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PREFACE

This study was requested by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition to

provide an independent review of the progress that has been made in the defense

acquisition process in rcsponse to the Packard Commission, and to determine what, if any,

further improvements might be possible. In its report, A Questfor Excellence, published

in 1986, the Commission recommended a number of changes in defense organization,

decision-making practices, policy and regulation, and infrastnrcture management. This

study describes the changes that have resulted, :rssesses the degree to which the acquisition

process complies with the Commission's management principles, and offers an agenda for

the next administration.

This study was conducted under contract MDA903 84 C 0031; task order number

T-G6-599, The Defense Acquisition Process.

The study rclied on interviews with more than 100 acquisition officials and experts

to describe the current process, and to obtain their views on how well it is working. The

authors thank these interviewees for their time and for providing theh candid views.

The authors also thank the IDA review panel, which provided helpful guidance at

several stages of the study, and reviewed an earlier draft of this report. The panel was

chaired by W.Y. Smith, General, USAF (Ret.), and included Mr. Seymour Deitchman,

Dr. Thomas L. McNaugher, Dr. Herbert Stein, Mr. John Walsh, A.J. Whittle, Admiral,

USN(Ret.), and Mr. R. James Woolsey. J. Ronald Fox and Robert D. Turner also

provided valuable comments at several stages in the project.

Finally, we thank research assistants Michael Gilligan and Tara Santmire; our

editor, Dorothy Mendonsa; and most especially Teresa Dillard who ryped several drafts and

the final manuscript.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In its 1986 report" the Packard Commission called for radical change in the defense

acquisition process and made recommendations in several areas: organization, decision

making, policy, and management.t President Reagan and the Congress directed the

Department of Defense (DoD) to implement nearly all of the Packard Commission

recommendations. Consistent with this guidance, two Under Secretaries for Acquisition,

Richard Godwin and Robert Costello, have attempted to implement acquisition reform

within the DoD following distinctly different approaches. This study describes what has

been accomplished over the last two years and proposes an agenda for continued

improvements.

The assessment of the current process is intended to reflect the extent to which DoD

decision-making and business practices embody the following management characteristics

as proposed by the Packard Commission.

. Organization - A streamlined organization with centralized policy making

and decenealized execution;

. Decision Making - Processes that

Provide adequate and stable funding,

lvlzrke informed cost-perforrnance trade offs that yield "affordable"
programs,

Involve military operators in decisions, and

Employ extensive prototyping and testing;

.  Acquisi t ion Pol icy -  Simpl i f ied and unif ied acquisi t ion regulat ions and
policies that delegate authoriry to the working level; and

. Manogement - Policies that promote excellence in the work force, and ensure

an adequate technology and industial base.

I A Quest For Exccllence, Report of the President's Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense Management,
1986.
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ambiguities in functions and authorities, simplify acquisition policy and oversight within

each Service, improve the Under Secretary's abiliry to advise the Secretary on long-term

acquisition issues, provide a more disciplined decision-making environment, and ensure

high-level emphasis on the areas of regulation and management. Many of the

recommendations relate to the ongoing functions of the Secretary and Under Secretary for

Acquisition; several require new initiatives.

It should be noted that some important acquisition issues were not extensively

covered in this review. The most important of these involves ethics, and has made front

page news recently. This issue is discussed in dealing with personnel management issues,

but it was not made a major focus of the study because of the belief that the problem is

more one of enforcement than of the operation of the acquisition system.2 Secondly, while

the Packard Commission emphasized that improvement in the acquisition process requires

substantial changes in national-level decision making within the Executive Branch and

Congress, the main focus of this study is on the issues and problems with decision making

within the Pentagon. Finally, because this review focuses primarily on procedural and

organizational issues, there are a number of substantive acquisition-policy issues that are

not dealt with here. These include such areas as profit policies, allowable costs,

independent research and development funding, tax and depreciation treatment, and

progress payments.

A.  ORGANIZATION

The Packard Commission found that responsibility for acquisition policy in the

DoD had been fragmented, and that program managers responsible for acquiring new

sysrems had not been given the authority they needed to do their jobs. The Commission

recommended that DoD create an Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and establish

a short chain of authority--for acquisition matters--with no more than two layers between

the Defense Acquisition Executive and the program manager. In each Service, the

intermediate positions would be occupied by one Service Acquisition Executive and a

number of Program Executive Officen, each of whom would supervise several program

managers. Although these positions have been established, program managers still find

that they lack authority commensurate with their responsibilities: they must placate many

parties outside the "streamlined' acquisition chain to keep their program going.

2 One change that has been made in response to the recena scandal is to change contracting procedures to
eliminate multiple rounds of best and t'inal otfers from competing contractors.
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Problems:

. In practice, the Under Secretary's authority in "matters of acquisition" is

weakened by successful appeals to the Secretary or the Deputy Secretary.

. The Commission's recommended shift of OSD staff functions from
involvement in program management to broader planning and policy issues has
been slow to occur.

. The Services'reorganizations have generally not increased program managers'
authority. Program managers consequently see little difference in their jobs.

. None of the Services has created a central full-time authority for acquisition
policymaking.

. No progrcss has been made in limiting the involvement of Congressional Staff
in detailed defense decisions and policies.

Agenda:

. The Secretary should delegate acquisition policy authority to the Under
Secretary for Acquisition. To signal the Under Secretary's preeminent role, he
should also revise directives (including 5000.1, and 5134.1) to strengthen the
Under Secretary's functions within current organizations; and establish clear
working relationships among senior acquisition officials, to include
coordination among Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary Defense and
Under Secrctary Defense for Acquisition before the Under Secretary Defense
for Acquisition issues major decisions.

. The Secretary should act to standardize and simplify acquisition oversight and
policy responsibilities within the Services.

. The Secretary should revise directives to clearly establish the program
manager's decision authorities, and eliminate management involvement by
staffs at all levels.

. The Under Secretary should emphasize the strategic planning roles of his staff,
and delineate their oversi ght responsibilities.

. The Under Secretary should review his staff for possible reductions if he finds
the Service's acquisition chains of command can fulfill for him responsibiiity
for program oversight.

. The Secretary should direct the Under Secretary and Service Acquisition
Executives to consult with Congress in developing a plan for reducing the
micro-management of programs by Congressional staff, and for consolidating
reportin g requirements.
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Within the DoD decision-making process, our review indicates that the Chairman

and Vice Chairman of the JCS now have ample authority and opportuniry to provide a joint

military perspective in acquisition decision-making. The Under Secretary for Acquisition

also has adequate influence over resource-allocation decisions through his participation in

the Defense Resources Board and the Defense Acquisition Board. Within these

organizations, the Under Secretary can advise the Secretary on the links between

acquisition decisions and resource decisions in order to achieve a coherent acquisition

program. His current role is consistent with the general view that overall resource

decisions must be made by the Secretary, and that acquisition decisions must follow from,

not dictate. resource decisions.

The Department can further the Packard Commission goal of improving acquisition

decisions by improving long-range planning and by disciplining the decision-making

processes to adhere to the Secretary's guidance. To aid in this process, the Under

Secretary should eliminate two deficiencies in the current decision-making framework.

First, he should develop longer-range acquisition plans, because the five-year defense

planning time horizon is too short for "affordability" assessments. Second, he should

work with the Services to develop mission area plans, major product area plans, and

technology area plans. These analytical tools would serve as a basis for issuing a Defense

Guidance that provides a meaningful long-range plan for acquisition programs, which are

grounded in strategy and consistent with realistic resource projections.

In sum, the progress made in defense decision making, the problems that remain,

and a suggested agenda are as follows:

Progress:
. The national security planning process has been changed to promote stability

by increasing planning realism:

(a) It incorporates budget constraints in developing force projections

for the Defense Guidance, and

(b) Secretary Carlucci has set more realistic budget projecrions as a basis

for planning

. The Chairman of the JCS, the Vice Chairman of the JCS, the CINCs, and the

Joint Staff are playing a larger role in acquisition and resource allocation,

potentially increasing the influence of military operational commanders in

decision maliing.
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ln support of his overall program review, the Secretary should direct the Under
Secretary and the DAB to review the ongoing acquisition Program and offer
alternative acquisition programs that meet conservative fiscal guidance.

To promote program stability in the longer term, the Secretary should enforce a
long-range strategic approach in the acquisition decision-making process, and
direct the Under Secrctary to develop bener long-range planning tools.

(a) The Secretary of Defense should direct the continued development of
long-range planning estimates to provide a framework for assessing long-term
affordabiliry, *rerc by permitting informed cost-performance trade offs.

(b) The Under Secretary, in conjunction with the Chairman of the JCS,
should develop long-range investment area assessments that should form a
basis for developing the Defense Guidance.

The Secretary should use the Defense Cuidance as a strategic planning tool,
and discipline the resource-allocation process and acquisition process to
comply with ir

The Under Secretary should use the Defense Acquisition Board to discipline
the acquisition process; in particular he should ensure consideration of options
that meet the mission needs and funding goals specified in the Defense
Guidance.

C. POLICY AND REGULATION

The Packard Commission made several recommendations in the field of acquisition

policy. It proposed replacing existing laws governing the process with a single greatly

simplified statute. The Commission said that DoD should expand use of commercial-style

competition. It argued for increased reliance on commercial products and recommended

requiring a waiver before hardware could be uniquely developed for military use. Finally,

it recommended that DoD change technical data rights policy to make it easier to purchase

off- the- shelf hardware.

DoD has enjoyed some success in implementing the Packard recommendations just

described. It has revised its technical data rights policy along the lines the Commission

suggested. It has undertaken some initiatives that permit DoD buyers to more

systematically take into account the past performance of potential suppliers and to avoid

exhaustive inspection of suppliers that have maintained high sundards. DoD has started to

simplify regulations and to experiment with de-regulation of acquisit ion for

Congressionally-mandated Defense Enterprise Programs.
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The Under Secretary should aggressively support Defense Enterprise

Programs as a vehicle for experimental changes in regulations.

The Under Secretary should strive to eliminate barriers to the use of

commercial-style competition and the use of commercial products wherever

militarily appropriate; training and better information should be stressed as the

means to do this.

D. MANAGEMENT OF PERSONNEL, TECHNOLOGY AND THE
INDUSTRIAL BASE

The secretary's management of personnel, technology programs, and programs

and policies relating to the technology base and industrial base are among his most

important responsibilities. The Packard Commission and other recent studies have found

significant problems and long-term neglect in managing the infrasructure. In the area of

penonnel management, there now are calls for radical changes in DoD organization that are

intended to improve the skills, experience, independence, and accountability of individuals

in the acquisition work force. In the area of science and technology there is national level

concern that the US leadership in key military technologies is declining. In the area of the

industrial and technology base, therc is concern that domestic defense manufacturen often

lag in productivity growth and that not enough is being invested in reserve emergency

capabilities.

The Packard Commission specifically recommended new procedures for the

compensation and management of civilian acquisition personnel. In addition, the

Commission recommended that DoD improve the US capability for industrial mobilization.

The Under Secretary is the principal advocate for these programs, but they are not always

supported because their payoffs are indirect and long term. Greater attention is being given

to them, but in most areas measurable change has not occurred.

In sum, the progress made in defense management, the problems that remain, and a

suggested agenda are as follows:

Progress :

. The Services have made modest progress in training skilled program

managers.

Frameworks for better strategic planning in science and technology programs

have been proposed.

Under Secretary Costello has launched initiatives that if implemented could

improve key process technologies, increase the productivity of defense
manufacturers, and improve qualiry.
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E. IMPLEMENTATION

The prompt actions of the President and Congress in response to the Packard

Commission's recommendations showed high-level commitment to changing the process,

and suggested that dramatic changes in the process might be forthcoming. Upon closer

inspection, however, it is clear that the specific changes ordered were narrow

organizational ones, and that much of the burden of acquisition reform rested on the

shoulders of the DoD leadership-with the Under Secretary for Acquisition at the point.

Given that the new Under Secretary came into an administration in which many of the top

officials had been on the job for up to six years, one should not have expected his job to be

easy.

Although this review shows that, on balance, the acquisition system has made

modest improvements over the past two years, it also finds that significant additional

improvements are possible--within the current organization and under cunent law. Many

of the basic problems identified can be solved if two steps are taken. First, the Secretary

must delegate the Under Secretary for Acquisition sufficient authority to discipline the

decision making processes for acquisition matters both in the Office of the Secretary of

Defense and the Military Departments. Secondly, the internal reforms, which are the focus

of this report should be accompanied by reforms in Congress. The Congress must

srructure itself so that it can better perform its oversight functions without disturbing

orderly acquisition progr:lms. In sum, this review concludes that the solutions to many of

the basic problems with the acquisition process are within the authority of the Secretary or

Under Secretary, but their implementation will require relentless high-level support.
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INTRODUCTION

In its 1986 repo4 the Packard Commission called for radical change in the defense

acquisition process.l It laid out several principles for acquisition, which if implemented

would reduce development times and costs, and produce weapons better suited to war

fighten' needs. The recommended changes included restructuring the acquisition

organization, upgrading the work force, overhauling the acquisition decision-making

process, and rcgulatory reform. hesident Reagan and the Congress quickly embraced the

Packard Commission rcport and almost all of its specific recommendations, and directed

the Department of Defense to implement the Commission's policy prescriptions.

Consistent with this guidance, two Undersecretaries for Acquisition, Richard Godwin and

Robert Costello, have attempted to implement acquisition reform within the Department of

Defense followin g dis tinctly differcnt approac hes.

As part of DoD's ongoing efforts to improve the acquisition process and track its

progress, the Office of the Under Secretary for Acquisition rcquested this study to review

progress in the last two years, including the views of officials within the department who

are rcsponsible for making the acquisition process work. It will be important for incoming

officials to know what has been tried, what is working and what is not, and to understand

what the people within the system believe would be particularly beneficial.

A. THE ACQUISITION PROCESS

Acquisition encompasses a wide range of activities that comprise a major share of

the Defense Department's peacetime duties and budgets. Acquisition related activities

account for about 60 percent of the Department's FY 1989 budget.2 About S80 billion is

spent to purchase new hardware, and another $50 billion is spent to purchase operations

and maintenance items such as spare parts, off-the-shelf commercial parts, foodstuffs,

L A guest For Excellence, Report of the President's
Management, June 1986.

2 Ttese figures are based on the proposed FY 1989 budget.
to the Congress, February 18, 1988.

Blue Ribbon Commission, on Defense

See FrankC. Carlucci, DoD Annual Report
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documents (including thousands of line items) are subsequently submitted to the Secretary

for a program review, in which selected issues are examined. Finally, the Secretary

reviews the Services'detailed budget submissions. The Under Secretary for Acquisition

advises the Secrctary at each step of this process, giving the Under Secretary considerable

potential influence in his arca of rcsponsibility.

As Chairman of the Defense Acquisition Board, the Under Secretary oversees

approximately one hundred major acquisition programs. (Oversight for the remaining

programs is delegated to the Service Secretaries.) The DAB conducts reviews at

"milestones" when a progfirm moves from one phase of development to another. These

rcviews are designed to ensure that the programs arc on track and executable, and that they

are following DoD policies for examining trade-offs, assessing cost-effectiveness,

prototyping and testing, contracting methds, etc. In his oversight role, the Under

Secretary is rcsponsible for ensuring that his acquisition policies and procedures are

followed throughout DoD. He also is rcsponsible for keeping the Secretary abreast of cost,

schedule, and technology developments in the major acquisition programs for which OSD

rctains oversight rcsponsibility.

The Under Secrctary serves an important function in linking the rcsource-allocation

and acquisition decision-making processes. The common view on the relationship between

these processes is that the DAB is delegated responsibility to oversee programs and

"authorize" a program:rs meeting threshold performance, cost, and procedural criteria, but

that the resource-allocation decisions are the responsibility of the DRB. The Under

Secrctary must work to ensure that decisions made about individual acquisition programs in

the DAB are consistent with the overall defense program decisions in the DRB, and that

DRB decisions provide adequate and stable support for ongoing acquisition prognms.

The Under Secrctary is DoD's principal acquisition policy maker because he has

substantial legal authority to establish procedures, policies, and regulations that shape the

acquisition process. The "acquisition process" can be defined as including all of the

procedures by which weapon systems are conceived, defined, evaluated, designed,

prototyped, tested, produced, and incorporated into the force structure. His responsibility

for shaping the acquisition process is therefore very wide reaching, encompassing much of

the work of OSD and the Services.

