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• • E )~ CUTIVE SU M~~RY

j  The intent of this report is two fold. First, this paper represents

the authors attempt at gaining a clear understanding of the acquisition

and management process of non-major programs within the Department of

the Navy , specifically, the Naval Air Systems Command. The main thrust

of th&s report is aimed at attaining this understanding since it is

directly related to the program environment within which the author

will function. Second, this report will review the acquisition process

of major programs as related to the process associated with non-major

programs. This will be accomplished through a thorough examination

- and comparison of the governing documents pertaining to Defense

• Systems Acquisition.

From this point on the major emphasis will be placed on the
• 

• 

- 
- examination and. understanding of the non-major program acquisition

process. Key Issues will be Identified. and supporting case examples

- 
- will be presented as part of the examination. From this, conclusions

• will be derived and recoimrtendatjons made .
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Report

*1~

The basic purpose of this report is to define the crfiteria by which

non-major acquisition programs are conducted for and by the Defense

• Industry. The acquisition process for major weapons systems is clearly

defined and established throughout the defense environment. But what

ab uut the acquisition process for the programs and projects of lesser

importance and dollar magnitude? In other words, where is the acqui-

sition process for non—major weapons systems defined? What documentation

specifically outlines this process for commodity items and subsystems

acquired to support the major weapon system?

It has been estimated that each year the Department of Defense

(DOD) obligates more than $30 billion in funds for more than ten million

contract and modification actions in support of National Defense

objectives. Approximately ninety nine percent of these actions represent

only $12 billion in funds. In short, less than 1 percent of all Depart-

merit of Defense procurement act ions are for contracts of major w eapons

systems. HcA~ever, these major contracts represent more than fifty
1

percent of the total amount spent for defense procurement(24:14).

1
This notation will be used throughout the report for sources of

quotations and major references. The first number is the source listed
in the bibliography. The second number is the page in the reference.

1
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• ___________________________________

If then, one can assume that the major portion of time is spent

managing programs of lesser magnitude than major weapons systems, a

reasonable assumption is that there must be a great deal of literature

available tn the form of DOD and Service Directives that specifically

define the acquisition and management process of non-major programs.

It is this underlying assumption that will be investigated in the

course of this report.

Historical Background

As a method of bringing the reader up to date on the current

strate~ r of weapons systems acquisition, it is necessary to review the

related policies of past Administrations. As with other areas within

each new Administration , the Defense Department frequently undergoes

policy changes. Periodi cally , policy is examined and changed accord-

• ingly . The policy of procuring this country’s defense is no exception.
• 

• 
When Robert S. M~Namara, during the Johnson Administration of

the sixties, was the DOD Chief Exec~itive, the major defense systems

acquisition process was considerably different than that of today.

MNamara conducted the acquisi~ion process in a very centralized

manner which left many program managers in doubt as to where actual

program responsibility resided. Accountability for the success or

failure of these programs was vague and the resulting relationship

between the Services and the Office of the Secretary of Defense(OSD)

can best be described as cloudy and confusing(9:20).

2
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This is not to say, howeier, that nothing of worth came out of DOD

while ~tNamara was Chief Executive . Quite the opposite in fact, is true

for one of the greatest of M~Namara’s contributions to the Defense

acquisition process was the development and implementation of the

Planning , Progranith~~g, and Budgeting System (PPBS) which is still in

• use and. highly praised.

However, due to the defense funding ploicies of ~CNainara and his

successor , Clark Clifford, the relations between OSD and Congress were

considered anything but smooth (6:5).

When !k. Laird , with his new Deputy , David Packard , came to office ,

much time was spent on re-establishing effective communication with

Congress. It was during this time period that M. Packard directed his

attention toward improving the acquisition process of weapons systems .

The first step toward this came in ?~ y of 1969 with the establishment

of the Defense System Acquisition Review Council (DSAR C) . The primary

responsibility of the DSARC was to advise OSD by providing information

and recommendations concerning programs that required OSD level

decisions . DSAR C program decision point s were established as indicated

in Figure I. In addition this procedure would provide OSD with a

program tracking mechanism by monitoring program progress at

predetermined points throughout the acquisition process (6 :6 ) .

M .  Laird and ~k .  Packard now turned their attentions toward

properly establishing the responsibility, authority, and accountability

levels of programs through the process of de- centralizing the OSD

• program management policy. Their approach was a participative manage-

merit policy between OSD and the Services. On 13 July 1971 M .  Packard

3
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signed DOD Directive 5000.1, Acquisition of !‘~jor Defense Systems.

