- •

———~~~~ --— — — —
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becomes a matter of policy, as ~mplemented by new ~natructions ,

there - -- ill be no cuestion about i t s  a c c e T t a n c e .  Yet , one of th~

more vis ’ble codes has already taken excepu ’ on to the procedure.

Advocates  of hold new st r at e - - ’ es have not rec ; ni •zed th ; t

they must t ir s t  “un c o un lu ” the functions from the vi se like  - r p

of past  s t r a t e g i e s  before they can expect an o p r o - r ~~ ate response

at lower or -a n iz a t i o na l  levels. Long-time adhe rents to a par —

t’ cular method of performance l1 instinctively resi st changes

in the way they get th4 ngs done . Several suggestions mi~-ht

prove e f fe c t iv e :

1. Before icutenenting this strategy, management sh:ulJ make

certain that a serious func t ’  onal overload doe s not ex i s t .

2. To evo~ d strategic shock v:eves, emDloyees s hould he isp ’ efed

on the new plan. Tnt ’ s i nabanc e, two processes - ill be runs-;ing

H parallel for a year or so...tlie old, rumbersome method, and

the new, streamiirv-d one.

3. Recogniz~ng that problems n i~ -ht exist ‘a these tv’o sI/stems ,

managers sh~u1d establish a mechanism, in advance, for coping

with such problems before they ar i se, and o thc~ ~se, personally

monitorin- their applica L i  on.

The Task Force team , an ad hoc group, should not be d~s-

banded unt~ 1 it has i den - i  f~ ed foil s:-Lhrou -h acti ons. There

should be clearly-stated ;ilestone s by wh~ cli the team can assure

that the Comnr-nd H chnng~nn to ‘ts  non; course. 
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~~~~. C om:ou n i c c l i  on downward , not just unv;ard, must cxi at. The

Task Force Team has  been preoccupied in  communicating the new

strateny to i T ’~~’ r -;re-an izat -i onal levels. The more d i  l ic u l t

task, easily slighted , i.s that of re:ch’ng managers and others

at 1cc-er echelons. The latter hold the key to the successful

mnplcmen t a t~ on of the r;rourcm . Furthermore, they need a deener

-
* 

ins ight nto proposed channe s 1-han man’: -rs at i i  n-her levels.

110w does one br ’ dge the ~ap between management ’s ;otent and

the subeodHates ’ understand i ng? Specialists have to be retra~~ ed

and men; v:oru procedure s documented . iT one se’-meat fa -ils to move

‘a concert vi i• th the ac-hers , the new procedure :111 be swept along

on the old course. All functional areas must be counled to the

new plan, not just a few. One lain-ard , one half-hearted functional

commitment may endan -er the goals establHhed for the C~ umand as

a wi-ole. Las tly, integrat’on has always been one of the pri mary

elemo -~~ts off mana ger ia l  wor . It is unrealistic to promote a new

- - plan as a tech :-s i que for c o n i n g  ve~th a fast-c-:ea--’ 
- env ironment , 

~ut t ari ng ~nb o  recount how it  affects the other m :jor

duties of organizine , ~ntearat’ne- , and measurin - - .

TiAVELTi-~ expects a shake—down ~~
- ‘-- ; - ‘ od of several  months  t o

‘no-tune these new procedures. Aroundmi :-boveeiber 1977,

t r a i n i ng  sessi ons • and quest-i on en d answer sesa ona - i l l  be held

‘~ith supei -a~i sors to iThcuss end resolve any problems that may

hove ar i sen . Tn turn , supervisors •~~ll conduct training -

for their or~ - zat; i•enal camp ;nenhs . One of the larger ~~oo lens

-- ~~~~--- - - - --— -— - —-—~~~~~~~~~~ - • — -~~~~~~—- — --- -- -
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that arises i s the ci il ity of these “1i •a:’n~- pins”,14- to

c -omrsun i cate the materi al accurately,  and With the re quisi te

and persuasive talents.