Finally, the Under Secretary has several management responsibilities. These

include a mnge of infrastnrcture programs, such as science and technology programs and
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Organization: A streamlined organization with centraiized policy making

and decentralized execution at the p'rogram management level;

Acquisition Decision Making: Processes that

hovide adequate and stable funding,

ldake informed cost-p€rformance trade-offs that yield "affordable"
progmms,

Involve military operzrtors in decisions,

Employ extensive prototyping and testing;

. Regulation and Policies: Simplified and unified acquisition regulations

and policies that delegate authority to the working level; and

. Management: Policies that promote excellence in the work force, and ensure

an adequate industrial and technology base.

The determination of what additional improvements might be possible is based in

part on this assessment, but in large measurc it derives from interviewees' opinions of what

additional changes are feasible and beneficial. Since opinions were mixed, this

determination necessarily is partly subjective, rcflecting the judgments of the study team.

In total, morc than l0O individuals were interviewed during the summer and fall of

1988. In order to ensure that all sides of the issues were being heard, the study team

attempted to cover a broad range of institutional perspectives. Coverage included the

Under Secrctary's organization and other OSD components, as well as the Services and the

Joint Staff. Senior civilian acquisition executives were interviewed as well as career civil

service and military officials who have longstanding familiarity with acquisition decision

making and procedurcs. A substantial number of background interviews were conducted

with former Packard Commission members and staff, DoD officials, academic experts, and

govemment officials outside of DoD. Interviews were conducted with the understanding

that they werc not for attribution.

A stnrctured interview format was developed in order to ensure the uniformity of

the issues covered. However, because the interviews were neither highly formalized nor

rigid, the results are necessarily somewhat impressionistic and anecdotal. Generally, the

p€rsons interviewed agreed on the facts as to what has happened over the Past two years.

As one might expect, there is less agreement on the wisdom of what has been done and on

recommendations about what to do next.

The interviews were complemented with a review of documents and publications

describing the evolution of the acquisition process and the views of acquisition experts.
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processes (Chapter IV), policies (Chapter V), and management of personnel, technology

and the industrial base (Chapter VI).

The final two chapters surruruuize the lessons learned from the rcview and present a

proposed agenda for continuing reform efforts. Chapter VII provides an assessment of the

reasons why the Commission's management principles have not been fully implemented,

and then discusses the implications of this experience for further action. Chapter VIII

briefly summarizes the progress made, and provides a proposed agenda that would

implement many of the basic principles of the Commission within DoD's existing

organizational structurc.
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I. THE PACKARD COMMISSION

The Packard Commission stated that rcform of the acquisition system was needed

to "improve" the overall defense decision-making system, to "strengthen and streamline the

control and supervision of the entire acquisition system," to minimize "waste and delay in

the development of new weapons," and to obtain "gr€ater assurance that military equipment

performs as expected." The report stated that the acquisition system "induced instabiliry

and was disnrptive," and that the Congressional budget process creates instabilities by

engaging in micro-management of individual line items. It argued that a major cause of

program delay was a lack of discipline in deciding on program requiremens.

The Commission outlined is view of a properly functioning acquisition system and

an acquisition process to emulate, and offered numerous recommendations for bringing

about needed changes. Several rnanagement principles for acquisition programs can be

inferred from this model. This chapter reviews these principles and the Commission's

specific rccommendations.

A. MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES

The Commission's model for defense acquisition suggests some basic management

principles for developing and acquiring weapon systems. The principles motivate the

specific recommendations, and provide insights into what the Commission saw as the

fundamental problems with the existing system.

Princiole l :  Adopt development and decision processes that permit

"an informed trade-off between quantity and quali ty" in defining weapon

systems. The key point here is that, "At some point, more weapons of lower

performance can overcome fewer weapons of higher performance";t however, making

such trade-offs requircs the consideration of complementary systems and support activities

as well as consideration of the capabilities of potential advenaries. The Commission

emphasized that a mechanism for making such trade-offs needed to be created in the

I The quotadons in this paragraph are from The President's Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense
Management, A Qucst for Excellence, June 1986, p. 52.
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in time and cost. To explain its position, the Commission cited six features of successful

commercial progr:rms, which are summarized in Table I-1. These include small, high-

quatity project teams, which have a clear mandate and commitment from toP management,

limited reporting requircmens, and substantial independence from outside interference with

the program. These teams explore and test options through extensive prototyping and

maintain close communications with usen to ensurc their products will be marketable. The

superiority of this model for project management is a central theme of the Commission's

report, and it clearly motivates several of the specific rccommendations'

Tablc l-1 . ManaEement Features lor Decentralized Program Execution)

.. (tr ls)...posstBLE To MAKE MAJOR TMPROVEMENTS rN DEFENSE ACOUISITION
BY EMULATING THE...MOST SUCCESSFUL...COMPANIES.-

" stx...FEATURES (WPIFY)...SUCCESSFUL COMMERCIAL PROGRAMS-"

1. CLEAR COMMAND 4. SMALL, HIGH OUALITY
CHANNELS STAFFS

2. STABILTTY 5.  COMMUNICATIONS WITH
U S E R S

3. LIMITED REPORTING 6.  PROTOTYPING AND
REOUIREMENTS TESTING

As Mr. Packard said rccently,

I think, if you could get them [SecDel USD(A) and SAEs] down to the
place wherc they're determining policy and are able to enforce policy and
they're not trying to do all thc work themselves, it would be constnrctive....
These people [the managers of successful programs] werc pu-t in charge.
They were-given the responsibility and the authority to do the job. And tlwy
were ldt alone. And that's why those progfitms were successful.... Every
time you look at this issue, you come back to the conclusion that, if you
could just get a team of knowledgeable people assigned to these programs,
assigned so that they would work with the programs long enough to really
have a big impact, it would probably do as much as anything else to
improve our acquisition program....6 Bmphasis added.l

While most of these features are straightforward and mutually reinforcing, there is

always an inherent tension between the desire to adopt expedited development practices

which allow technologists to forge ahead with their work and the need to maintain close

5 Ibid., p. 50.
6 fn" Washington Posl, August l, 1988, p. All, "Packard's Keys to Procurement: Autonomy and

Expertise," comments before the Senate Armed Services Committee.
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Tabla t-2. Packard Commission Recommendations

ORGANIZATION A.a Streamline Organization

. Create Under Secretary for Acquisition

. Establish Service Acquisition Exeq,rtives and Program Executive
Otficers

. Redrrce Acquisitbn Personnel

C. Replaca th€ DSARC with the Joint Requirements Management Board
(JRM8)

. crede Vica chairman of JCS to Co-ChairJRMB with
the Under S€crstary

o E c t s r o N
MAKING

B . Use Technology to Reduce Cost

. Require Early Testing and Prototyping to Explore Options and
Facilitate Trade-offs

. Choose Stateof-the-Art Technologies Only When Cost'Elfeaive

Balance Cost and Per{ormance

. Challenge'Requirements'

Stabilizo Programs

. Baselining

. Dwelop Budget Constrained Program Options

. Congressional Five-Year Budget Level; Two-Year Budget

. Congressional Milestone Funding of Programs

. Muhi-yearProcurement

c.

D.

A C Q U I S I T I O N
P O L I C Y

Streamline Proctrement Statutes and Hegulatlons

Expand Use ol Commercial Produds

. Switch Burden of Proof to Favor Commercial Products

. Adopt Commercial Standards

Expand Use of Commercial-Style Competition

Adopt New Technical Data Rights Policy

A.

E .

F.

G .

MANAGEMENT H. Enhance Personnel Ouali tY

l. lmprove Capabilities for Industrial Mobilization

a The letters reler to tho notation used by the Commission in discussing its recommendations.
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chapters describe thc efforts on the part of the President, Congress, and DoD in rcsponse to

the Commission's call for these fundamental changes.
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4. Management of Personnel, Technology, and the Industrial Base

The Commission recognized that the soul of the acquisition process lies in the

people that make it work. Because the Packard Commission's principles depend on

streamlined organizations and incrcased individual rcsponsibility, implementation requires a

skilled and highly motivated acquisition work force. Therefore the Commission

recommended improvements in the experience, Eaining, and pay for civilian acquisition

personnel. One particular recommendation was to establish an alternative personnel

management system similar to the experimental system adopted at the China Lake faciliry.

In addition, it recommended steps to professionalize civilian contracting personnel, and to

expand education and training op'portunities for ail civilian acquisition penonnel.

The Commission also endorsed the rccommendations to reduce barriers to public

service for senior defense managers offered in 1985 by the National Academy of Public

Administration.16

The Commission noted that the 1986 defense authorization legislation had increased

the experience and training requirements for military program management personnel.

While no specific recommendations rclating to military penonnel were provided, the

Commission supported the legislation to increase experience requirements for program

management personnel.

Finally, the Commission noted that industrial mobilization capabilities were an

elemcnt of national security policy that had too long been neglected. Therefore it

recommended steps to improve mobilization capability. First, the Under Secretary should

formulate an acquisition policy that would be consistent with the President's mobilization

guidance. Second, program managers should incorporate indusaial surge and mobilization

considerations in their progr:rms. The Commission included in the Under Secretary's job

description the responsibility for "determining the adequacy of the defense industrial base."

This recommendation is dirccted at an area that many consider deserves more resources.

C.  A  CHANGE IN PHILOSOPHY 
.

The Packard Commission's management principles and recommendations clearly

intended fundamental changes in defense procuremenl A number of current and past DoD

officials have pointed out that in many cases the Commission's recommendations are at

16 Leadership in Jeopardy: The Fraying of the Presidential Appointrents System. Final Re,pon of the
Presidential Appoinrees Project, National Academy of Public Adminisuation, November 1985.
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Finally, a third imperative is to promote progrzrm stability by the baselining of

prograrns. Baseline agreements would be established for full-scale development (Milestone

II) and for full-rate production ffilestone Itr), and would essentially serve as contracts

between program manageni and the Under Secretary. A program manager would be

delegated authority to manage a program within the parameters stipulated in the baseline

agxeement. Baselines would also senre to provide the commitment needed to stabilize

progmms and to delegate clear authority and rcsponsibility to the program manager.l4

As a member of the DRB, the central forum for resource-allocation decisions, the

Under Secrctary plays an important role in trying to ensure stable resource commitments to

allow programs to proceed smoothly. Acquisition decision making would be made in a

budget-constrained, long-range planning context, in which the higher levels of the

govemment would make longer-term commitmens of funding.

The Commission rccommerded several procedural tmls for accomplishing program

stability. First were changes in the national security planning process. The Commission

offercd a number of rccommendations that would substantially change the development of

national strategies and thcir translation into programs. The National Security decision-

making system from the White House to the Pentagon was to start with provision by the

White House of a "comprchensive statement of national securiry objectives and priorities"

that would generate provisional five-year budget levels to be given to the Secretary of

Defense, that would in turn guide or constmin thc military strategy from the Chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff to support the national objectives.ls The Chairman was also to

provide options on operational concepts and key defense issues.

Secondly, the Commission sought to impart stability to this planning process

through two budgeting innovations: biennial budgeting including Congressional

authorization and appropriation, and five-year budget projections also agreed to by

Congress.

This implements Packard's practice when he was Deputy Secretary. Several observers believe that
baselining requires the Under Secretary to have resource authority for acquisidon programs. This was
essentially the approach proposed by Godwin. There now is a general consensus in Congress that
resouce authoriry should remain wirh ttre Secretary and his Deputy, so that the Under Secretary has no
formal precederrce in acquisition resource decisions. Hence this interpretation of Packard is maintained
throughout this repon.

A Quest for Excellence, p. xix.

l 4

r 5
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progr:rm management, because it rcduced the potential for intervention in progr:rm matters

by officials outside the stneamlined chain of comrnand.

In a rclated recommendation, the Commission called for reducing the number of

acquisition personnel in the Senrice staffs and OSD. It believed that the streamlined

process would limit the need for many of the members of the oversight and functional

specialty communities that now are involved in program management. The Under

Secretary would set policy and have authority over a penonnel system that would run the

acquisition system from top to bottom, although within the current Service structures.

The final organizational change was creating the Joint Requirements and

Management Board.ll The JRMB would replace the Defense Systems Acquisition

Review Council (DSARC) in oversight of ongoing major programs. The board would be

co-chaired by the Under Secretary and thc Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(JCS). The Vice Chairman would bring together and harmonize the conflicting demands of

the Services and would represent the Commanders in Chief (CINCs) as "users." The

board would oversee a process in which prcgram managers would explore a wide range of

options for meeting military operational needs, the test community would provide adequate

test information on which to base choices, and operational users would participate in

choices.

The JRMB reprcsented an attempt to create a deliberate process for introducing new

technology into the field. It was to improve cost-performance trade-offs by providing a

forum in which the military and the technical community could work together to manage

requircments in order to avoid "gold-plating" of hardware performance requirements by the

military system development communities, and "technology push" by the technologists.

2. Acquisition Decision Making

At the core of the Under Secretary's responsibilities is his role as the senior

acquisition decision maker. In this role the Under Secretary must create an acquisition

decision-making system, develop an investment strategy, and use the strategy to review

individual programs and integrate individual program decisions within the DoD's resource-

allocation process. The Under Secretary's authority for carrying out these |asks would

I I As discussed in Chapter III, the JRMB was creatd but was subsequently reconstituted as the Defense
Acquisition Board. This board is Chaired by the Under Secretary and Vice-chaired by the Vice

Chairman of the JCS.
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U. IMPLEMENTING THE MANDATE

Quickly following publication of the Packard Commission's interim report on

acquisition, President Reagan ordered a number of changes. He also requested that

Congress legislate the recommended organizational changes. The Congress responded

with the Defense Acquisition Improvement Act of 1986 and subsequent legislation.

President Reagan and Congress limited their mandate to a few specific organizational

changes, providing the Department substantial discretion in implementing the remaining

recommendations.

Because substantial discrction was left to implement the Commission's

recommendations, Under Secretary Godwin focused much of his time and energy on

defining the role of the Under Secretary and shaping his organization. Under Secretary

Costello is focusing on solving problems within the system he inherited. He has also

begun a substantial number of initiatives that address manufacturing and industrial base

issues. While some of these initiatives address concerns raised by the Packard

Commission, Costello's agenda represents a marked shift of emphasis from Godwin's

approach.

This chapter reviews these implementation actions and the tenures of Under

Secretaries Godwin and Costello.

A. NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION DIRECTIVE 2I9

Although the Packard Commission provided a vision for the acquisition process,

DoD's actual instnrctions for implementing changes were provided subsequently by the

President and the Congress. On April l, 1986, the President signed National Securiry

Decision Directive (NSDD) 219 implementing most of the recommendations presented to

him in the Packard Commission interim repoft. The directive outlined the "steps approved
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In addition, OMB and DoD were to put in place the steps necessary to produce a two-year

defense budget for FY 1988- 1989.

b. Military Organization and Command

NSDD 219 fully endoned the Commission's rccommendations concerning military

organization and command toward the goal of increasing the effectiveness of

communications between the Secretary of Defense and the CINCs. Changes in this area

include improved procedures for incorporating the views of the CINCs into the planning

process through the JCS and the Chairman of the JCS, and for streamlining the

organizational stnrctures within and among the CINCs.

c. Acquisition Organization and Procedures

To continue to improve acquisition management, the President endorsed the

establishment of the position of Under Secrctary of Defense for Acquisition to serve as the

Defense Acquisition Executive. The directive also directed the Military Departments to

establish SAEs and PEOs, thus creating direct reporting channels for program managers.

By reducing the levels within the system, DoD was to be able to reduce the number of

acquisition penonnel. In addition the JRMB was to be restnrcturcd to be co-chaired by the

Under Secretary and the Vice Chairman, JCS, and to play a major role in providing input

for early cost and performance trade-offs in weapon system prognms.

The directive called for streamlining and simplifying the federal procurement

statutes and for strengthening personnel management policies for procurement penonnel.

Finally, the Secretary of Defense was directed to report to the President on measures to

enhance the "cost-efficiency, qualiry, and timeliness of procurements."2

d. Government/Industry Accountabil i ty

NSDD 219 endoned and called for implementation of the Packard Commission

recommendations relating to governmenUindustry accountability, but cautioned against

reducing DoD's ability to effectively monitor and audit contractor performance.

tr-3
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This bill also enlarged the role of the combatant commands in policy formulation,

including procurement policy, and specified the JCS Chairman as the Primary spokesman

for the CINCs. In addition, the bill rcaffirms authority of the Service Secretaries over their

branches, including sole authorityfor acquisition in their Service.