• 
- This document directed that the Services would establish the

- 
i”- need for weapons systems and be responsible for their procurement. In

addition, the directive established the necessary lines of program

• authority and accountability between OSD and the Program Office by

outlining the Service and OSD responsibilities necessary to obtain

successful program completion. Needless to say , the policy provisions

of DOD Directive 5000.1 were readi ly and widely accepted by the

Services and implementation began almost immediately .

5
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SECTION II

-: PRESENT ACQUISITION STRATE~~

Background

With the ground work laid by M. Laird and M .  Packa~~ , the

Program ~ nager ’s future environment would appear to have improved

considerably . While the policies surrounding the procurement of

weapons systems may have improved, the environment remained substan-

tially unchanged primarily because of the prevailing public attitudes

which surrounded the environment. The unfavorable attitudes that

surrounded the acquisition of military systems during the late

sisties and early seventies have not yet been overcome. During this

period the general public became greatly disenchanted with the Defense

environment primarily due to the Southeast Asia conflict and the

greatly publicized cost overruns associated with the F— lll, C5-A ,

and F—114 programs . With regard to this , the defense industry in general

has recognized that these attitudes are not only real but will probably

remain with us throughout the seventies ( 1) .

Recently the trend has been to re—establish public confidence and

improve overall efficiency in the defense acquisition management

process.

In an attempt to mad~ntain this trend, Deputy Secretary of Defense

William P. Clements conducted a study of independant reviews of the

6
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DOD acquisition procedures and determined that the communicat ions

- 
~~

• between Program Managers and OSD top level management were unsatis—

factory. On 13 September 1975, ~k. Clements initiat~dga new reporting

- 
•- procedure that required Program Managers of major programs to report

- 
directly to OSD on a monthly basis regarding the status of their

programs Aside from becomniing directly involved with the programs ,

- it was ~~~
‘. Clements ’ desire to be able to provide constructive guidance

in keeping programs on track . It was in this spirit that M. Clements

• signed the revised DOD Directive 5000.1 , Major Systems Acquisition, on

18 January 1977.

• DOD Directive 5000.1 appears to be the heart of the acquisition

process for the Defense Department . As such, it deserves considerable

attention and close examination. The Directive makes it clear that the

Services are to establish the need for systems that are to be consid-

ered as major weapons systems. Almost immediately the Directive

defines major systems acquisition programs as those “involving an

anticipated cost of $75 million in research, development , test and

evaluation (RDT&E) or $300 million in production” (2:2). The

Services will have the responsibility of appointing a program

manager who will be responsible for the conduct of the program. The

program manager is to be given an approved charter which states “the

program manager’s responsibility , authority and accountability for

program objectives” (2:5). OSD is to establish and imp1~ sent policy,

and verify the system need. In addition, through the DSARC process

7 
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and the Decision Coordinating Paper (DC?), OSD is to monitor the

progress of subject programs. These monitoring or decision points are

designated as program milestones and are defined as follows:

!vtlestone 0 — Program Initiation. At this point “the

considerations to support the determination of the

mission need” are documented in the !4ssion Element

Need Statement (~vENS ) .

• I4lestone 1 — Demonstration and Validation, where

the DOD component head recommendations are docu-

mented in the DC?.

M?~Lestone 11 — Full Scale Engineering Development

(FSED) , where upon succes sful completion of the

Demonstration and Validation Phase approval is

sought to enter FSED. Approval is sought from

OSD based on the updated DC? .

~.lestone 111 — Production and Deployment, where

again OSD approval is sought through the updated

DC?.

Finally, the Directive requires the program manager to consider

contract actions , resource allocations, cost , schedule, and tech—

nical performance requirements, production planning engineering

and industrial preparedness planning, test and evaluation , logistic

8
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support, and a host of other equally important considerations (2:8).

The Directive contains two additional statements that will

prove relative to the scope of this report. The first statement

centers around programs that are not designated as major systems

• acquisitions and indicates that those programs will be “guided” by

the provisions of the Directive. The second directs the Services to

provide implementing regulations of the Directive to the Defense

Acquisition Executive within a prescribed period of time. In effect,

the Directive is directing the Services to write their implementing

instructions in such a way so as to include provisions for non—

major programs.

Similarly, DOD Instruction 5000.2, The Decision Coordinating

Paper (DCP)and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council

(DSAR C) , of 18 January 1977, while expanding the concepts presented

in DOD Directive 5000.1, also defines its purpose to be concerned

with “the decision making process at the Secretary or Deputy

• Secretary of Defense level on major defense system acquisition

programs” (3:1).