As an adjunc t, a compte — ena i ve NAVELEX Procurement

n ’ xc should be d ra f ted , wh ch describes  the procurement cycle ,

with excerpts and/or references to ASPR parar-ranbs or tAVELEX

- 
~~~~

- Instructions.

During the course of review of the present sys’orn, It
- - - 

was found that 10 d i f f e ren t  of ff~ ces wi thin NAVELEX prepare

PRs. “ith the exception of two PbS’s, the PR function wi ll

be centralized in one office. Li ke-wi se, a long, searc ing

look n- as taken -at the Contracts Directorate whi ch has a sep-

arate policy and planning branch to prepare  all the PPs,

JAI’Ts, and D&Fs for the Command. Consideration may be -ei ven

to nov i n~- these staff posi tions to the respective purchase

d i visions, or progr am offices so that they might be a con—

tin’e -on part of the entire acquisiti on process.

1
~-Likert , Rens i s .  The Human Organization, Its Management

and Value. (M ew York : l-lc Graw 1T111, 1967), p. 160.

t
- - - - - - _ - - 

—- -•• -—-— __ _ _ —
~~-,~ ~— — 

— • 
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-J hap t;or VI

Summ ;~ ri-

After a detalle ci and broad-u’ ac ing view, the Tasic Three

n r o i osed ac tions  to stre -e - : i i - -ir the — c a v i s i t i o n  process in

the areas  c i  a i~~~~,i~~Z i f l  r ocuired p roces sTha  and review ,

stendcr~Iieed : oracts for necessary paperwork , and :im -roved

tnn ’n i ri~ for user personnel. And yet the s ign i f i can t  fac tor

that emerged 5rom ;hi s analysis i 3 that MAVELEX was not

obligati nr - - ts budgeted resources in a timely manner.

Irrespeca i ve of the complexity o ff  the process, the work

flo- - process has cons i stently not been initiated soon enough.

On continuing programs, i- IAVELT X has a sufficir-nt level of

conffidcnce by October 1 of each year , as to the probable

approved content off the second foilowi .s y e r  pro’-r : ci.

L’koveise on new starts, TIAVELEX should have a ~u f 2 i c  ant

level of confidence by 1 December -of each year as to ti --c

probable approved conten t of the second fiscal year program.

A model procurement demonstrabed that by initiating the

ac qu i sit’ on process at these time s (October and December

eas e- year), eia-h t months later, when the dollars flowed

L 
from the approved hudnets , the procurement aci~~ons (IFS’s,

can bb ready for i ss~u-nce .

The second unique feature of t i e  new an- 5 t i  sn process

H the for ’mnt ’ on of a d i scre te  Acq~iis ’t ’ on Team fo r  e a ch

procurement.  The func tHnal  codes (or i-’ME ’s) will ass ’ ~~ i

r — -- — ——- - - 
~ ~~~~~ -

--
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tho A cc~~~s i t i on  Manager , who , bo rr e ther wi th hi s team , will

drive the ~i c c i i s i t~ on process .  Several hene f f it s  to management

are quite ev i dent ~n t i~e proposed system re l a t ive  to  the

exis inn system. The most s n n f i cant  are :

1. The proposed system prov ides an i n t e g r a t e d , t im e -phased
-
~~~~ structure for developing object ves , tasks ~nd targets. The

ex ’ct nn- sbru cture has less defiaTtion.

2. Respons i i’li:i es for developing and achieving objective s
are well def ~ n-~d. All i nvolved will imow exact ly  wha t  they are
ex-)ected to accomplish .

3. The system v:il1 yield more accurate  performance measure-
meat and real -i stic control by providing meaningful and timely
~af-orma t -7 on to top management and feedback on performance
to the Acquis i t i o n  Team.

~~
. The system promotes participation H, and commitment

to , the objectives. Thi S  will insure that  the objective s are
bo th  sign ifi ca nt and r e a l i s t i c .

- 
- It has been sa id  tha t  “between the uroat  t~~i~~gs t io t we

cannot do , and the small t t i n - m  that  we :111 not do , the

danger is that we shall do noth i . nn. ”~ The creatT on of a

rev sad in terna l  -- rocur em en t  procedure cannot be classed

- - 

- 

as a major  event i n The hi st ory of iTAVELEX , but it does demon-

strate ~~~~
- at the determination ol’ the Tasx Group to recommend

ac tHn , as a result of the Char lot tesvi l le  conferenc e, can

clearly result i~~~ a step forward tov-iard be t te r  m on a g e a - an t .

~Tashjian, Michael J. “An Appraisal of the Effective—
ness of Central ized Contract Adminis t ra t ion ( Unpublished Thesis ,
George Y-i’ashlngb on University, 1970), p. 107.

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~ -
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Chapter V T

Adcii t ’ onal Areas of Study

A quarterly follow-up of :- iis proposed work flow process

ci! bt be underta :en by NAVELEX . The in i t ia l  months of operat ion

‘ji ll be uneven ; nevertheless, the results can be compared with
- 

~ the benefits envis ioned.

A further study minht compare similar aquisition flows

in counterpart SYSCOMS-.NAVAIR and NAVSEA . And lastly, higher

headquarters, NAVI-if T, mi gh t be queried as t o  the value of these

- - new procedures. This organization ultimately approves xhe

SYSCOtI end products .

_ _
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