Goldwater-Nichols enacted many of the rcorganization measures specified in the

Packard Commission report. In particular, it consolidated power over the acquisition

process in the civilian offices of DoD while at the same time ensuring that the combatant

commands had access to the decision process so that their needs would not be overlooked.

2. Defense Acquisition Improvement Act of 1986

In a message to Congrcss on April 24, President Reagan asked for Congressional

support to implement the Packard Commission rccommendations, but in doing so he urged

lawmakers to use restraint in drafting legislation necessary to put in place the changes

proposed by thc Packard Commission rcport Though a new law was rcquired to create the

position of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, the Prcsident urged that "further

change to the acquisition organization of the Department of Defense should be left to the

Executive branch. ... we should rcfrain from further action to add new procurement laws to

our statutes ...."3

In kecping with the President's request, minimum legislation was drafted to

implement the Packard Commission recommendations. The Defense Acquisition

Improvemenr Acr laid out the broad authorities and rcsponsibilities of the Under Secretary,

but relied on thc Executive Branch to further support the Under Secretary with the

necessary authority to rcorganize DoD acquisition.a The duties of the Under Secretary

included supervising the entire Department of Defense acquisition system and establishing

policies relating to acquisition. The Under Secretary was also given the duties of

coordinating audit and ovenight activities, establishing policies for maintenance of the

defense industrial base, and directing the Secretaries of the military departments and OSD

penonnel on matters for which the Under Secretary is responsible-

The Defense Acquisition Improvement Act also set out several measures designed

to enhance program stability and streamline program management, including program

3 Congressional Recor4 Apnl24,1986, p. 54852.
4 The position of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition was established in the Miliory Retirement

Reform Act of 1986.
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This legislation has met with mixed reviews. On the one hand there has been clear

evidence of an incrcase in the use of competitive contracts between FY 1983 and FY 1987.

On the other hand, CICA is frequently cited as a primary cause for increased adminisrative

lead times and for more conservative behavior irmong conracting officers trying to rcduce

the risk of protests and comply with DoD's strict intcrpretation of the law.

The Department of Defense Procurement Reform Act and, the Small Business and

Federal Procurement Competition Enhancement Acr, both passed in 1984, also aimed

primarily to foster competition in defense contracting. The Procurement Reforrn Act added

miscellaneous provisions to eliminate the middle man, establish contractor guarantees,

increase the quality of defense procurcment personnel, and achieve certain social objectives

through defense contracting, but the overall thnrst of this legislation was to increase the use

of competition to bring down the cost of defense purchases. The second act added little to

existing law except for the establishment of "brcakout procurement center reprcsentatives"

to foster the use of competition.

T\e Defense Procurement Improvement Act of /985 once again attempted to

increase competition in federal procurement. In addition the law more extensively

addressed two other areas included in prior legislation: cost and price controls and

measures to increase the quality and integrity of procurcment pefsonnel. The bill called for

efforts to regulate unallowable costs in defense contracts and for controlling the problems

of high costs in DoD contracts. Penonnel reforms focused on slowing the "revolving

door" to combat conflict of interest among defense procurement officers and on

encouraging the Secretary of Defense to establish prerequisites of education, training, and

experience for procurement officen. Finally, the legislation mandated strict penalties and

new statutes for unacceptable behavior for both contr:rctors and procurcment officen.

The 1987 procurement reforms were far less encompassing than the legislation

passed in prior years. The legislation makes amendments to familiar areas of the U.S.

Code on issues such as oversight, truth-in-negotiations, small business set-asides and

technical data rights. [n addition, one section of the law directs the Secretary of Defense to

establish a uniform policy addressing contractor costs for special tooling and special test

equipment, an issue of high concern within industry in recent years.

Procurement reform remains on the Congressional agenda this year. Tlte National

Defense Authorization Act for FY 1989 contuns a number of provisions relating to

acquisition policy and management. Among these provisions, the Secretary of Defense is
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management of the entire acquisition process. The Services would continue to identify

threas and develop weapon system rcquiremens.5

Congressional concerns over the defense acquisition process are likely to remain

high on the agenda in the coming year, fueled in part by the recent scandals that have

developcd- The past five or six years have witnessed a proliferation of legislation dealing

with various :uipccts of defense acquisition, but the system still suffen from many of the

same problems identified rcpeatedly by those who study the process. Congress sees the

need for a fundamental change in the system, and is beginning to consider major

organizational changes, such as a centralized acquisition agency, as the solution. This is

among the issues on which the acquisition debate is likely to focus in the next Congress.

C.  GODWIN'S TENURE

Richard Godwin was appointed the first Under Secretary for Acquisition in

September of 1986, shortly after Congress had created the new position. His

rcsponsibilities rcquircd him to establish an acquisition process consistent with the Packard

mandate. Godwin had set the goal of introducing good business practice in defense

acquisition. He believed this required fundamental changes in acquisition decision making,

as well as a "major cultural change" in the acquisition process, which required moving

away from traditional government decision-making processes relying on consensus

building, to an industry model that relies on the delegation of authority to responsible

individuals.6 Hence, he set out to make radical changes in the process, not "just an

adjustment to the existing system." Observers generally agree that Godwin gave top

priority to making these institutional changes.

Godwin took up the challenge of developing a uniform acquisition process. He

wanted to be able to set acquisition policy and procedurcs for all participants in the process.

He was frustrated to find that when the new DoD Directive 5000.1 was published in

September 1987 to reflect the Packard mandate, it granted the Under Secretary the

responsibility to"Develop policy for acquisition plans and strategies..." whereas in his

5 Morrison, David C. "Tinkering with Defense," The Natbnal Journal, September 3, 1988, p. 2178.
5 The quotes in this paragraph are taken from Godwin's testimony to the House Armed Services

Committee. Se Report on the Duties and Aurhoriry of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition),
November 16. 1987.

II.9



OI.II

'I I 'd '!86t '73 raqruoda5 'uonrsmbrv nl astatag to fuotatcag
npu2 to uotrlsod ap EuttlsllqotsX uono1ntr1 to rytstaag'aaUturuoJ sacr^ras paulrv auuas
aqr 3o iSuuuag .pauSrsar uf,npoc JauB {Juoqs 

"qs1q4sa, 
auJodlotul ol paSuEqJ Se^\ a^nJa4p aql L

esnoH aql eroJaq pauusal sIelJgJo reqlo Pus aq EuIuSrsaJ JaU? lsnf 'lErluassa sB^\ SupFlu

uotsrJap aJJnosar puB uorlrsrnbce ro3 lulod fBJoJ al{l sB ,(rutarce5 Japun eql Jo aloJ JalBaJB

u lBqt e^arlag ol panuquoc eH 'saSuBt{J 
PePaau lnoqB SulJq ol ArBssaJeu luarulluruoc

eql eppru lou PBtl luarugedaq aql pe^allaq aq lsrp pal4s aq 'tuluElsar uJ 'atuJo

Sururnsse JstJe JBer ? IIEqI ssel 'L86I 
Jo Jaqrualdes ul uonlsod sltl peu8lsal ut,t\poD

'sens$ uoqrsrnbJB

uo suoqrsod luaraqoc erou doleAOP ,fu4epas JaPun aql dlaq ol (uoIlEJBeluI uIErSoId

pauBual JalsD SuoqBradg ruu.rSordJo acgJo A\au 3 Jo uotlBsJJ aW Pu? 
'pJ8Og uonlslnbJv

esuaJeq aq turuoddns JoJ aJ$Jngs aaunuuoc A\au ? Jo luaudolsnaP eql eJaA\ saEueqt

f:eurFd aql 'ur,r\poD fq p&Iuu3rcar se,t JJrqs uonlslnbce OSO 3tll 486I tuunq

'$3afod

uorlJn4suoJ pu? 'sanIItEJ 
{rBdal 

'sI?uasJ? 'sap11ce3 lsel 'seuolEJoqul tulpnlcq 'sapl^rlJ?

Jo a$uEr JaprA\ qcnur ? uo ulBp apl^oJd plno^r uels{s slql 'suruEord Jofeul ol Palrurl

eJa^\ s,rrou s1uP Sunsrxa seaJeq/tyelqlsudsar sB^\ eq qJ!q,$ JoJ SusSoJd 1p uo e1up

e1rsualxa rphord ol (Sg.Vq1) fJsturuns enqnJaxg uoursrnbJv esuaJaq aql asnal ol PeuuEId

eH 'urels,{S uoquruJoJul luituatuuulll Sllsuglxa uE qsllqqsa ol lno las OSIP uttiPog

',$poqnu sql tuplet uI poessns lou PIp eH

.pJeog saJJnoseg asuaJeq aql ralo uoursmbcu JoJ uonsJollB of,rnosal uI atuapaJeJd a{el

pFo^\ frularcag Jepun arp parldrur ll asnureq 'prsranotruoc ,('ra^ sE^\ qJeordde pasdoJd

slqJ 'suruJEord pauqasgq ol sluauqrunuot uorlgJoll?-acJnoser etuuqJ fpuapuadapur

plnoJ gUO aql Jou setrrlles 3ql Jeqfleu os 'll aBu?I{3 ol pennbal eq pFo,$ sJualmJuo3

stq paqsrlqstsa sBA\ eullasgq ? aJuO 'suIEJtoJd uotllstnbcB ol seunosal alEJolIP

ot ,tuoqlng pelEEalap aq ol ,ft43Jtes 13pun aql JoJ frussacau sp/rr ll Pa egaq u^\poD

.eapr srql qtnorq frrec o1 'Jetsusur ruertord aql ol ,0$qrsuodsal tuuuEalep PUE ssscord

uougcolp-acJnosat aql qly$ sserord uorlrsmbcu aqr tuppg tpoq JoJ sutsrlretlcour tqpuord

.surertord uoplslnbJe turteusu JoJ Suuaru freurud s auoJaq ol sEA\ tururlaSeg

'panssl

se/r\ a^qoa4p aql JeUe s,{EP uorlzutrsan s,urmpog ol Pel al"q ol P3lellaq St elrlJanP eql

rnr^\ $ueuaeJtssrp J3lno Euoru? sql r'Pesn rceq peq ,,qs1qslsa,, pJoa tln lFJp FuISlJo



Armed Service Committee on the proper roles and functions of the Under Secretary. The

Committee drew the following conclusions:

COMMITTEE FINDINGSs

The position of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition was created for
the plurpose of leading a fundamental change -- a cultural change - in the
way Oti DeparUnent of Defense goes about acquiring equipmenL The hopes
bound in that office have not materialized...

...under Secretary Codwin was refused factuai data he had requested_._ Tl"
Defense Acquisition Board, which should have been advising the Under
Secretary, wis converted into a committee that-w.as supposed to take action.
Directivbs pcrmitted the Under Secretary's decisions o_n program matters to
be altered by the senices and other Office of the Secretary of Defense
offrcials (OSD) at will....

...Thus, while the committee found that the statute establishing the office of
Under Secrctary of Defense (Acquisition) was not deficient, it did find that
the bureaucratic infighting during the drafting of necessary regulations
rcsulted in final regulations which were, and in some cases still are,
contffy to the sPirit of the law.

The Committee also concluded that Godwin's inexpcrience was part of the problem

he faced in carrying out his agenda. He was faced with the challenge of establishing his

own crcdibility and penonal authority at the sane time he was attempting to restructure the

process. The Committce report states:

"Because Mr. Godwin came to his position without experience in either
Pentagon politics or the hundreds of acquisition issues within his
jurisdlctioi, he found himself at a disadvantage when dealilg with
iubordinate organizations and officials within the Deparrnent of Defense....

...Thus, Mr Godwin, who intended to devote himself to constructing a new
DoD acquisition system, found that he had to spend much of his time
fighting io gain the authority needed to accomplish his tasks." e

D. COSTELLO'S AGENDA

Robert Costello has taken a very different approach to the office. The general

consensus is that he has focused on working within the system he inherited from Godwin's

Hearings of the House Armed Sewices Committee, Report on thc Duties and Authority of the Under
Secrerary of Defense (Acquisition), November 16, 198?, pp. 34.

Ibid., p. 44.
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Some of the goals clearly correspond to the Commission recommendations:

bolstering the industrial base (although Costello's initiatives are broader than the

Commission's recommendations), improving the work force and government industry

relations, regulatory reform, and reducing program development lead times. However,

Costello sets out some major new objectives that do not corresPond to the Packard

Commission recommendations, and several of the Commission rccofilmendations are not

addressed. Hence, Costello's agenda demonstrates a clear change in emphasis from

Godwin's attempts to implement the Packard Comrnission reform agenda.

Some of Costello's goals have motivated extensive initiatives. The three most

significant of these are the industrial base initiatives, total qualiry management, and "could

cost." There are elements in each of these initiatives that support or complernent the

Packard Commission reform efforts. The industrial base and quality initiatives are

discussed in Chapter VI, could cost is discussed below.

"Could cost" is defined as what costs could be if the most cost-effective acquisition

policies werc used, rcquirements were carefully scmbbed to balance cost and performance,

off-the-shelf items were used to the fullest extent possible, and the most efficient design

and manufacturing approaches were used. [t is described as a method for obtaining the

benefits of competition in a sole-source contract. "Could cost" embodies many of the

Packard Commission principles for acquisition management, including cost-performance

trade-offs and program stability. [n addition, it appears to encompass the total quality

managemenr approach. Hence, it could be viewed as way to implement these approaches

one program at a time.

Costello has asserted that implementing "could cost" would save substantially on

procurement contracts. "Could cost" is being applied to the Air Force B-2 Stealth bomber,

the Navy's Trident D-5, and the Army's AH-64 Apache. The DoD recently reported that

Northrop, the B-2 contractor, agreed to implement "could cost" and cut the program's price

tag by about $4 billion.

E. THE LEGACY

The next Under Secretary will inherit an acquisition system shaped by the actions of

the President, Congress, and DoD. He should be able to learn much from the experience

of Under Secretaries Codwin and Costello. Codwin was frustrated in his attempts to

change the system. It appears extrcmely unlikely that his view of the Under Secretary's

role will ever be fully implemented. Nevertheless Codwin's tenure sened to define the

II- I3
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Irr. ACQUISTTTON ORGANTZATTON

In response to the Packard Commission's recommendations on organization,

summarized in Table III-1, therc have been major changes in the formai DoD organization

for acquisition. The Under Secretary for Acquisition and the Office of the Under Secretary

have been established and given policy and supervisory responsibility over the DoD

acquisition organization. Organizations for reviewing acquisition programs were altered to

increase the rcpresentation of military operators. Within each of the Services, a Service

Acquisition Executive was established along with a number of Program Executive Officers

to supewise the projcct rumagers.

Tablc lll.1. Thc Packard Commission's Recommendations on Organization and

The Commission did not ury to tell the DoD how to integrate the proposed new

organization into the existing stnrcture. So although the new positions have been created

and the position filled, many ambiguities remain in how the DoD is to operate in the

"strearnlined" fashion proposed by the Packard Commission. In particular, the following

issues are of central importance in assessing how well the organization operates:

Overs igh t

Streamline Organization

. Create Under Secretary for Acquisition

. Establish Service Acquisition Executives and Program Executive Officers

. Reduce Acquisition Personnel

Replace the DSARC with the Joint Requirements and Management Board (JRMB)

. Create Vice Chairman ol JCS to Co-Chair JRMB wilh the Under Secretary

III- l
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1. Functions: Deputy Secretary Taft's Memorandum

The problems of defining the role of the Under Secretary Godwin have been

discussed in Chapter II and are well documented in the pubtic record.l To avoid

misundentanding, Deputy Secrctary Taft defined the role more precisely in a memo to his

new Under Sccretary. On critical organizational and ovenight issues he told Under

Secrctary Costcllo:2

You take precedence, for acquisition matters, after the Secrctary qd Depgty
Secretarybf Defense and have the authority to direct the Service Secretaries
and the heads of other DoD components on policy and execution matters
involving the Defense Acquisition Systern

The Secretary and I expect you to make decisions on major defense
acquisition programs, except for milestone decisions.

Your oversight includes: accommodation of mission needs, concept
exploration, rcsearch, development, developmental testing, production,
pr6curement, industrial surge and mobilization, logistics, facilities,
manpower and logistics support systems requirements, safety, readiness
and maintainability, modifications, and disposition.