9
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Key Issues

The DOD Directive 5000.1 of January 18, 1977 clearly estab-.

lishes the current policy for the acquisition of major weapon systems.

The current version, in its briefness and simplicity illustrates one

of its major intents , that is, it encourages decentralization. In

accordance with its direction, each DOD component head issues its

implementing instructions which set forth the necessary procedures

- 
-
~ for the acquisition of weapon systems. For the Department of the

Navy , the governing document is SECNAVINST 5000.1, System Acquisition

in the Department of the Navy . Primarily, this document establishes

the policy and management principles for acquisitions of systems

within the Department of the Navy .

However , upon review of the documentation that governs the

acquisition process within the Naval Air Systems Conmand (NAVAIR),

the following key issues have been identified.

1. No specific instructions appear to have been established

within the Department of the Navy with regard to the

acquisition and management process of less than major

programs .

2. No apparent requirement for formal reviews of the DSARC

type exists at any level within the Department of the

Navy for less than major programs.

With respect to the first key issue , some explanation of the Navy’s

10

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



- - -•.—.•- — - •-•— .-•----•• •~- •——- — ,—•-—--•-•-•—-• .•-,•.. — -•—--•—-—-•••~.•.,‘—~-••••~~ •. -.•~.— - —-—~~~—•---••-.~ . —.—. - -— .~~~~~ -— -—-- — - ‘~~ -

system acquisition cycle is required. While the SECNAVIN~~ 5000.1

-~~~~~ is considerably more detailed than DOD Directive 5000.1 , the basic

structure of each is the same . The primary difference lies in the

level of review authority for the different type programs involved.

For programs of less than major importance review rests with the

Chief of Naval Operations (CNO). Mach of this review and approval

authority is deligated to the Chief of Naval Material (CN }.~ who in

turn deligates it to the Systems Commands . This process is illus-

• trated by Figure 2. It should be noted at this point that the basic

structure of the Navy Department , as well as some of its acquisition

policies , are slightly different from that of the other Services as

shown in Figure 3.

The governing Navy document devotes one paragraph to the Acqui-

sition Management of other than Major Defense Systems and reads as

follows:

“Acquisition Management is concerned with those acquisitions
which are , in most instances, for (FE (Overnment Furnished

• Equipment) to be supplied as subsystems or components to major
acquisition programs or items under laboratory development . Such
acquisitions fall below the threshold requiring OSD level
monitorship and do not require the degree of visibility and
status accorded Project Management . Approval and monitorship for
these acquisitions will be accomplished as an integral part of
the overall Navy Department system acquisition process.
Acquisition Managers are responsible for development , production
and initial support of hardware items. Accordingly, appropriate
command support and apportioned resources shall be provided to
the acquisition management function.

1. Specific Authority. Specific authorities of Acqui-
• sition Managers of the SYSCO !6 and Bureaus ( includes field

activities) and NAV MaT laboratories (e.g., Naval Ordnance
Laboratory, Naval Ship Research arid Development Center , etc.
are contained in appropriat e organizational functional statements.

11
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2. Specific Responsibilities. Acquisition Managers ,SYSCO M
or Bureau and laboratory functional personnel operate within
approved work task statement s , project directives , specified
tasks , schedules and financial ceilings.”

In essence , the functional managers within NAVAIR are responsible

for programs of less than major proportions.

Here in lies the basis for the second key issue. Less than major

programs are generally managed and most often reviewed within the

functional divisions of NAVAIR . For the most part this is true until

continued financial support is required. When such support is required

a review outside the functional areas of responsibility is conducted.

Very often this review is the only contact the Program Manager has

with such programs. -

Figure 14 ill ustrates the matrix concept of management employed

by the Navy Systems Commands. The concept is good enough in principle

but occasionally is in need of fortification in the area of practical

application.

This is not to imply that non—major programs are not managed

effect ively, for just the opposite is true. ~1ènera1ly speaking the

functional organizations within NA . • •IR manage their programs very

efficiently. In many cases however, the functional organization is

handling programs of two basic categories; the program that really has

no immediate association or visibility with a major program , such as

that of the F—l8 aircraft, and programs that directly interface with

major programs. The program manager for a major program of this type
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may not be over excited about the development of a new component for

an existing subsystem that may or may not eventually be utilized in

his aircraft , but will be very concerned if the same subsystem is

being developed for his aircraft . The point to be made here is not

the immediate concern of the program manager but that the funct ional

manager is performing the same level of effort for both systems. His

level of concern will include all normal program functions associated

with the acquisition of the subsystem. When information in needed by

- - the Program Office he will supply it and then return to his normal

duties of managing the subsystem. The problem that exists in this

type of environment is that the lack of communication and effective

subsystem review between the functional and program manager levels

can cause some problems not to surface in t ime to prevent the

occur ance of more serious problems.

Communication problems of this nature do occur and are not

infrequent to functional organizations. Often a program office will

procure a system without consulting functional organizations who may

be responsible for subsystem component s that are part of the overall

system. M s t  often this occurs as a change to an existing major

system and rarely during the actual acquisition of the major system.

None-the—less , the possibility exists for this type of occurance and

when it happens the functional manager usually learns of it only after

a problem arises in that component . At that point the functional

manager may find that because the program office has procured an

16
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unapproved component, actual cognizance of the item is difficult to

determine.

In an effort to clarify the theory presented above, the next
.4 -

sect ion of the report will focus on the presentation of specific case

-
~~~~ examples associated with problems of this nature.



4.

S E C T I O N  I I I

CASE EX AMP LES

.4

~~n e r a l  D i s c u s s i o n

The examples  c i t e d  in t h i s  s e c t i o n  are p r e s e n t e d  as a

me thod  of s u b s t a n t i a t i n g  the key i s s u e s  t h a t  w e r e  i d e n t i f i e d

in S e c t i o n  I I .  The cases  are c u r r e n t  and o n — g o i n g  w i t h i n  the

Nava l  A i r  S y s t e m s  C o m m a n d .  For the most  pa r t  the  examples

r e s i d e  in the  05 s ide  of N a v a i r  ( A I R  5 32 )  w i t h  i n t e r f a c e

in va r ious  o the r  areas . Three  examp les  w i l l  be p r e s e n t e d

and d i s c u s s e d  in d e t a i l .  The p rob l ems  are p r i m a r i l y  the

- 

. concern of the Armament Division ( A I R 5 3 2 )  w i t h  i n t e r f a c e

relationships with the Airframe Division (AIR 530), the

R o t a r y  W i n g  A i r c r a f t  O f f i c e  ( A I R  ~io 1 4 ) ,  th e Ca rr ier Based

• Aircraft Office (AI R 5 1 0 2) ,  and v a r i o u s  P r o g r a m  O f f i c e s

w h i c h  i n clu d e s the F— 114 Program Office.

Case 1 : The UH—1N Aircraft/rescue Hoist Blunde r.

Toward  the end  of 1975 the  p r i m e  c o n t r a c t o r  f o r  the

Navy ’ s UH — 1N h e l i c o p t e r , t o g e t h e r  w i t h  the  NAVAIR p r o g r a m

o f f i c e , i d e n t i f i e d  a n e c e s s a r y  change  to  the  a i r c r a f t ’ s

r e s c u e  h o i s t  s y s t e m .  The change  i nvo lve d r e p l a c i n g  the

e x i s t i ng  h o i s t  assemb ly w i t h  a r e d e s i gned u n i t  assemb ly .

An eng i n e e r i ng  change  p r o p o s a l  ( E C ? )  was w r i t t e n  and

18
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approved  and funds  w e r e  p r o v i d e d to ach ieve  p e r f o r m a n c e  of

- 
.
,~~ the work required. Up on c o m p l e t i o n  of the  work  the  f i r s t

- 
~.. units were shipped to the TJH-1N user  s q u a d r o n , ba s ed in

California , for installation .

The r e s c u e  h o i s t  emp loys  an e xp l o s i v e  C a r t r i d g e

Actuated Device (CAD ) in the form of a cable cutting

gui l lo t ine  as sembly  w h o s e  f u n c t i o n  is to seve r the 3/8

inch diameter steel cab le in emergency situations. Normally

devices of this nature are un der the cognizance of AIR 532 .

By Navy regulations devices of this type require periodi c

inspection and replacement of the explosive cartridge

contained in the de vice. In cases of new installation , a

requirement is made to enter specifi c information , pertain—

ing to the cartridge , in the aircraft log entry book

(5:xviii).

Up on completion of the hoist installation , the user

attempted to comp ly with the requirement directing him to

enter cartridge information in the appropriate log book .

At this point , almost two years from its beginning , the

problem surfaced. When the user foun d no information on the

cartridge he calle d AIR 532 for assistance and guidance.

AIR 532 could find no re ference to the installed device and

a rather lengthy investigation was begun . The investigation

revealed the following:

19
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1. the explosive device had not been approve d for

s e r v i c e  use and was t h e r e f o r e , u n a u t h o r i z e d  f o r

Fleet application . In addition , safety consid—

e r a t i o n s  r e q u i r e d  t ha t  the  de v ice  be r e p l a c e d

or q u a l i f i e d  fo r  s e r v i c e  use to avoid  d i s c o n —

-
~~~~~ tinuance of the h o i s t  assemb ly or g r o u n d i n g  of

- .
.
~~ 

. the a f f e c t e d  a i r c r a f t.