We also look to you to establish policies for, and manage, the stnrcture and
processes through which acquisition decisions are made and implemented
lnd to oversee and evaluate the implementation of acquisition policies and
programs to ensur€ that they arc carried out effectively and efficiently and
that they are achieving their intcnded objectives.

Milestone decisions on major defense acquisition programs will be made by
the Secretary of Defensc...based on rccommendations from you, based on
advice rcceived from the Defensc Acquisition Board

As a member of the Defense Resources Board, you participate in the
development of the Secretary's planning guidance to the Military
Departments, participate in the selection of Defense Program Issues to be
debated before the Defense Resources Board during the Program Review
phase of the PPBS and contribute to the discussion on issues before the
Board. In addition, you review proposed Program Budget Decisions and
have the opportunity to recommend alternatives, participate in the
Secretary's Major Budget Issue meetings with the Military Departments,

Two hearings reviewed Under Secretary Godwin's brief tenure: Oversight of Legislation Establishing
thc Position of Under Secretary of Defense For Acquisition, Hearing before the Committee on Armed
Services, United States Senate, l00th Congress, lst Session, September 22, 1987; and, Report on the
Dutbs and Authoriry of ilu Undcr Secretary of Defense (Acquisilion), Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, l00th Congress, lst Session, November 16, 1987.

"Authorides and Relationships of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition)," Memorandum for the
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), from William H. Taft, IV, Deputy Secretary of Defense, 29
December 1987.
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The Office of the Under Secretary was created by bringing a number of existing

organizations under his control. In addition, a coordinating directorate was created in the

Offrce of Program Integration. The currcnt organization is shown in Figure III-1.

( 1 )

(2)

(3)
(.)

FUNCTIONS
COOROITATIOII AI{D PLANNIMI

t]{ PPg ANO ACOu|9mON
PROGRA|| OVERSIGHT AND

TIISIIION PLANNINC
ACClUrslTlOr POLTCY

INFRASTRUCTUFE MANAGETIEXT

A B A R E V I A T I O N S
ASD.ASSIgTANT SECFETARV

OF DEFENSE
OUSD . O€PUTY UNOER

SECRETAFTY OF OEFENSE
DDR&E.  DIRECTOR,

OEFENSE RESEARCH ANO
ENGIN€ERII'G

UNDER SECRETARY
OF OEFENSE

(acou l s lT l oN)

(corrANo. col{TRoL
c oltltut{tcaTloNS

ANO II|TELLIGENCE)

D I N E C T O R .
PROGRAM

II {TEGRATION

DEFEXSE RES€ARCH
ANO

E N G I N E E R I N G

otR€ctoR. (4)
SUALL ANO

DISAOYAT'TAGEO

SECRETARY OF
(aTomrc ENERGY)

o u S O  ( 4 )
(PROOUCTION BASE
AND INTERXATIOITIAL

oEPUW OORIIE
(TEST ANO

EVALUATION)

ouso l2' t
(RES€AFCH ANOougo (21

(TACTICAL WABFAFE
PROGRAr .S)

Flgure lll-1. The Oftlce ot the Under Secretary for Acquisition

In performing his najor functions, the Under Secretary is supported by

organizations that answer to him, as follows:

. Cmrrdination in PPB and Acquisition Processes: Program Integration

. Program Oversight and Mission Planning: Command, Control ,

Communications and Intelligence; Tactical Warfare Programs; Strategic and

Theater Nuclear Forces; Atomic Energy; Development Test and Evaluation

. Acquisition Policy: Production and logistics
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role. Instead, the current process splits such functions between the Defense Acquisition

Board, the Defense Resources Board, and the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, and

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, supported by the Joint Staff. These four bodies

have overlapping memberships and are the major DoD-wide organizations for acquisition

decision making.

l. Defense Acquisition Board

The DAB was formerly the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council. For a

short while it was named the Joint Requirements and Management Board (JRMB), as

suggested by the Packard Commission, although it never performed the functions proposed

by the Commission.a

The membenhip of the Defensc Acquisition Board is shown in Table III-2. The

Under Secretary and his organization plays the major role, but the membenhip extends to

Table lll-2. Defensc Acquisition Board Membership

4 See loint Requirements and Management Board, Memorandum for Secretaries at the Military
Departments and Others, from Deputy Secretary of Defense, William H. Taft, tV, 3 June 1986.

a Under Secretary for Acquisition (DAB Chairman)

Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (DAB Vice Chairman)

Sewice Acquisition Executives: Army, Navy, Air Force

a Director, Defense Research and Engineering
a Assistant Secretary of Defense (koduction and Logistics)
a Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptnoller)
a Assistant Secrctary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evaluation)
a Assistant Secrctary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel)
a Drector, Operational Test and Evaluation

Director, Program Integration

Appropriate Committee Chairman

a indicates membership on the Defense Resources Board

Source: "Defense Acquisition Boar4" DODD 5000.49' September I' 1987' pg 2'
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. tcst activity results and plans: Director, Operational Test and Evaluation and

the Deputy Under Secrctary of Defense (fest and Evaluation);

. acquisition strategy, transition from development to production: Assistant
Secrctary of Defense (hoduction and Logistics);

. rcadiness and support planning: Director, Weapons Support Improvement
Group;

. manpower: Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and
Penonnel);

. thr€at definition: Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; and

. additional subjects specified by the cognizant Acquisition Committee chairman.

The committees have rcduced the volume of review and briefings, but it rcmains an

elaborate process. With the added structurc, there have been improvements in OSD staff

rcviews. Morc issues are rcsolved prior to DAB meetings, and it is believed that the issues

that are raised are better formulated- As a rcsult, some progress is being made in

accelerating final milestone decisions. Some officials expressed the hope that the DAB

would some day become a decision-making body, so that the program decisions would be

made at the time the meeting is held-

The remaining seven comrnittees rarely meet. However, they could form the

nucleus of a working-level policy body to support a rcdirection of the Defense Acquisition

Board toward greater emphasis on overall policy and management issues in milestone

reviews.

2. The Defense Resources Board

The Defense Resources Board has 20 memben (as shown in Table III-3) and is

thus much larger than the DAB. The Defense Resources Board is the central body within

the PPB process for recommending program choices to the Secretary. Since the Under

Secretary is the chief advisor on acquisition matters, and a member of the inner circle

meeting on major budget issues, the stnrcture is in place to permit him to play a major role

in the PPB process. Whether or not the Under Secretary remains a member of the inner

circle, is critical to his success. His influence in setting acquisition policy and addressing

acquisition issues will depend importantly on whether he is merely one vote of 20 or

whether he is one of the two or three who confer with the Deputy Secretary on major

issues.
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Through his role in this process, the Under Secretary plays a major role in

developing the Defense Guidance, progam reviews, and budget reviews. In addition, the

Under Secretary supenrises a number of Defense Agencies and exercises control over a

number of defense-wide program elements. He is the Department's senior advocate for

these programs.

3. The Joint Requirements Oversight Council

As noted earlier, the Packard Commission recornmended creation of a Joint

Requirements and Management Board that would represent both military users and

acquisition and technology experts. The Board would challenge requirements in light of

their implications for schedule and cosL Since such a board does not exist, some observen

have suggested rhat the function of challenging requircments should be performed by the

Joint Requircments Oversight Council. We disagree with this suggestion.

The Joint Requirements Oversight Council began with the purpose of promoting

inter-operability among the Services, and of examining systems that might satisfy joint

requircments, that might involve joint dcvelopmcnt, or that might involve an operational

interface. Since the passage of the Goldwarer-Nichols Act, the Council broadened its

perspective and is beginning to look at other major systems at the point where initial

rcquirements arc being defined

The Council is not, and was not chartered to be, an organization that would

challenge requirements. Instead it is a committee intended to review thc requirements for

joint programs and Sewice programs from an operational penpective. It does not consider

the affordability of programs. Thus, it is ill-suited to consider cost implicationS, -- 3

function critical to challengin g requirements.

4. Military Representation in Acquisition Decision Making

A body for representing the military operators in acquisition decision making does

exist within the JCS, however. It includes the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, supported by the Joint Staff. The Goldwater-Nichols Acr specified that

the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff should

[advise] the Secretary...on priorities of requirements identified_by the
iommanders of the uirifiea and specified commands [and submit] to the
Secretary alternative program recommendations and budget proposals to

m - l 1
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responsible for training personnel to nutn and maintain the systems, integrating them into

existing forces and doctrine, and supporting them logistically. Each of the Services has a

extensive organization that is intended to integrate all of these considerations. Functional

experts, and ovenight pcnonnel arc assigned to help coordinate an :uray of activities and

decisions that comprise a weapon program. The Packard Commission was concerned that

these personnel were hindering the progrcss of programs rather than helping.

The Services wer€ instnrcted to establish a new "streamlined" acquisition system,

but no suggestion was made on how to change the existing structure. This process was

meant to centralize policy and to shorten the organizational distance from the senior

decision maker to the program m:rnager. An idealized version of this process is presented

in Figure trI-2. The Packard Commission stated that the Under Secretary for Acquisition,

as the Defense Acquisition Executive, should have not more than two levels between

himself and the program manager.

The Services werc not told to dismantle their existing Command and Requirements

processes, and would have found it difficult to do so in any case. Each of the Senrices

thercfore had to settle major organizational problems. One set of problems involved the

relationship of the new Serrrice Acquisition Executive to his boss, the Service Secretary. A

second set of problems related to the relationships between the Program Executive Officen

and program managers, on the one hand, and the command structure, material commands,

and operational users, on the other.

Figure lll-2. ldealized DoO Acquisition Organization
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resources for programs has not changed at all, in any of the Services. Review procedures

for compliance with laws, regulations, and directives; personnel assignments; and

penonnel evaluations arc all outside the control of this new "streamlined' chain. And--

apart from reduced briefing requirements--program managers consider their task about as

difficult as ever.

The Services cannot be said to have violated the lener of their instnrctions from the

Secretary of Defense in executing their rcorganizations or in managing their programs. For

example, DoD Directives say that "the Government program numager shall...have authority

and be accountable for determining what requirements should be incorporated in the

contract, subject to appropriate review by tlu established DoD and cognizant DoD

Component (Sentice) review procedures." [emphasis added].te The italicized phrase

admits demands by any single-interest advocate, any functional manager or any

commander.

To continue with such wording, which may be necessary to conform to law and

regulation, may require as an offset someone in authority at the OSD and Service level who

will exercise good judgment regarding what is "appropriate review" for each program--a

"program manager advocate" one might say. Implicitly, one might assume that the Service

Acquisition Executives and the Under Secretary arc serving that function, but it has not yet

worked out that way.

D.  SUMMARY

The DoD has created new acquisition positions that set up a new chain of

communication and, in limited cases, of authoriry. Apart from senior Service officials,

participants in the process do not yet see major changes in action as a result of the creation

of the new organization.

Within the JCS, organizational changes have created the real prospect of bringing

the joint military perspective to bear in decision making. These changes include: the

crearion of the position of the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; participation of

rhe Chairman of the JCS and the the Vice Chairman in the Defense Resources Board and

the Defense Acquisition Board; and the crcation with the Joint Staff of analytical capabilities

to support JCS participation in acquisition decision making.

l6 Acqubition StreanlininS, EbD Directive, 5000.43, January l5' 1986' p-3.
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Exhibit ll l-1. Duties and Precedence of Under Secretary of Defense For
Acquisi t ion

SCC.9OI. DUTIES AND PRECEDENCE OF ANDER SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE FOR ACQUTSTTION' ,

Section 133 of titlL IO. tliited States Codz (as,refusignared by s_ection IOl-(.1) of
thc Gotdwater-Niittols Depart rcnt of Defense,Reorga4ization Act of 1986 (Ptblic
Lat' 99-433)), is a,nun&d to-read as follows:

"fI33. Under Secrctary of Defense for Acqaisition
- (a) There is an tltdcr secretary of Defense for Acquisition, appointed from

civiliai life by tlc President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.
Tle tldir secretdr), slall be appointcdfrom.nnong persons who have an
atensive nt&rTagengnt backgrowrd in the private sector. - -- ;;(A) St tiec7 to thc autho"riry, directioi, and control of the Secretary of Defense
tlc Un&r Secretaty of Defense for Acquisition slall perfonn such duties and
aercise srrchpowirs relaing to acquiiirioncat th. Secreta4t of Defense may
ercscribe. inclding--'iii 

;;p;?"ing Departncnt of D efensc rcquis ition ;
"Q j est-aOtishinl policies for acquisition (incl,uding procurenlent, research

and devetopnznt, logGdcs. darcloptttntal testing, and contract dntinistration)
tbr all elernents of tle Dcoartmcnt of Defense:

'T3 
) esablitshing pbticies of &c DZpartincnt of Defense for rnaintenance of

tlu defensc irrdttstrial basc of thc United Statcs; and-'(4) 
tt c authority to direct tle Secrctaries of thc militara deparrtnents antd

tte hcazlt of ail othcr elencnts of tle Deparnunt of Defense with regard to
nuttcrs for which the LIn&r Secrctati lus responsibility.

"(c) Tlu Uder Secretary-
-( I ) is tlu senior procwenEnt secutive for the Deparonent of Defense for

thc purpose of section 16(3 ) of tru Ofice of Fe&ral Procurement Policy Act
(41 U.S.C. alaQD:' *(2) is thi bdensc Acquisition fuccutivcfor purposes of regulatiott and.
procedires of thc DepartnEnt providing,for Ddense Acquisition Executive: and' 

"(3) to tb extint dircctid by tlrc Secretary, a,ercises overall supe-rvision o,f

all pcrsonncl (civilian and military) in tlc Ofrice o.f the Secretary of Defensc with
reiard to n,{tttcrs for which ttu U-rder Secretary [:cs rcspotrsibility, unless other-
wisc provided by law.

"AXI ) TItc Ut&r Secrcta4, slull prescribc policies to crlturc tlrat audit an'd

oversight of contrcEtor ar'tivitics are coordinated atd carried out in a nan Er to
orcveit duolication bv differcnt elcnents of thc Depart nent-r - ';(2)'tn carryinfi oii this subsection,-tlu Under Secretary slnll consult wtth

ttE Inspector Gencra! of tlu Deparnent of Defense-
;'(3) Nothing in this subsection slull afect tle autlority o-f thc Inspector

General of tle Deparonent of Defense to establish audit poliqfor tle Departmcnt
of Defensb urulzrlhe Inspecior Ceneral Act of 1978 and othcrwise to carry out the

functions of the [nspector General under tt@t Act-' 
"(eX I i With rigard to all natters for which le has responsibitity by law or by

direci6n of tle Secletary of Defense, the Uncbr Secretary of Defense for
AcAuisitioi takes precedznce in tle Deparatent of Defense after the Secretary of
DeJense and thc Depury Secretary of Defense.- 

"(2) Wtih regard to all rnaners ottur trran rratters for which he has
responsibility by lan or by direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Urder
Seiretam of-Defense talces preccdznce in tlu Deparonent of Defense af'ter the
Secreufi ,if Oifense. tla Deputy Secretary of Defense, and, the Secretaries of the
mili tarl deparotu nts."

Source: "Defense Acquisition Improvement Act of 1986," Title lX-Procurement Policy Reform, of the
National Defense Aurhorization Act For Fiscal 19E7, Conference Report to :Ecompany 5.2638, House of
Representatives, Report 99-1001,99th Congress,2nd Session, October 14, 1986' pp.98-99.
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IV. DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES

The Packard Commission recommended that the DoD adopt decision-making

processes that would assure programs are defined to be cost-effective, and would rcflect

war-fighters needs. It also recognized the importance of adequate and stable program

funding. The specific rEcornmendations are sururudzndnTable W-1"

Implementation of these recommendations falls within the domain of the decision-

making organizations described in the preceding chapter (the DAB, JROC, and DRB), and

relates to the department's two principal decision-making processes: the acquisition

process, in which programs are developed and produced; and the Planning, Programming,

and Budgeting System, which allocates resources. This chapter provides an overview of

the operation of these two processes, and describes how they have changed in response to

the Commission's recofiImendations.l

1 In this paper, the more generic word "process" will be used rather than "System" to make clear that the
description encompasses more than the formal "Systems."