2. the  ECP g e n e r a t e d  by the  c o n t r a c t o r  and

approve d by the Program Office was not properly

reviewed within NAVAIR. Existance of the ECP

was not known to AIR 532 until after the

prob lem s u r f a c e d .  A d e q u a t e  rev iew t h e r e f o r e ,

was  not  provi de d and a s e r i ous  p r o b l e m  a r o s e .

As a r e su l t , two cour ses  of a c t i o n  were  open to  the

P r o g r a m  O f f i c e  and AIR 532.  F i r s t , r ep lace  the  u n a u t h o r i z e d

e q u i p m e n t  w i t h  an approve d d e v i c e .  This  a c t i o n  r e q u i r e d

• a n o t h e r  ECP b e c a u s e  s t r u c t u r a l  changes  were necessary in

orde r  f o r  the  h o i s t  to  be m a t c h e d  w i t h  any of the ava i l ab l e

approve d guillotines. Second , perform the required quali-

fication testing on the existing device in order to obtain

approval for service use. The second approach prove d to be

the most  p r a c t i c a l, bu t  s t i l l  cos t ly  to the  P r o g r a m  O f f i c e .

The q u a l i f i c a t i o n  program would involve the best part of

seven months including the time required for parts procure—

20
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t
ment , test setup , and documentation preparation . During

t h i s  t ime  the  t h r e e  a i r c r a f t  t h a t  had  been  f i t t e d  w i t h  the

new ho i s t  assemb ly did not  f ly .

An effective line of communication between the

P r o g r a m  O f f i c e  and f u n c t i o n a l  levels of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y

together with a proper process of r e v i e w  of the  c o n t r a c t o r

ECP cou ld  have allevi ated the  added  cos t  and associated

prob l ems  to eve ryone  c o n c e r n e d .  As a r esu l t , the  i n s t a l l -

a t ion  p r o c e s s  of the  new h o i s t  a s semb l i e s  is s t i l l  t a k i n g

place.

Case 2 : The MK 1214 MOD 0 I m p u l s e  Cartridge

The 14K 1214 c ame about  in t he  ea r ly  s e v e n t i e s  in an

- - - e f for t  to cure  some of the  Navy ’s more serious problems

associated with stores ejection and release from aircraft .

This  impu l se  c a r t r i d g e  was i n t e n d e d  to rep lace  s e v e r a l  of

a s e r i e s  of o the r  c a r t r i d g es tha t  w e r e  b e i n g  used  by the

Navy f o r  stnres release in a host ~f bomb racks and

missile launchers . The experimental cartridges produced

in the ear ly  s e v e n t i e s  p rove d e f f i c i e n t  and r e l i ab l e  fo r

their intended appli cations. In addition to the existing

applications , as promising as it appeared , the MK 1214 was

designated for use in the F— 114 Sparrow Missile launcher

w h i c h  was s t i l l  under  deve lopment  d u r i n g  t h i s  t ime  p e r i o d .

The experimental cartridge , th rou gh the us ual quali f i c a tion
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proce dur es , was accepted and approve d for its intended

application. Today the cartridge is used in virtually every

bomb rack and launcher system currently employed by the

Navy . E v e n t u a l l y  t hough , seve ra l  severe  p rob lems  became

apparent concerning the MK 1214 cartridge and a constant

effort has been un derway since in order to improve the

- 
.. situation .

The most  sev ere of th ese p rob lems c e n t e r e d aroun d

the cartridges application in the F—1 14 launcher , and this

prob lem is not  l ikely to  d i s app ea r  any t ime  in the  n e a r

f u t u r e .  The i m p l i c a t i o n s  of the F— 114/ MK 1214 p rob lem are

f a r  r e a c h i n g  and invo lve  a m u l t i t u d e  of ind iv i duals and

organizations. AIR 532 ha~ co gni zance ove r the imp~ilse

cartridge , an d as such , has been directly involved with

the F—l14 Program Office and the contractors associated

with the aircraft and launcher systems .

The p rob lem i d e n t i f i e d  itself initially during

ac tua l  app l i ca t ion  of e j e c t i n g  the missiles from the

a i r c r a f t , bu~ it  was the  c o n t r a c t o r  who  ac tua l ly

b r o u g h t  the p rob lem to li ght  in i t s  c u r r e n t  p r o p o r t i o n s .

Early in 19714 the contractor reported difficulty

in testing the launcher for acceptance. Concern was

express ed that the new cartridges were not cap able of

developing suff i c ient ener gy to rele ase the mis s i le w ith

22 



sufficient force. What followe d was two years of extensive
L!.~ testing, reporting, attending meetings , check in g var ious

- .., test p roce dures , reviewing documentation and reviewing the

r des igns  of bo th  the cartridge and the launcher system. To

date , no satisfactory solution has been reached.

Initially the Government took the position that it

must have been a prob lem peculiar to the launcher becaus e

the cartridges were manufactured to close tolerances as

specified in the appropriate specifi cations . In addition ,

these particular cartridges were certified approve d as a

result of the usual pre—production lot acceptance test

procedures and the De fense Contract Administration Service

(DCAS ) inspection procedures. The contractor immediately

w e n t  to  wo rk to p rove the Governme nt wron g an d repo rte d

th at they  ha d di scovere d a lar ge quant ity of the  ca r t ridges

to be grossly out of compliance with the specification .

An i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was c o n d u c t e d  by the gove r n m e n t

that cons iste d of examining the ent ire lot of cartr idg es

by han d inspection.

All ten thous and cartr idges were screene d for we ight

and dimension characteristics and then x—rayed. The result

proved somewhat astounding to the government personnel

i nvo lved .  The resu l t s i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  ove r s e v e n t y  p e r c e n t

of the  lot was de f e c tive and in dee d g r o s s l y  out of speci-

f i c a t i o n  requirements. During the investigation , fo r

23
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I. i n s t a n c e , f o u r  c a r t r i dges  were  foun d not  to con t a in  any

main propellant charge what—so—ever.