Table lV-l.  Packard Commission Recommendations: Decision Making

Use Technology to Reduce Cost

. Require Early Testing and Prototyping to Explore Options andFacilitate
Trade-offs

. Choose State-of-the-Art Technologies Only When Cost-Effective

Balance Cost and Performance

. Challenge"Requirements"

Stabilize Programs

. Baselining

. Develop Budget Constrained Program Options

. Congressional Five-Year Budget lrvel; TweYear Budget

. Congressional Milestone Funding of Programs

. Multi-yearProcurement

IV-1



Z.AI
.froEapc raruro; aqt ol $eJar raded s5p ur paruasard uouducs4 aq1, 'preq ilauodruo3 ag| o pete8alap

st suorsrcap auolsa[ur a4eru ol ,(luoqlnu a$ r?ql salldtut tuer8ord tuauodtuo3 e_se uoBuutrsaq
.iruafbiO tuauoduro3 se ro $ueford pJeog uoqrsrnbcy asua;aq sB 'aApntexE uoplqnbqT asuaJeq aql

Jo uopspuauruosJ uo 'asuagaggo dretarceg eqt dq paeutl$p ere suel8ord uoqtsmbce esuaJ4 roiury
'suop?Japl$toc Jaqlo Jo 'lsaieNl puorssarSuo3 tuecgtu8ts 'Erqpury tupf

trsu luaurdola^ep ?aeu;o dcuaflrn Jo asnsJeq ̂\aIAeJ ro; a1qr31a aq osJe ,(eu faql '((s.n1op 086I)
*itifop luauamcord u uor[rq I$ ro :uonunp^e puu 1s3l 'luauldolaaap 'qereas?r r9J uolilFu 002$)
AuSuig tuecgnuErs saAlolur ll uaq^r qSO {q ^\aller euolsepu ot lcafqns sr ruer8ord y "uonrsrnbcy

nj-asuayaqJo ,treraria5 repun aql sI oq^r 'eApncexg uoFrsrnbcy esueJe(I aq1 ,(q permq3 sI gyq eql Z

te3pnq puz ruu.6o:d uo spuedep uru:Eord eq] JoJ Su.pung 'ssacoJd uoqlsrnbJ? eW Jo asuqd

lxeu oql ol eloru plnoqs ururtord E Jalfleq/Y\ uo uolslseP I?uU eql se{su oqil\ 'esuaJaq

go ,ft4arcas aql sesr^pu gvq1 aql 'rueql JoJ secrnosar alEJolIE tl seop rou .ureqt arrordde

fpcanp lou seop ll tetll petou aq lsnru 11 'sruerSord smarner gv61 aql qtno4lV

popaeu ar.D dole^ep 11r^\ re8uue.,, ruer8ord eql uaql'sJJo-ap'r eJu'Iruopd-tJlff:il
uo slsrsul er{ JI 

'uaql lsel prru ed,9otord ol paau eqt pus 'a8uer elqeuos?ar u u.rtilyt\ suoqdo

aroldxa ol peau aqt azlsuqdua plnoqs aq seruq aluudorddu aqt lE 'relncrged u1 'seldrcuud

uorssnuruoJ pJe{c?d aql ol tqprocce unr tureq are srueJSord teq aJnsua ol ssacord

uoqrsrnbce aqt EurulldrrsTp Jo fu^l e .&rerarca5 raPull aql sraJJo gvq1 eW ',(UeuIJ

'rairo le8 ol sra8euetu JoJ elpmq raqlouu lsnf

:o '8ura1os uralqord roJ tutuoJ s aq plnot gVC aIil ',(raerca5 repulf al{l fq ua{q qcuorddu

aqt uodn Surpuadep eJuaq lsraEuueru 1arra1 dot qlr,n uerSord srq ssncslp ot fipnuoddo

ue :a8uueur uerSord eql sreJJo gVO or{l terll petou eq plnoqs lI JJBIs sq Jo suonrunJ

lq8rsrarro aql eugep ol sealrunuoo prru gvq1 aql esn usJ ,{retarcag Japun eql is:auuur

ruerSord w lueuello^ur JJsls (tSO Sururldrcsp puu Surzrue8ro .ro; tusluzllcatu u saprrro:d

gVO aqt .aJnlcn.qs eanlrrruoJ JJsls pelupllosuoc {1rnau oql qll^\ Suop 'puocag

'surarSord uodua.vr rofutu uo ssarSord puu sulalqord go

ls?arqu slercgJo qgg sdaal ssecord gVC et1l 'sururSord uodean:ofuuJo lq8rsro^o CSO

roJ ruruoJ e seprno.rd ll 'ls4J 'sasodrnd rofuur eerql se^ras gVC aql 'a1d1cupd ut

'suoqBpuaunuoJeJ

s,uorssFrnuo3 aql ol sulroJuoc uonerado luerrnc srl [eA\ /r\or,l sessess? ueql puz 'urerSord

roferu E Jo alJfr-eJII eW ol uogeloJ ur Suuleru uorsrcep uoqrsmbce tn suoqcunJ s,pJuog

eql saqucsep uoqcas sn[L z'(gvq) prEog uoprsmbcy asuaJeo aw sl sruprSord:ofuur ro3

suoTslcap aseqt 3u54eru roJ urruoJ pdrcuud aqt 'm retdeqJ ur passnJsrp sV 'a^rlceJJa-lsor

eJB tprn suoBnlos uo sncoJ ot prru 'speau 
leuoquJado {retmu Suqoeur roJ suoqdo Jo aBrrEJ

eprAr ? aroldxa ol peeu aql paqSlg8rq suonepueunuoceJ uorssnuruoJ pJs{c€d aql

ssgf,oud cNDIvI^t-NoISI3flq NoIrIsInoJV COO 'V



decisions handled by the Defense Resources Board. Of course, many DAB members are

also Defense Resources Board members, so the information gained in the milestone review

is likely to be considered in resource decisions.

Extensive documentation is required in support of the acquisition decision-making
process. Cognizant committees and DoD officials begin their reviews 3 to 6 months before

the DAB. Documents are submitted in draft form by the component to the Defense

Acquisition Executive and the cognizant committee chair three months before review by the

acquisition committee. Comments of the Defense Acquisition Board members are

transmitted to the component two months before the meeting of the Defense Acquisition

Board, and the component transmits final updates of the documentation to the Defense

Acquisition Executive and the cognizant acquisition committee chairman three weeks before

the DAB's meeting.

1. Programs and Milestones

DAB oversight consists of a discrete sequence of decision points, referred to as

milestones.3 These reviews are keyed to broad phases of a program, as described below.

Each decision milestone focuses on a wide range of issues, including both the work

accomplished in the phase prior to the milestone and plans for the phase to follow the

milestone. A milestone is generally not a go, no-go decision point; instead, if aspects of

the documentation or the program itself are unsatisfactory the progra.m nranager is directed

to fix them.

Figure fV-l shows the relationship between milestones and the life cycle for a

hypothetical program. The figure displays the phases of the program, the milestones at

which the program is reviewed, and a cumulative spending profile. It illustrates an

important relationship between the acquisition process and the resource-allocation process.

A small fraction of program dollars are spent in the first phases of a program, prior to

Milestone II; however, the engineering design decisions made in these early stages will

largely determine the eventual costs of production, maintenance, and operation. In most

cases these costs extend well beyond the five-year planning horizon of the current resource-

allocation process. Hence, acquisition decision makers must link near-terrn acquisition

decisions with long-range considerations of affordability.

3 "Major and Non-Major Defense Acquisition Prograrns," DoD Directive 5000.1.
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opponent capabilities are examined, and rcsearch in military science suggests new tactics,

strategies or missions.

Tablc lV-2. A Hypothetlcal Program and Milestonc Review

One purpose of this milestone is to ensure that the sponsor has developed an

adequate plan for exploring options during the program's concept exploration phase, and

that the options being explored arc within overall guidance. OSD program reviews do not

directty influence this "requirements" pr@ess, but they can influence the translation of its

activities into programs. For example, in this summer's Milestone 0 reviews of new

programs for the FY 1990 budget, the Under Secretary and the Vice Chairman of the JCS

enforced a policy of limiting the scope of their approval to the mission need, rather than
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improvements; however, the process does not presently provide the kind of informed cost-

performance trade-offs the Packard Commission rccommended. In the main, the Defense

Acquisition Board milestone rcview process is generally acknowledged to be similar to the

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council it replaced-

2.  Prototyp ing

hototyping is not a rccent innovation. During Mr. Packard's tenure as Depury

Secretary of Defense (1969-1972), prototyping was enshrined in the phrase "Fly Before

you Buy," and embodied in such well-known competitive programs as the A-9/A-10 and

yF-16/YF-17 prototypes.a But the Packard Commission believed that the concept had

become dormant and needed to be resurrected. Many in the Pentagon will say, on the

contrary, that prototyping has been going on all along, albeit at the component and

subsystern level morc often than at the system level, and not always on a competitive basis.

Neither the Packard Report nor the rccent competitive strategy legislation dictated

that prototyping had to be at the system level, only that it should be conducted as a matter

of coune on all new major system developments.s

In is implementarion dircctives, DoD has addressed the subject as follows:

Competitive prototyping of critical comPonen-ts, subsystems, or system and
early operaiionai 

- 
test and evaluation beginning in the -concept

dembnstration/validation phase are encouraged nd shall be emphasized.o
(Emphasis added.)

The rclated instmctions also state that:

During the development of all major defelse acquisition programs, CPS
should'be used if piacticable. A CPS is defined as a strategy that requires
that contftrcts be entered into with not less than two contractors, using the
same combat performance requirements, for the competitive design and
manufacture oi a prototypc sysiem or subsystem for developmental test and
evaluation. In addition,^a CPS requires that all systems so developed be
tested in a comparative side-by-side testT

6

1

For histories on rhe use of prootypes, see: Edmund Dews, Ciles K. Smith, Allen Barbour, Elwyn

Harris, and Michael Hesse, icqurs iiion Policy Efectivencss: Depanmznt of Defense Experience in the

Ig70';. The RAND Corporation, R-2516-DR&E, october 1979; and G.K. Smith, A.A. Barbour, and

TJ-. McNaugher, Tlu IJse of Prototypes in Weapon System Developnunt, The RAND Corporation,

R-2345-AF, March l9El.

Sec. 909, "Comperitive Prototype Strategy Requirement For Major Acquisition Programs," National

Defense Authorization Act Foi Fiscal Year 19E7, Confercnce Repon, o Accompany 5.2638' House of

Representatives, 99th Congress. Report 99- l00l pp. I l0' I I I and 498.

"Major and Non-major Acquisition Programs,' DoD Directive 5000.1, September l' 1987' p' 6.

"Defense Ac4uisition Program Procedure," DoD Insruction 5000.2, Seprcmber I' 1987' p 7.
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A small shift of a few percent in resources (professional staff and dollars) was

effected, and a small Prototype Offrce was established. Therc was no overall increase in

DARPA's professional staff or dollar resources to accommodate prototyping. Therefore

DARPA has not embarked on an aggressive prototyping program as a rcsult of the changes

in its charter.

There have been important new prototyping initiatives since the Commission

Report. Two are in highly classified arc:rs. They differ from predecessor prototype

programs in that DARPA will manage them through Milestone II rather than transferring

them to the Services at Milestone I. It is expected that the shorter lines of management and

the streamlined decision process within DARPA will enable these programs to Progress

more quickly to Milestone II. Additionally, DARPA currently plans to conduct a Pilot's

Associate prototyp€ program with the Air Force, starting in Fiscal Year 1990. This

program will explorc the value of artificial intelligence in thc performance of pilots in single

seat aircraft, with potential use in the Advanced Technology Fighter.

In sum, DARPA senior management believes that they have had a very positive

attitude toward prototyping, both beforc and after the Packard Report. While the DoD has

not provided additional resources (professional staff and funds) to increase emphasis on

prototyping, the vehicle exists to do so.

3 .  Tes t i ng

The Commission emphasized the need to test weapon prototypes in order to obtain

valid data on operational characteristics. To a large extent, the Packard proposals in the

realm of testing were already bcing implemented when the Report was published. The

independent Operational Test and Evaluation Directorate had been established as a result of

earlier legislation.12 Since that time therc has been substantial progress in implementing

the concepts of earlier operational testing in the acquisition cycle, and in using the results to

confirm combat effectiveness and operational utiliry prior to full-rate production.

The professional staff of the new Directorate has virtually doubled (from l6 to 30)

since early 1986, and at all levels of the DoD acquisition organization there is evidence that

its mandate from the Congress is being implemented. It can be said that a true cultural

change in the conduct and utilization of operational testing is being achieved. Examples

include testing in such programs as SADARM, Rail Garrison Peacekeeper, and Forward

Area Air Defense Non-line of Sight Programs.

L2 National Defense Autlnrization Act of 1984.
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programs individually and generally is not presented with a range of options for meeting

mission needs. Thcrcforc it does not have the breadth of focus necessary for considering

trade-offs among substitute weapon systems such as the F16 vs. the Fl5, or the F18 vs.

thc Fl4.

Moreover, the DAB oftcn takes a very niurow perspective on financial issues. The

DAB examincs prognm "affordability," but this is generally addressed in the limited terms

of "program executability," which is to say that the DAB determines whether the program

is adequately funded in the five-yqr prognrm to carry out the proposed work Even by this

standard, many progfilms that are not executable are reported to have passed milestones

reviews. If the five-yqr progfirm estimates are optimistic in the out-years, this "program

executability" criterion biases acquisition decision making by making it look as though

production rates on new systems will be higher than realistically can be expected.

Decisions based on over-optimistic projections of production rates reduce projected costs

and bias decisions towarrd starting new programs rather than upgrading existing systems.

Another deficiency in the progfirm execuhbility criterion is that it does not look

beyond the five-year planning horizon to determine the long-term affordability of

programs, whcreas the major rcsource implications of these decisions may be well beyond

this horizon. It is argued that for this reason many more prcgrams are being carried on the

books than can bc funded at proposed ratcs of production. This is not necessarily bad in

itself if a process were developed to weed out programs at some point before major

resource commitments are made; however the current process does not do this, so

progmms typically arc forced o fit in the budget by cutting down production rates.

The Defense Resources Board is not presently ideally suited for the job either,

because it generally focuses on the five-yearprogram and the next budget. In sum, the lack

of a long-term affordability penpective constitutes a significant disconnect between the

resource-allocation process and the acquisition decision-making process. The breakdown

is one of time frames--the long-term resource implications of program decisions made

today need to be linked to the resources likely to be available when the programs will be

ready for production and fielding.

The recent milestone review of the Army's new light helicopter provides an

important counter-example, in which affordability facton led the Under Secretary to require

the restructuring of the program. The program was found to be far too expensive to be

affordable within rcasonable budget expectations-the budget for Army aviation would have

had to have grown by a multiple of approximately two in order to fund it. The LFIX seems
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validated estimates of the rcmaining progratn costs and the average unit production cost,

and a production delivery schedule.

The Defense Acquisition Executive Summary monitors baselines. The purpose of

the DAES as described in a recent OSD memo is:

...to sefle as an early warning system for the ac-quisition manag_ement
process, and as a meahs for contin-uing gy$ig.hJ of programs by OSD. .If
iorking properly, the system should ldentify emerging or potential
probleris in irajdr acquisition PrograPs beforc they-become serious and
ihreaten achievement df basefinb requircments. At all stages, the Program
Baseline defines thresholds which, if breached, initiate a review of the
program.16

Thus far, baselining has not contributed significantly to program stability.

Observers have noted that the 1988 PPB cycle will require a large number of baseline

changes, becausc therc have been large changes in the overall budget level. During the

1988 PPB cycle (leading to the 1990-1991 budgets and 1990-1995 program) baselines

have not been rcnegotiated, and will not be until submission of the President's budget. At

that time, the Senices will have to propose large numbers of fact-of-life changes in the

baselines.

In conclusion, baselining, whatever other management and reporting purposes it

may serye, does not reprcsent an agreement b€tween the program manager and those who

fund programs -- in the DoD, the rest of the Executive branch, or the Congress. The

baselines are being used as management indicators, but do not serve as effective contracts

as envisioned by the Packard Commission.

B . THE RESOURCE.ALLOCATION PROCESS

The DoD Planning, Programming and Budgeting System is conducted under the

general ovenight of the Defense Resources Board. Resource decisions are recommended

by the Board, and decisions are made by the Secretary of Defense or by his Deputy who

serves as the Board's chairman. As the Department's resource-allocation forum, the

Defense Resources Board has the lead responsibility to implement the Packard

Commission's recommendation to provide adequate and stable funding for acquisition

programs.