Wh ile the  di scovery  of th is de f i c i e n c y  did not  solve

the initial problem , se rious consequences did result in

that the relationship between gove rnment and contractor

was severe ly  h ampered .  As a resul t , a great deal of
~~~~~

valuable time has been consume d just trying to re—e stab—

lish meaningful c ommunicat ion and an atmosphere of trust

and con fidence.

It is clear that the Pro gram Off ice and the funct ional

- 

- office dropped the ball so—to—speak in allowing the occur—

ance of the above incident. Proper DCAS and Program Office

monitoring procedures combined with frequent program

reviews could have avoided this problem and saved hundreds

of thousands of extra dollars from being waisted.

Case 3 : The MK 131 MOD Q Impulse Cartridge

The MK 131 MOD 0 impulse cartridge dates back to the

early sixties. Development of this cartridge was sole

source and intende d for only one purpose ; to di spens e and

deploy chaff counterme asures weaDons. During this period

of time the decision was made by the Bureau of Weapons

(BUWEPS ) to  make use of this c a r t r i d g e  for dispensing the

MK 146 Decoy Flare , which serve d a similar function as that

of the chaff unit but in a considerab ly different manner.

2 14
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The two stores are similar in weight and size and are dispensed from

the same ejection dispenser, and here the similarity stops. Beyond

these physical characteristic similarities the two stores are very

different. It is not necessary to explain the differences in this

report but only explain that once the BUWEPS decision was made

both stores relied on the MC 131 cartridge for ejection. Up to

this point there were no problems — both stores ejected as required

and functioned normally as intended.

Eventually though , the flare became the most used item of the

two stores — the driving factor — and as w ith any other success—

ful item a change was deemed appropriate. Changes were made to the

flare, slight alterations actually, to improve performance charac-

teristics and enhance it’s design objective. Subsequently , however,

someone noticed a slight incompatibility between the cartridge and

the two stores. It became obvious that the cartridge no longer

functioned normally with both stores but only with the flare.

Recently it was learned, through personal contact with the sole

source vendor, that the cartridge also had been altered to be compa—

tible with the flare, the driving factor. Although no written

documentation exists to bear out this statement , the fact is that

the main charge in the cartridge was increased to provide sufficient

energy to properly operate the flare as a result of flare improve-

ments. It must be stated here and now that actually nothing devious

was intended. BUWEPS personnell directed these decisions and the

vendor increased the propellant charge weight within the limits

25
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specified in the governing specification. The point being made here

is that the decisions that were made do not appear to have been yell

thought through.

The resulting problem associatedwith the chaff rounds became

more serious as time passed. The chaff would fail to function and

in many ca..~es the fragile plastic tube housing-;irould explode instead

• of ejecting. The problems were addressed repeatedly and eventually

H the decision was made within NAVAIR (by the same BUWEPS people) to

develop a new cartridge for the chaff round. The new cartridge was

developed and produced by another sole source vendor and while tested

and approved by the government did not solve the problem entirely .

In fact, the new cartridge caused an array of new problems. Since

both stores are expended from the same series of dispensers, the two

cartridges must both operate from the same series of dispensers. Hence,

the two cartridges are almost identical in physical size and dimen-

sional characteristics - It is therefore easy to load the wrong car-

tridge with the wrong store, particularly when the dispenser is to

carry a mixed load of flares and chaff. In other w ords a logistics

nightmare began to take shape. In addition, inventory management of

the cartridges eventually became a serious pr~~lem . Government acti-

vities w ere no longer sure what they had on hand, and physical

counting of inventories involved too much time. By the end of 1976

three different stock numbers had b een assigned to the Iwo cartridges.

During 19 76 AIR 532 conducted a test program that endevored to

26
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~~ prove one cartridge effective for all associated stores ,w h ich now

included the T—12~ Electronic Frequency Jammer . By Navy request, the

second vendor produced yet another cartridge that was intended to

function all three stores successfully. By the end of t}~ year one

hundred thousand dollars had b een spent and the third cartridge

proved to be no better than the other Iwo.

The logistics prdilems intensified also. In March 1976 the Inven-

tory Control Point (ICP) for devices of this nature reported the MC 131

cartridge tobe in critical short supply — none existed w ithin the

Navy except a trace amount . The cartridges used to perform the AIR 532

program during 1976 were purchased from an Army ammunition depot in

Korea. However,when it was time to establish the 1978 procurement

buy in mid 1977, the IC? reported almost one million MC 131 impulse

cartridges on hand in the United States. The most interesting aspect

of this estimate is that no MC 131 cartridges had been produced since

19714. Based on this fact the IC? conducted three more estimates of on

hand MC 131’s. Three grossly different estimates resulted, the lastH-of

which was in the neigthorhood of three hundred thousand.

Currently, AIR 532 is taking a new look at the situation surround-

ing this problem. The approach will be to study the prthlem from a

systems approach — that is, to view the pr~~1em with respect to all

equipments (stores, cartridges, and all different dispensers), not just

separate components. It is this authors opinion that the technical in-

compat~~ fifties ar..i logistic nightmares which surround this problem are

inexcuse~~le.

27
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SECTION IV
1-

SUMMARY

- a,
, COMMENTS

This report illustrates the fact that the environment of Defense

Systems Acquisitions is indeed constantly changing . Nowhere in this

report is the need for such a change disputed , for to resist such

change is to become archaic and narrow minded in concept . Surely the

Defense Industry has managed to stay atuned with the changes necessary

to the successful management of it’s major system acquisitions . How—

ever , it would appear that Defense Industry has neglected , to some

extent , the management practices associated with the programs of less

than major importance. While probably not true in all cases , a large

number of non—major programs within the Department of the Navy are

being run by functional level managers who take the attitude of “we’ve

always run things this way.” This approach is no longer valid. The

case examples cited in this report exemplify this to be true. The

correct and proper management of subsystem programs is every bit as

important as that of major programs because of the potential adverse

impacts that can result. For the Navy to manage it’s subsystem pro—

grams with any less care and professionalism than that devoted to

major programs is to breed management obsolescence.

28

r - 
~
-- -