The Commission advocated a number of changes in the PPB system, and in the

Congressional budgeting process. Its recommendations relating to the overall federal

t6 "Defense Acquisition Executive Summary (DAES)," Memorandum for Distribution, from Thomas P.

Christie, Director, hogram Inegration, May l0' 1988.
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Tablc lV-3. OSD Role in the Planning Programming and Budgeting Process

PHASE OSD ROLE DOCUMENTS PLANNING
HORIZON

Planning and
Guidancc

Providcs Policy and Fiscal
Guidanca for Services

Sets Obiectives for Servicc
Fivc-ycar Programs

Thc National Strategy is
Publishcd by thc President

Thc Chairman of thc JCS
Publishes a Constrained
Forcc Plan Plus Net
Asscssmcnts.

Secretary's Guidancc and
Obicclives arc Documented
in thc Dcfensc Guidancc

5 years for
Program 0biectives

Program
Rcvicw

Secretary and Statl Rsvicw
Scrvice Program Proposals

Proposals arc Submitted
in Program Obiective
Memoranda

Shff Assessments and
Options arc Provided in
lssuc Books

Oecisions arc Documenled
in Program Decision
Mcmoranda

5 years

Budgcl
Rcview

Sccretary and Statl
Rcview Specillc Budgets
lo Ensurc Conlormity with
Earlier Decisions and
Fiscal Guidancc

Scrvicc Proposals arc
Submitted in Budget
Estimates

Options and Decisions are
Provided in ProEram
Budgel Decisions

2-year Budget

progmm priorities. In the current pr@ess, the Joint Staff estimates force requirements for

carrying out national strategy with and without resource constraints. It then prepares a net

assessment for these alternative forces. These serve as a basis for the President to set the

overall guidance for the department, which in turn is incorporated in the Secretary's

Defense Guidance.

The Defense Guidance contains scenarios for force planning, long-range force

goals, and fiscal guidance. Specific guidance is provided in the form of mid-term

objectives to be accomplished within the five-year planning p€rid, and long-term goals to

be accomplished subsequently. Fiscal guidance provides a top-line allocation of resources
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3. The Budget Phase

The Budget Phase commences when the Components submit their Budget

Estimates to the Secretary. The formal purpose is to "scrub" the estimates to ensure that

programs are well-defined and cost estimates ar€ firm. The budget phase constitutes the

Secretary's last word on the programs prior to sending the budget to the President and

provides a final opportunity to ap'peal an earlier decision or to introduce a surp'rise with little

chance for staff rcview. The approved budget is reviewed by the President, and the rcvised

submissions arc incorporated in the President's Budget for transmittal to Congress.

4. Budget and Program Stability

If therc was a single theme in the Packard Commission rccommendations rclating to

the planning and budget process, it was the need to increase the stabiliry of funding for

defense programs. Our rcview shows that no significant progrcss has been made, either at

the national level by the President and Congress, or within the DoD decision-making

process.

In theory the process institutcd by Goldwater-Nichols provides a logical framework

for the President to reach a consensus with Congress on long-term strategic issues, and for

DoD to translate their directions into specific programs and specific budget requests; in

rcality the process does not work this well--at any level.

At the macro-level, therc has been great instability in the overall defense budget.

Throughout the middle of the 1980's defense budget projections have been repeatedly

optimistic. For example, in 1987 the DoD's internal five-year projection of funding

assumed an annual real increase of 5 percent p€r year (although there was no official Five

Year Defense Program during 1987). Such large out-year funding projections made all but

the most ambitious progmms affordable--but in reality, the real defense budget has shrunk

since then. As a result, these out-year projections provided an unsound basis for assessing

the executability of individual programs.

To improve DoD's planning, Secretary Carlucci has enforced a more realistic out-

year projection of 2 percent real growth; however, with Gramm-Rudman outlay

restrictions in effect, even this reduced level is considered to be optimistic. Zero real

growth in the overall defense budget is probably the best that can be expected. Hence, the

problem of optimistic projections, documented by the Congrcssional Budget Office and

tv-17



8I-NI
'FE-EE'd'186I '!l requa^oN '8tll

UH ^uEdruoJJV ol uodeu aJualaJuo3 '68-886I sJBaA IsJslJ 
'lJV uollBzuownv asuaJao puonBN

'886t 'g raqolro 'snJnEJ uroJau ^rg|l[y{ puotssarSuo) aql
ol uoded .'saJrol IsuoDue^uo3 rno 8ur^oJdrll :stallng puB sta8png. 'ulo{ apnb ,,'setEj uonJnpoJd
luarJuJe arou ,(q luaf,rad sz puE ruaf,rad s uaaNaq lnc 3q plnor 'sABs aq 'suodea^\ Jofsur Jo slsos uun
'uunN urBS ol SurproJJE la8pnq 886I a$ u! lno paqra.us ata^\ srueJSo.td lsafue1 0Z a$ Jo JFq aug"

'stseiltJul xu ou arB ara$ Jl E6-066I sreat( pcsg ap u;
raSpnq IErapaJ paraford eqr uro{ lnJ aq o a^Bq l1,t\ uolllfq gZC$ lnoqv 'tx 'd 'SgOt tsn8ny 's:ps15

perfun arp 3o ssar8uoC'af,UJO raSpng puorssarSuo3 'anpdl ttv :rloofno ntptg WD rrurovor7 alJ

,,'surBrSoJd
eslldJalug esuaJaq,, rFrA\ uorlJunfuoc ur pasn eq ol pepualu eJeA\ suoqezuoqlnu auolsagtrl{
'reaf qr?e patupdordd? eq ol a^BII IIns spunJ eql 1a{ sz :ssar8uo3 Jo saallruruoC

SurzFoqlne eql ol uo spualxa sruuJ8old esaql ol luaulrunuoc Juef-qlnu aq1 oa'{renuel
ur pallluqns aq ol raEpnq 16-066I Ic eql ul Pasodord aq ol aJB sutuSoJd ,$au ou

lnq 'la8pnq 6g-gg6l ,(J ar$ ur paao.rdde ara,tr suertord esaqt Jo raqunu Usuts V tcalord

eql Jo e8els lxeu pasdoJd aqt etalduot ol paPaeu spunJ aql dlddns ot ssartuo3 pue
'luaplsaJd eql 'q1061 ruo{ lueulrruruoo E alraJer plnoryr ureJSord eql 'lueruaarBe auqasuq

eql ol aJaqpe ol tuatulnuruoo E JoJ urnlcJ uI 'ftlgqets urzrSord aaordurt ol anbtuqcal

B sE uorlszuoqlnB auolsalru PePuetuuoJal uolssnuruoJ eql 'raEPnq 3t{l Jo ftnqsfsut

II?Ja^o aqt ol rullcrl ueIIEJ oslu a^Bq sure.lSord FnPIAlPut a'zllquls ol suoJJg

luaruarnrord JBatr-lflntr^l puB uollBzlJoqlnv auolstIJIAI's

'frpolrd eJrares B lou sBA\ (g) ro 'ulats,(s ,trau u ro3

alnlnsqns IERmlod u aq plno^\ (g) 'acruag raqloug pauoddns (t) qclqm uas{s u fnq ro

dolarrap ol paJJoJ Suraq se,r arrAJeS E qqql\ ur sruu.rSord pallolul asatn uaUO 'suorsrJaP

elqero^EJun runualo ot sluauodord fq suogga luslsuoo arp areql '/$erAer laEpnq aW pug

ArarAaJ ururtord aql qloq Eupnp Eurpun; rueJEord uI JnJJo uuc satueqc tuucgrutr5

'a1cfc

Ipnuu? ue tugnp saull aJoul Jo aaJql senssl llsrlar feut ,fuulaneg &ndaq puu ,fuearca5

aw lEr{t sr lIn$J er.g 'papl3s lou ueuo a.lB s,$enal unrtord ew q PesIBJ sanssl 'sureJtoJd

aql raUB paqqlqnd rcaq ssq acuuprnt aqt sreaf l&,Jar auos tn paepn :sururtord ecIAIeS

turduqs ur trqladruoo uaaq tou sar{ ailreplnD esuaJeq arg :lastno aql uo.g q€aq suelqold

3r{I 'a1cfc aln Jo sasuqd tuuaEpnq pue 'turuururtord 'turuueld aW qtnorq fgucrtol

ssarEord ot paurldroqp rou sr tuSlpur uorsrtep'ssacord tutuueld 61061 et1t ulqtt111

u1'{puapggaur pecnpord puu lno
peqqars arE r{rFlt\'sruarSord rueur ool $ lFsar erLL glpenupuoc suq 'sra,rresqo Jalno

oz

6l

8I



Multi-year procurcment was first introduced following the Carlucci initiatives earlier

in this decade. Hence it was being done beforc the Packard Commission rc-emphasized its

importance. The most recent authorization bill included twelve multi-year procurement

programs. Like milestone authorization, multi-year procurement provides a good

mechanism for stabilizing prcgram funding, and for rcducing contractors costs. Secretary

Carlucci's FY1990 budget proposals includes multi-year funding for more than 30 weapon

sysrcms.

C. THE LINKAGE OF RESOURCE AND ACQUISITION DECISIONS

Therc were two basic views expressed about the relationship of acquisition and

PPB. Almost everyone in OSD and the Services felt that the primary decisions of the DoD

were the overall resource decisions, and that acquisition decisions should follow from

rather than dictate those decisions. These people generally viewed the acquisition process

as a kind of authorization process that approved the requirement and the management plan

but in which the funding was a completely separate decision. Many felt that Under

Secretary Godwin had been unrcalistic in his expectations about how far his authority could

extend.

Some individuals felt that the PPB process was reasonably straightforward and

worked about as well as should be expected, given the budget uncertainties and the nature

of politics and government. There was little support for any notion of fencing the

acquisition portion of the program and budget or of giving the Under Secretary direct

resource control. Rather, the Under Secretary's staff felt it was important for the Under

Secrctary to be a major player, not only in the large Defense Resources Board, but more

important in the smaller meetings involving the Deputy Secretary, the Comptroller, the

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation, and the Service

Secretaries. In sum, the recommended solution to linking resource decisions with

acquisition systems is for the Secretary to give ample weight to the Under Secretary's

arguments for stabilizing acquisition prognms.

There was wide sentiment for disciplining the PPB process, so that acquisition

decisions made earlier in the annual cycle would not be so easily overturned.

lnterviewees reported that the Under Secretary has played a central role in recent

PPB deliberations. For example, he participated in last December's budget review, which

resulted in a $33 billion budget cut to meet Cramm-Rudman spcnding limits. He also was

a key player in this summer's FY 1990-94 program review. The Under Secrctary prepared
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Erhibit lv-l. Acquisition Program Documenlation

Milestone 0
Mission Need Staiement: a short document submitted to the Defense Acguisilion Executive with or belore
the Component's Prcgram Objecfive Memorandum in whidr funds are requested for a new maior delense
acquisition prcgram; summarizee information about the mission, threat, alternativo concepts, tochnology,
funding and acguisition stralegy
Coooeiative Oonoriunities Doiirment: examines the possibilities for cooperation with Allied nations;
assoss€s advantages, disadvantages of a cooperative approach
lndeoendenl Cost Estimate: lile-c1cle cost €stimats, prepared by Component

Mil€stone I
Svstem Conceot Paoer: summarizes regulls ol the concopt exploration and definilion phase; describes
acquisition strategy, including identilication of concepts to be canied into the concept demonstration and
validation pnase (inO reasonl for elimination of alternativ€ concopts); establishes goals and thresholds for
program costs, schedule, operational eflecliveness and suitability for use at Milestone ll (see Ref. 4,
Encbsure 4 for lormat; not to erceed l2 pagee, excluding five annexes)
Como€tilive Prototvoino Stratoov: no doanmantation is reguired if such a stntegy is plannad; the Secretary
of Defense must provida written notificatbn and a rcPrt to hngress othetwise
Test and Evaluation Master Plan defines test obiectives and crhical issues, specilies developmental and
ooerational t€st av€nts, identifies tesil rosource requirom€nts and analyzes implications of r€source
shortfalls, and provitJes a listing of currently approved evaluation criteria and crilical paramet€rs
Coooeralive Oomrtuniiies Document - see Milestone 0
lndeoendent Cost Esiimate - prepared by Component and independently by the OSD Cost Analysis
lmprcvement Group
Cosl and Ooerational Eflediveness Analvsis Reoort: ass€ssm€ni of the operational effediveness and
suilability of.proposed conc€pts in the context of specilic tasks addressed in the DoD component's mission
area anarysrs
Common-Use Alternatives Statement: provided by Service Acquisition Executive, deals with feasibility of
common-uso alternative systems; independent asscsment is provided by JCS
Prooram Easeline: see t€xl

Milestone ll
Coooerative Oomrtunities Slalement -- seo Milestono 0
lndeoendant Cost Estimate - prepared by Component and independently by th€ OSD Cost Analysis
lmprcvemeni Group
Cosl and Ooeralional Effec{iveness Analvsis Reoort - see Milestone I
Common-Use Altarnativ€s Stat€ment -- soo Mil€stono I
Prooram Baseline -- development baseline; so€ toxt
Decision Coordinatino Paoer: summarizes resulls ol the concept demonstration and validation phase,
identifies pmgram ahernatives, and establishes explicil goals and thresholds for program cost, schedule,
and operational eflectiveness and suitability (see Ref. 4, Enclosure 4 for lormat; not lo oxceed | 8 pages,
excluding five annexes)
Uodated Tesl and Evaluation Master Plan - see Milestone I
Manoower Estimats Reoort: documents total number of personnel (military, civilian, clntracfor) required to
op€rate, maintain, support and train for the program upon achieving full operational deployment
Acouisition Strateov Reoort: describes plans to assure availability ol competitive alternative sources from
beginning ol full-scale development though the end ol production

Mileslon€ l l l
Cooo€rative Oooortuniti€s Statement - see Milestone 0
lndeoendent Cost Estimate - prepared by Component and independently by th€ OSO Cost Analysis

lmprcvement Group
Prooram Baseline - produciion baseline, seo text
Manoower Estimate Remrt - see Milestone ll
Acouisition Strateov Reoort - see Milestone ll
Uodated Decision Coordinatino Paoer - s€o Mil€ston€ ll
Uodated Test and Evaluation Master Plan -- see Milestone I
Eevond-Low-Flate-lnitial-Production Reoori: Director, Operational Test and Evaluation provides an

assessment ol adequary of operational tost and €valuation and op€rational elfectiveness and suitability of

th6 svst€m: required be{ore any approval lo procaed beyond the low-rate initial production phase.

Con l l nued
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REGULATORY ISSUES IN SETTING ACQUISITION
POLICY

A. INTRODUCTION

The Packard Commission made a number of specific recommendations in the

course of its general directions that DoD should reform regulation, expand the use of

commercial products, increase the use of commercial-style competition, and revise its

policies concerning technical data rights. This section reviews those specific

recommendations and describes what interviewees told us about implementation to date.

Then it provides recommendations for the next Under Secretary.

Two statements from David Packard's Foreword to the Commission report are

especially apt herc:

Excellencc in defense management will not and cannot emerge by legislation
or directive....increased defense capabiliry...comes by freeing talented
people from over-regulation....

DoD must displace systems and structures that measure quality by
regulatory compliance and solve problems by executive fiat.l

Each of the above statements expresses the view that DoD will achieve the best

results if it lets good people use their heads. For the most part, the detailed

recommendations that follow reflect this principle. However, some of our interviewees

believe that DoD practice is certain to fall short of what the Packard Commission

envisioned and argue for a differcnt means ofimplementation as a result. They argue that

acquisition personnel are not as imaginative and knowledgeable as the Commission would

like them to be and, therefore, that it is necessary to push them towards ends the

Commission endones through means it dislikes.

v .

v- l

I A Qucst for Excellence, pp. xii and xiii.
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b. Freedom From Over-regulation

In his Foreword to the Commission Report, David Packard advocated "freeing

talented people from over-rcgulation".4 One initiative that falls in this category involves the

Defense Entcrprise hograms (DEFs).

Congress has given thc Service Secretaries the authority to designate certain progfirms as

DEPs. Programs so designated are candidates for funding stability via milestone

authorization. More importantly for present purposes, DEPs

"shall not be subject to any rcgulation, policy, directive, or administrative
rule or guideline relating to the acquisition activities of the Department of
Defense other than the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and
Deparfiient of Defense Supplement to the Federal Acquisition Regulation
(DFARS)"

except as specified by 0re Service Acquisition Executive with approval of the lJnder

Secrctary for Acquisition. ln addition, onc clause in the law states that

"The manager of a defense enterprise program shall be authorized staff
positions for a tcchnical staff, including experts in business management,
contracting, auditing, engineering, testing, and logistics." 5

Each of the Services has established DEPs. In addition, the Navy and Air Force

have undertaken study efforts to determine which regulations should be waived at the

Service level and which waivers should be rcquested from the Under Secretary and

Congress. Our remarks below focus on results of interviews with Air Force and Army

personnel.

The Air Force study effort was undertaken in response !o an April 23, 1987, memo

from the Under Secretary, and has gone through several stages to date. First, the four Air

Force DEP offices identified some 659 regulations that exert the greatest influence on

acquisition and requested waiver of L77 of these. Next, the Air Force DEP staff built a

data base to determine which of these regulations could not be waived because they were

necessary to implement law, the FAR, and the DFARS. (Doing so revealed that the

existing regulatory system was a morass: for example, many regulations had not been

rescinded even though the laws which they were written to implement had been amended

and/or repealed.) Once the study team identified the regulations which could be waived by

the Air Force, they asked cognizant memben of Air Force staffs to comment on the

4 A g*st For Excellence, p. xii.
5 Cited from the Natio nal Defense Autlorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987, Conference Repo4 House of

Representatives,99th Congress,2nd Session, Repon 99-1001, p. 103.
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states that the Under Secretary should "establish overall acquisition policy... [and]

promulgate and issue appropriate regulations. . .."6

In thc regulatory area, thc recommendations just described can be interpreted as a

call for the Under Secretary to promote regulations that deal with identical issues in an

idcntical way, across each of the thrce Services.

Industry interviewees complained that DoD had not done as much as it should in

this area However, some efforts are underway. For example, an industry group has been

invited to prcparc a case for the Defense Acquisition Regulation Council that will propose a

standard form govemment contract for commercial products.

A rclated initiative is the Pilot Contracting Activities Program. Under this program,

each of 45 DoD "activities" (which can be as small as the base contracting office at a

particular installation and as large as Nav Air) are authorized to request deviations from

provisions of the Federal Acquisition Regulation, Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation,

and supplementary Service rcgulations for a one-year period. If a particular deviation is

shown to save time or money, DoD officials bry to get a Service consensus to support

efforts to waive the associated regulation. When such a consensus can be achieved, the

result is more uniform regulation :rcross the three Services. However, most of the

rcgulatory changes proposed under the Pilot Contracting Activities Program tend to be ones

designed to make regulation less burdensome for government officials; it is not likely that

they will change the process from industry's viewpoint, except in shortening turnaround

times.

2. Expanded Reliance on Commercial Products

We summarize below our intenriewees'comments about implementation issues

associated with expanded use of commercial products.

a. Commercial Products Waiver

At one point in its report, the Commission recommended requiring such a waiver.T

Congress has not established a requirement that prospective purchasers of non-commercial

items apply for permission to do so. None of our interviewees thought doing so would be

a good idea- One interviewee explained his objection to such a requirement as follows: the

system would implement a waiver requirement by setting up a commercial products

6 A Qucst 7or Excellence, pp. xi, 53 and 54.
7 nia., p. ot.
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Outsiden make several criticisms of the initiatives just described.lo They

characterize the DoD progress report as "wholly inadequate" since it fails to mention that

several of the actions described above were delayed by DoD. The DFARS changes (which

they describe as "extremely modest") were not published until September 15, 1987, and

were "issued in final form without opportunity for public cotnment"; both DoD Directive

5000.37 and the NDI manual have been in draft since April 1987. They also argue that

DSMC cou6es arc limited to program nurnagers and thus do not train contracting officers

who are often the obstacles to NDI acquisition.

c. Decreased Reliance on Military Specifications

In a closely related rccommendation, thc Packard Commission advised that DoD

state its system performance requirements in general terms and rcduce the extent to which it

rclied on "detailed military spccifications". The initiatives just discussed appear to move in

this direction. However, the extent of DoD's progrcss is difficult to measurc; one

specification frcquently invokes several othen which in turn invoke several others, and no

one could provide hard information on the extent to which these specifications had been

trimmed away.

Interviewees have suggested several reasons why laws and regulations that

encounge grcater use of NDI may not decrease rcliance on military specifications. First,

despite the laws, regulations, and directives rcviewed above, the Federal Acquisition

Regulation mandates use of military spccifications.ll Although the FAR provides a

number of exceptions, the fact that an item is a commercial product is not one of those

exceptions. Second, procurcment officen are hosuge to requirements writers' judgments

and knowledge about what acceptable substitutes are available in the commercial

markeplace. Those writen are sometimes ignorant of what is available because they have

lived under the procurement-by-specification system for a long time and ergo have been

neither required to nor rewarded for keeping up with developments in the commercial

marketplace. Third, requirements writers can push program managers to procurement via

military specifications by stating general performance characteristics that non-

developmental items cannot achieve. Fourth, even if a prognm manager does not impose

l0 Co.-.t"ial Producs Acquisition Team (COMPACt'), Sunnury and COMPACT Analysis of the
DoD Report on Non-dcvelopnuntal ltem Acquisition Progress and Impediments, Report submitted to
the HASC and SASC, December 18, 1987.

I I FAR 10.006 (a) (2) provides that "Military specifications and standards are mandatory for use by the
Department of Defense (DoD)...".
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Most interviewees said that if acquisition personnel want to invest the rcquired time

and are sufficiently knowledgeable, they can practice "value pricing" under current

rcgulations. However, interviewees in and out of government agree that many acquisition

personnel do not always do so: engineers and other acquisition personnel frequently lack

appropriatc raining and thus do not know how it is permissible under existing rcgulations;

in addition, these personnel are often rclucunt to take actions that might incrcase the risk of

protests.

b. Established Performance

The Packard Commission recommended that DoD both permit and encourage

procurcment officers to:

. limit bids to qualified suppliers,

. give prefercnce to supplicrs that have demonstrated quality/reliability in their
products, and

. not require exhaustive inspection of supplien that historically have maintained
high standards.

Interviewees stated that, strictly speaking, DoD cannot limit bids to firms that have

proved themselves in the past. The reason DoD cannot do so involves Congress'

stipulation that everyone have a chance to bid. However, DoD can establish qualified

bidders' lists that have essentially the same effect

For similar reasons, DoD cannot establish an exclusive preference in favor of

supplien that have done good work in the pasl However, procurcment officiais in the Air

Force have come up with a way of achieving similar rcsults within existing regulations.

(This effort--the Competition for Performance or "Blue-Ribbon Contracting" program--

permits all firms to apply for blue-ribbon status based on product samples or past

pcrformance. Those selected can win contracts even if their bids are l0 percent above

those of firms that have not won blue-ribbon status.) In addition, one interviewee pointed

out that DoD already takes a firm's past cost-accounting performance into account in

deciding the severity of the audits it conducts.

In a rclated initiative, the Air Force Systems Command has established a contnctor

Performance Assessment Program. In it, program managers fill out a simple two-page

"r€port card" on the contractors that work on their project, once a yeat, That document will

be made available to Air Force personnel to aid in making judgments about contractors'

ability to perform.
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and 3) if the government funds development, it has rights to all data but may make them

available to the private sector.

Intenriewees rcport that the requisite regulatory changes have been made; some

industry observers do not conclude that the problem is solved, only that we have to wait

and see whether behavior changes in accordance with the new regulations.

C. A CULTURAL CHANGE IS NEEDED

Recommendations that follow from the above discussion arc presented in Chapter

VUI. This section discusses some observations that are relevant to improving the

re gulatory environmenL

That therc islinle had data with which to estimate progrcss in dercgulation does not

mean the Under Secretary should establish rcporting requirements to assemble such data.

For one thing, doing so would impose demands on acquisition personnel that would not

help them do their jobs. More importantly, such requiremens would not simply result in

more information for upper managcment, but might also confront working-level officials

with perverse incentives. Consider the effect of rcquirements to report the dollar value and

number of competitive procurements. These not only gathered information and signaled

the importance that Congress placed on incrcased competition; they almost certainly created

pressures to use competition even if circumstances at the working level suggested that a

differcnt approach would have made more sense. To that extent, this reporting requirement

constrained the frcedom of action of people at the working level. Such constraints are at

odds with the kind of working environment the Commission advocated

For the most part, our recommendations do not call for new laws or regulations.

This reflects interviewees' suggestions that the new Under Secretary should try hard to

convince Congrcss that it should allow the system time to absorb the laws that are already

on the books. The recommendations we do make reflect others' suggestion that the best

way to convince Congress that new laws arc not needed is for DoD to take the initiative in

areas already within its authority.
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vI. MANAGEMENT OF PERSONNEL, TECHNOLOGY, AND

THE INDUSTRIAL BASE

The Under Secretary's management responsibilities encompass the infrastnrcture

supporting the acquisition process, including internal OSD penonnel and information

systems, DoD science and technology programs, and defense technology and

manufacturing base policies and programs. These management responsibilities are among

the Under Secretary's most important responsibilities because these programs and policies

shape the acquisition decision-making environment, the knowledge base, and the

capabilities and productivity of industry. They pose a difficult challenge, because these

basics have few pnoponents, and therc is a strong temptation to overlook them because their

payoffs are indircct and long-tcrm.

The Packard Commission and other rccent studies have found significant problems

and long-term neglect in managing the infrastructure. In the area of personnel

firanagemenq there now ars calls for radical change in DoD organization that are intended to

improve the skills, experience, independence, and accountability of individuals in the

acquisition work force. In the area of science and technology therc is national level concern

that the U.S. leadership in key military technologies is declining. In the industrial and

technology base, there is concern that domestic defense manufacturers often lag in

productivity growth and that not enough is being invested in reserve emergency

capabilities.

This chapter reviews and assesses changes in the management areas in recent years.

A. ACQUISITION PERSONNEL

The quality, experience, and training

longstanding acquisition reform issue. There are

of concern, and each raises a unique set of issues.

of acquisition personnel has been a

three broad classes ofpersonnel that are

l .  Presidential Appointees

The senior officials running the department are clearly important to how well the

system operates. It is essential for effective management that the Secretary have a strong

u-l
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to delegatc geater authority to the fiel4 or to expand the discretion of working level people

must address the role of the contracting officer. DoD has proposed to change job

classifications to upgrade contracting officers, but it was not :rccePted by the Office of

Personnel Management, because it was viewed as inconsistent with its overall policies.

The second Packard recommendation is that educational oppornrnities for the

acquisition work force should be improved. The third is that flexible personnel

management systems should be adopted. Thus far there has been no progress on the

rccommendation to expand the experimental management progrirm from one naval faciliry,

China Lake, to an additional ten government facilities. The experiment created wider pay

bands and based pay within the band on performance, and is widely regarded as successful

in improving productivity.

In sum, the civilian personnel management and training system is essentially

unchanged over the past two years.

3. Military Program Managers

The Packard Commission acknowledged the progress that has been made in

increasing the experience of program managers within the military services. The

Commission made no specific recommendations for program managers; however, it did

support legislation establishing higher experierce rcquirements than those that had been set

prior to the Commission's rcport.

Overall, practices today appear to be much like those described in a 1986 General

Accounting Office (GAO) study and the morc recently published Defense Managemcnt

Clnllenge.2 This conclusion is based on data on prognm manager tenurc, interviews with

service program management personnel experts, and interviews with some program

managers. The results for each of the thrce Services is as follows.

a.  Army

The Army is presently considering some changes in penonnel policy for acquisition

managers. One proposal involves reducing the skill groupings that can be considered for

acquisition management from thirteen to only two which are most relevant for program

2 U.S. General Accounting Office, "DoD Acquisition: Suengthening Capabilities of Key Personnel in
Systems Acquisitioq" GAO/NSIAD-86-45, May 1986; and J. Ronald Fox, The Defense Managerncnt
Challenge; Cambridge, Harvard Business School Press, 1988. J. Ronald Fox, Obstacles To
Improving tttc Acquisition Process,IDA Acquisition Study Working Paper, October 24, 1988.
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to this, program rumagement was not career-enhancing for unrestricted line officen. In

1986, four unrcstricted line program managers werc promoted to flag rank as a result of

this new pro$am. The Navy developed the program to attract and develop excellent

acquisition officers; however, the program does not significantly alter the career path

below Captain from that which existed before 1985.

c. Air Force

The Air Force has toughened prograrn numagement qualification requirements since

the GAO study. The Air Force is credited with having the best record of the three services

for acquisition training and career developmenr Like the Navy, the Air Force has a two-

track system. "Rated" officers (pilots and navigators) require less program-office

experience to become program managen. They constitute about one-quarter of all

acquisition managers, but manage about one-half of the major programs.

Rated officcrs often rcceivc one three-year acquisition assignment (broadly defined)

in their fir5t 15 years of service, and repeated acquisition assignments thereafter. They are

likely to have about seven ycars of acquisition experience before being considered for

managing major acquisition programs. Nonrated officers can enter the acquisition field

dircctly or transfer into it after an initial assignment in an operational command. They

receive repeated assignments in acquisition management, often including positions in a

program office.

In sum, each of the Senrices has career paths and programs in place for developing

highly trained and experienced program managers. However, only a fraction of program

managers actually follow these carcer paths. In the Army, the broad definition of

acquisition experience qualifies a large number of officers without actual program office

experience. In the Navy and Air Force, the two-mck systems generate a large number of

highly skilled specialists, but they also permit less experienced offtcers from operational

commands to head program offices. In both of these Services, however, these operational

officen could havc up to seven yean of experience in some acquisition-related function.

One criticism leveled at the Services, and more generally at the use of military

officers to manage programs is that even their most favomble career paths provide careers

in acquisition that are shorter than ideal. One student of the process concludes,

There are also very few incentives for talented officen to remain in the
military service beyond twenty to twenty-five years. Indeed military
personirel who begin to develop experience in the acquisition process T9
iffectively forcedbut of the service when most still have heavy financial
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Of major concem is the erosion of investment in the research and exploratory development

program areas, which are the primary source of technological innovations for military use.6

The second concern, rclated to the fint, is that the impact of tighter budget

constraints in the years ahead puts the science and technology program in severe

competition with morc immediatc investment demands. This places the Department of

Defense under increased pr€ssure to more effectively coordinate research and development

activities.

Two developments in this area may help such coordination. One is the competitive

strategies concept for strategic planning. Another is a recent OSD task force that

recommended ways to improve the process for coordination of science and technology

programs within government labs and research facilities.

1. Competit ive Strategies

The Department's Competitive Strategies Initiative is intended to integrate defense

policies and program plans by evaluating national strategies in terms of our long-term

relations with the Soviet Union. An organizational stnrcture has been developed to

institutionalize this process. It includes a Competitive Strategies Council, chaired by the

Secretary. The Council oversees a steering group and ad hoc task forces for addressing

specific issue areas. A Senior Intelligence Committee was also formed to support these

efforts.

The Under Secretary for Acquisition has formed a Competitive Strategies Panel,

which will examine technologies and systems to perform missions implied by competitive

strategies. The first task force examined mid- to high-intensity conflict in Europe, and

suggested a number of new directions and priorities for U.S. defense. These strategies

suggested the need for priority development of technologies and systems relating to:

unmanned systems, area munitions, extended-range tube-launched projectiles, precision-

penetrator warheads, and smart submunitions.

6 Fo. example, the Comrnission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy notes that "in the period 1965 -

1980, U.S: spending on military research and development declined about 20 percent-...In the 1980s a

turnaround for the .nited States began, but more recently our spending on the technology base was cut

again." See Discriminate Deterrence, January 1988, p. 46. The Commission also noted that the nature

oi spending had also shifted to emphasis lower risk projects. It emphasized the need for. greater

emphasis o-n ner" technologies including employment of low observables, smart weapons' ballistic
missile defense, and spce capabilities.
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. The Services and agencies would create investment strategies, used to provide
guidance to Service and agency science and technology program plannen.

. The Under Secretary would review the Service and agency investment
smtegies to ensure that they: rcspond to the DoD science and technology
guidance; rcsolve conflicts and assign leadership across Services and agencies;
identify missing elements requircd to meet opcrational objectives; and allocate
rcsources with rcspect o technology goals.