~~~~~~
-- --— - - .~~~~~~~ — — - — - --——- ——.- - 

~~~~~~~-



Conclusions

With the issuance of SECNAVINST 5000.1 the Department of the Navy

satisfied the requirement as stipulated in the DOD Directive 5000.1

- - . 
with regard to the management and acquisition policies of major sys—

tems. Beyond this, the Navy appears to direct little attention to the

management and acquisition of non—major systems. The author was unable

to locate any Navy directives , instructions , or publications which

dealt explicitly with proper management and acquisition policies

and procedures for less than maflor systems. From this the author con-

cludes that “somehow’t it all works. It may not work smoothly — but

it works.

The decision making process for non—major programs is often hap-

hazard and inadequate. Frequently , decisions of this nature are

bounced back and forth between program offices and function offices

within NAVAIR. Very- often decisions concerning a weapon systems are

bounced back and forth among different divisions within NAVAIR be—

• cause several divisions have cognizance over pieces of the system and

clear boundaries of ownership are not well--established. This is true in

the case 3 example of this report. AIR 532 has cognizance over the

flare and the cartridge while the Electronic Warfare division (AIR 533)

has cognizance over the Jaimner and just recently farmed the chaff

round out to one of it’s field stations. In the past two years

neither of these divisions has admitted to this author the “owner sMp”

of any of the dispensers . At the beginning of 1977 the Program office

29 
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for this system was individually funding no less than six government

activities for research and development for different pieces of the

system and at least three private contractors for further development

and procurement of the same pieces of the system. For the most part,

all were working independantly of the other. In short, the effect of

bouncing back and forth of cognizant responsibility in this manner is

most dollar and time—consuming and never makes a program run smoothly .

Review and monitoring procedures for programs of this type are

often conducted in the same manner.

SECNAVINST 51420.172?, Establishment of the Department of the

Navy Systems Acquisition Review Council (DNSARC), of 18 May 1976,

appears to be the only existing Navy document that deals with the

- 
. administrative procedures governing program reviews. “The mission of

the DNSARC is to provide a formal mechanism by which the secretary

of the Navy will receive the advice and counsel of his principle

advisors prior to making decisions concerning need,program initiation ,

continuation of, or substantial change to, systems acquisition programs

which merit Secretarial attention”’(8:l). The balance of this document

defines the specific functions and procedures of the DNSARC .

Obviously , the DNSARC is concerned with reviews of maJor programs

and the author is not advocating that the DNSARC expand it’s realm of

responsibilities to include non—major programs - only that the Navy

address specific consideration of these programs.
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Recommendations

In preparing the recommendations which follow , the author

recognizes his limited experiance in the Defense Acquisition business

- 
- and the limited time afforded in which preparation and research of

this report were conducted. None—the—less , with regard to the

acquisition and management process of the Navy~s less than major

~ ~~‘- programs, the author also recognizes a definite need for improvement.

To begin with , there is every indication that there is a need

for the Department of the Navy to establish and implement specific

documentation, in whatever form necessary, to deal with the

acquisition and management policies and procedures applicable to

non—major systems. Effective guidlines and definitions should be

developed to ensure effective communication and cooperation through—

out all levels of management within the Department of the Navy .

Definite lines of authority, responsibility , and accountability are

essential to non—major programs, and once established will greatly

enhance the operational effectiveness of major programs.

There is also a definite need to establish a fixed mechanism

for which less than major programs can be monitored and reviewed.

The functions and procedures spelled out in SECNAVINST 5142O.172B

can easily be applied to non—major programs. An organization o.~

the DNSARC type could be established within each Navy Systems

Command to perLorm these functions for non—major programs.

Predetermined and frequent reviews will aide immensely in their

timely interface with major programs and ensure a smoother flow
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of both.  Well defined monitoring and review procedures of non—maj or

programs should be considered just as important as those procedures

for maj or programs . The establishment and implementation of such

procedures can only enhance the Navy’s management ability .

A final recommendation: For the past year AIR 532 has been

undergoing a sometimes dramatic reorganization effort. The main

thrust of this effort has been to establish AIR 532 as a Program

Office for the NAVAIR ’s armament systems. It has been a difficult

attempt at reorganization to say the least, but AIR 532 recognizes

it’s strengths and weaknesses and is striving toward better manage—

ment capabilities. It is therefore recommended that a direct line of

communication be established between AIR 532 and the Defense Systems

Management College (DSMC) to assist in obtaining an effective Arma—

ment Program Office within NAVAIR . It is further recommended that

NAVAIR view this reorganization effort as a p lot program in obtain—

ing effective program management to acheive more efficient fleet

support .
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SECTIOI’1 V

- ‘ ADDITI ONAL AREAS OF STUD Y

H The subject of non—major acquisition programs within

the Defense environment is one which lends itself to many

add i t i ona l  areas of s t u d y . The areas  cove red  in t h i s  r e p o r t

represent a small portion of subjects open to study and in

the~r e ~~ves open areas  of c o n s i d e r a t i o n  s u b j e c t  to  deepe r

an ci ’ .~~i. S

In add i t ion  to i n v e s t i g a t i n g  the  mean s by which the

recommendations in this report might be realized , cne mi ght

consider the following:

* Design to Cost considerations for non—major programs

* Who insures Reliability and Maintainability (R&M)

requirements for subsystem programs ?

* The Arme d Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR)

and how non—major programs are really procured

* Non—major and major program interfaces: problems

and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s

and fo r  the next  AIR 532 r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  to a t t end  DSMC ,

a suggested study project topic:

* How to achieve and implement the objective that is

p r e s e n t e d  as the  final recommendation of this report.
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