. The Under Secretary would oversee publication of the DoD science and
technology guidance, the Service and agency investment strategies, and a

summary chapter of the consolidated DoD investment strategy, signed by the

Under Secretary, rcferred to as the DoD science and technology investment
strategy.

This science and technology strategy would provide a framework for systematic

thinking about the science and technology progfims. Inputs to the process could include

the results of the Competitive Strategies task forces, or other long-range strategic planning

activities. The science and technology strategy could then inform and complement mission

area analyses which examine options for long-range acquisition progfilllls.

D. TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE

The technology and industrial base issues deal with the capabilities of the defense

contractors, who perform a large share of defense research and development, and who

produce virtually all of the nation's military hardware. There is considerable concern over

the defense industrial base in four general areas, which raise distinctly different issues and

have very differert solutions:

. I-cadership in military technologies: The U.S. lead is declining relative to the

Eastern bloc and rclative to our allies.

. The productivity and costs of defense producers: the productiviry growth of

defense contractors and their adoption of new production methds is not
keeping pace with civilian and foreign producers.

. Foreign sourcing: U.S. weapons are relying on sources that could be cut off

in a crisis.

. Emergency production capabilities: The U.S. is maintaining little reserve

capacity for increasing production in emergencies.

Because of this diversity of problems, the technology and industrial base debates

sometimes lack focus--some focus on issues of peacetime productivity and others focus on
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As a result of these initiatives, several organizational changes have already been

instituted: a Defense Manufacturing Board has been created, a Manufacturing Advisory

Council has been formed within the National Academy of Sciences, and a new position --

the Deputy Under Secretary for Production Base and International Technology - has been

crcated to provide grcater focus on industrial base issues. These changes should contribute

to better communication and an incrcased focus on industrial base initiatives. In the other

areas, it is probably too soon to tell whether changes wiU b€ made by the end of the current

administration.

2. Defense Science Board Report

A Defense Science Board (DSB) task force was convened to identify needed "DoD

policies and procedures aimed at promoting a modern, competitive, and responsive

industrial base." In particular the task force was asked to examine the recomrnendations of

B o l s te ri n g D efe ns e I ndts tial C o mpet itive ncs s.9

The task force generally supported the rccommendations of Under Secretary

Costello's rcport. It found that several facton had deteriorated since the DSB last studied

industrial issues in 1980. Increased globalization has increased U.S. dependence on

foreign sources, a weakened public consensus on defense spending and defense policies

are undermining contractors' incentives for innovation and investment, and the low

earnings of defense contractors are limiting their access to capital markets. As a result, the

task force concludes that there have been rcductions in long-term investment, problems in

maintaining scientific and engineering personnel of a sufficiently high quality, and

continued deterioration of the maritimc industry.

In addition to endoning Under Secretary Costello's recommendations, the task

force added several of its own. These call for a national-level process for dealing with

these issues, and a more systematic approach in addressing them. In addition, they restate

many rccornmendations stemming from the Packard Commission and other reform efforts,

and add steps to address the recent ethics scandals. In summary, the Defense Science

Board recommended the following:

. The President should establish a perrnanent governmental process to identify

and rcsolve shortfalls in ttre industrial and technology base;

9 Defense Science Boud,Defense Industriat &Technology Base,Final Briefing, Summer 1989.
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quality and reduce production costs. Proponents of this approach point out that many

manufacturers incur a large sharc of tfreir costs in inspecting and rcworking defective items.

Total quality nurnagement is aimed at rcducing these cosb to nearly zero.

Experts in this area have come to the conclusion that the "Japanese miracle" is

largely due to manufacturing runagement techniques such as total quality management.

Automation has not proven to be the driving element of success. For example, an editor of

Automotive Industies magazine has said that Toyota's No. 9 Kamigo engine factory is

perhaps the most efficient engine manufacturing plant in the world, but this factory uses

20-year-old machine tools made in the USA.Io Similarly, the Toyoul-GM joint venture

plant in Fremont, California, is said to have reached the productivity goals set for the

ultramodern Saturn planr This has so surprised GM officials that they had to rcthink their

plans for the Saturn plant. Nor is the success due to Japanese culture. The success of the

Fremont plant shows this, as does the successful Honda Motors operation in Ohio.

Indeed, many U.S. manufacturen are succeeding in substantially increasing productivity

and thercby increasing competitiveness in international markets.

Naturally, the Department of Defense wants its manufacturers to adopt these

approaches if doing so will yield similar productivity and qualiry improvements for defense

hardware. The TQM initiative is aimed at bringing this about. The following extract from

a recent article published by Under Secretary Costello summarizes the TQM initiative:11

"Our objcctives include: making our procurement system more flexible to allow

streamlining of contractual requirements; improving interaction among designers,

manufacturers, logisticians and users; making quality a factor in source selection; giving

extra consideration to companies whose products and sewices embody the new concept of

continuous product improvemenl" At the OSD level, Under Secretary Costello has pushed

the idea of total quality management by sponsoring a number of meetings and seminars on

the topic. Presently, the Department is developing plans for implementing a program to

encourage the adoption of total quality m:rnagement by is suppliers.

From citarion in Richard J. Schonberger, World Class Manufacturing: Thc Lessons of Simplicity
Applied., The Free Press, New York, 1986.

Robert B. Costello, "Ten Agenda ltems for Improving Defense Acquisition," Program Manager,
Defense Systems Management Collega May-June, 1988, p. 13.
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front-end process of defining acquisition programs. In the past, surge and mobilization

issues have not been carefully considered in reviewing acquisition Programs; indeed, one

obsener noted that he had never heard these issues raised in a milestone review for a major

proglam.

5. Related Act iv i t ies

A broad range of adrlitional activities rclating to the technology and industrial base

should be noted.

. Stockpile of Strategic and Critical Materials: Responsibility for managing the

stockpile was recently tnmsferred to the DoD. The office of the Under Secretary is

responsible for reporting to Congress in January on is plans for managing the stockpile.

The Under Secretary's staff and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are presently conducting an

analysis of the adequacy of the stockpile.

. Defense planning: Several actions have been taken to improve defense

planning for industrial mobilization and surge. The recent Defense Guidance includes

several planning scenarios and targets for surge planning. These provide a basis for

assessing industrial requirements associated with a range of plausible military

contingencies. Thc Defense Guidance also incorporates the concept of Graduated

Mobilization Response, which postulates a strategy of incrcmental steps in mobilizing the

economy, rather than an all-or-nothing approach. Finally, guidance is being developed for

the Services to develop a supplement to their POMs that would specify the steps they

would take in response to the Defence Guidance planning cases. This will focus Service

planners and budgeters on the actions that would be required to respond to such

contingencies.

. Data and analyses available for examining industrial issues: These include the

Defense tndustrial Network and Socrates data bases developed within the Under

Secretary's office. They also include the JCS effort to develop the analytical capability for

assessing the supply feasibility of the operational plans. This Joint Industrial Mobilization

Planning Process provides estimates of the hardware required to execute oPerations and

assesses the supply side adequacy of inventories in place plus projected new production.

Related to this the Services have improved their production base analyses in recent years.

The Under Secretary's office presently chairs a task group working to develop a more

integrated joint approach to conducting the analyses.
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VII. SOME LESSONS FROM THE LAST TWO YEARS

The preceding chapters described the changes in the acquisition system since the

Packard Commission, and assessed the degree to which these changes have fulfiiled the

Commission's goals. This chapter takes stock of the lessons learned from the experience

of the past two years. It asks why the Commission's goals have not been fully

implemented and considen the implications of this experience for further reform efforts.

A. WHY WAS MORE NOT ACCOMPLISHED?

The experiences of DoD officials over the last two years provide a useful

perspcctive for understanding the actions that have been tried and for judging where

progress could be expected. Many of the interviewees have had many years of experience

with defense acquisition issues and therefore offered numerous general observations on

acquisition problems, the work of the commission, areas of disagreement with the

Commission, and implementation issues. They highlight a number of reasons why certain

goals have bcen met, while in other areas little or no progress has been made: (1) not

everyone supports the Commission's goals; (2) the Commission did not provide an explicit

agenda for implementing its goals; (3) the Commission came too late in the current

administration; and (4) while not a major factor overall therc arc some legal impediments to

the rccommended changes.

We review these comments here, in part because they highlight the diversity of

opinion within the Pentagon on the value and relevance of the Packard Commission and

acquisition reform. But most importantly, it is important for the next management team to

undentand the points of view expressed in these opinions. It will have to come to grips

with them if it seriously attempts to implement the Packard Commission's management

principles. And they provide some important lessons about what next steps should be

taken.

l .  Disagreement With Commission Goals

There is clearly a difference in phitosophy and approach between the Commission

report and the way DoD operiltes, and this fundamental difference in outlook is probably

Vtr.I
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he would have crcated one himself. In short, the Under Secretary can be part of the

solution, but the key player has to be the Secretary.

A rclated theme was the question of whether organizational changes recommended

by the Commission were needed or desirable. This view holds that acquisition problems

are due to the management style and penonalities of the current administration. No one

dissented from the viewpoint that personalities, skills and experience, and working

relationships among senior officials matter enormously in how well the system works--

regardless of the organizational chart

Finally, some inteniewees inside the Pentagon remain skeptical that acquisition

problems are as serious as they are often described to be. They argue that most reform

effors arc misguided, because the degree of perfection rcformen expect from the system is

simply unattainable. Therc ale, of counie, a lot of mistakes, but these are inevitable in a

system of this complexity. The Department of Defense buys thousands of items to meet

highly uncertain contingencies. There simply is no single criterion for optimality that can

or should be imposed. Moreover, systematic data is simply not kept, so virtually all

conclusions arc drawn from anecdotes and casual empiricism.

The conclusion to be drawn from these comments is that there is no universal

acceptance of the nature, sources, or seriousness of acquisition problems. And there is

some undentandablc confusion, and skepticism about how the Packard management

principles would apply in practice. Hence, although the Packard Commission concluded,

"All of our analysis leads to the conclusion that the defense acquisition system has basic

problems that must be corrected," sustained pressur€ and morc selling within the Pentagon

will be rcquired, particularly from the Secrctary himself.l

2. No Implementation Agenda Was Provided

Several officials have emphasized that DoD's mandate extends to only a subset of

the Packard Commission recommendations: Not all of the Packard Commission

recommendations were included in NSDD-219 or legislation, and in at least two cases--

audit policy and operational testing--Congress has acted in direct opposition to the report's

recommendations. The differences between the Commission's recommendations and these

explicit instructions has led OSD officials to differ on how to respond. Many take a

I Questfor Excellence,p.44.
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the process. Congress however has retained a separate audit function, which therefore

limia the Under Secretary's ability to coordinate audit policy among DoD components.

c. Operational Testing

The Packard Commission rccommended that the Under Secrctary be givan authority

for tcsting. However, the Congress has established a separate Office of Operational Test

and Evaluation which rcports directly o the Secretary.

d. Legal Uncertainty And Complexity Breeds Overly Cautious
Mentality

In discussing the Enterprise Programs in Chapter V it was noted that there was

uncertainty at the working level about which reports and actions are required by law.

Indeed the Air Force had to conduct an extensive review of their regulations to eliminate

this uncertainty. The complexity of regulations, the uncertainry of legal rcquirements, and

the statutory rcquirement for reports instill an over cautious-do it by the book-mentaLity in

the acquisition work force.

Another instance of this is in the application of the Competition in Contracting Act.

DoD is reportedly applying this law in a much more rigid fashion than Congress intended.

But again, the problem is that the working level penon is not an expert on legislation, and

thercforc takes a very cautious approach. Implementing Packard Commission goals will

require substantial change at the grass roots level, and such change will requirc extensive

education and support from senior leadenhip. Perhaps equally important, it will require a

change in attitudes at higher levels, in orrder to move from a command-and-control by-the-

book system, to a management process rclying on delegation of auttrority.

B. SOME LESSONS FOR SETTING THE AGENDA

The experience of the last two years suggests several broad guidelines for setting

the agenda for the next adminismdon.

The fint, learned from the experience of the first two Under Secretaries, is that the

Secretary of Defense remains the final authority in acquisition and resource-allocation

matte6. Much of what should be done in the acquisition area requires the full support of

the Secretary. A common theme of our interviews is that the key to the successful

opemtion of DoD under the next administration will lie in the people appointed to senior

positions, and the working rclationships the Secretary defines among them.
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of the Reagan administration and it was simply too late to expect radical change. Also the

lack of change stems from disagreement about whether DoD should comply with the literal

mandate or the original intent of the Commission. Finally, there is disagreement about

whetherrcforms are needed or desirable.

The quick initial actions of the President and Congress in response to the

Commission's rccommendations, showed high-level commitment to changing the process,

and suggested that dramatic changes in the process might be forthcoming. However, upon

closer inspection, the specific changes ordered are narrowly limited to organizations,

placing the burden of acquisition rcform on the shoulden of the DoD leadership--with the

Under Secrctary for Acquisition at the point. Given that the new Under Secretary came

into an administration in which many of the top officials had been on the job for up to six

years, one should not have expected his job to be easy. Indeed, in looking back on the two

years of experience since the Paclcard commission, perhaps the most reasonable question is

not why hasn't the Packard mandate been fulfrlled, but why should one have expected the

system to change much at all?
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VI[. A PROPOSED AGENDA

This rcview suggess somc clear themes for the priorities of the next administration.

In some areas, experience suggests that progress is being made and will continue if senior

officials continue to push in that direction. Those who agree with the Packard

Commission's recommendations thercfore believe the next Under Secretary should dedicate

himself to a pcnistent stnrggle to change the system. The agenda presented here is

tempered by the experience of the last nvo years, which suggests the need for the Secretary

of Defense to take a lead role, and for thc Deparrnent to focus on actions within the broad

organizations already in place.

Each of the following sections provides a summary of progrcss made and problems

remaining, and makes rccommendations relating to organization, decision making, policy,

and management. The recommendations are aimed at resolving ambiguities in functions

and authorities, and building a senior management team for acquisition; standardizing and

simplifying acquisition policy and oversight within each Service; resolving near-term

problems with budget instability, and in the longer term, improving the Under Secretary's

ability to advise thc Secretary on long-term acquisition issues; p,roviding a more disciplined

decision-making environment, and ensuring high-level emphasis on regulation and

management. Some of the recommendations rclate to the ongoing duties of the Secretary

and Under Secretary; some requirc undertaking new initiatives.

A.  ORGANIZATION

The basic principles of streamlining and centralized control of acquisition policy

have not been fully realized. In part this is because detailed definitions of proposed new

functions and authorities werc not provided by the Packard Commission. Therefore, we

recommend action to clarifo and enhance the roles of three central actors in the acquisition

process: the Under Secretary for Acquisition, the Service Acquisition Executives, and

program managers. The Under Secretary's staff appean to be well organized to carry out

its functions; however, we recommend some changes in staff responsibilities to limit the

participation of the OSD staff in program nurnagement issues.
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Secretary to perform his job. These are consistent with both the Packard Commission's

principles and rclevant provisions of law.

(1) Revise DoDD 5000.1 and 5134.1 to include the duties and authority of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition specified in the Defense
Acquisition Improvement Act of 1986.1 In particular, in matters of
acquisition, the Under Secretary should clearly outrank the Service
Secretaries2 and his acquisition decisions should have full effect unless

overtumed by the Secretary of Defense. An explicit process for appeals should
be established.

(2) The Secretary should delegate authority to the Under Secretary to make

milestone decisions conforming to Defense Resource Board guidance. This
will establish the Under Secretary as the Secretary's primary agent for

ovcrsight of major acquisition programs.

In addition to these specific changes, the Secretary should clearly define the

working relationships among the senior acquisition executives, particularly between the

Under Secretary, the Deputy Secretary, and the Service Secretaries. This can be done

informally. It will also be done in practice through the Secretary's decisions and his

support of the Under Secretary in the appeals Process.

To improve management oversight, the Under Secrctary and Service Acquisition

Executives should bc establishcd as a management teanL One way to do this is to permit

the Under Secretary to participate in the selection of these officials, which was

recommended by the Commission. A close working relationship between the Under

Secretary and these Service officials will provide the direct communications channel he

needs to oversee programs. If this approach is successful, then a smaller OSD staff will be

rcquired to oversee individual programs.

It is also important for the Under Secrctary and the Vice Chairman of the JCS to

work together on acquisition issues. The Under Secretary, the Vice Chairman, and the

Service Acquisition Executives could provide a core management team that bridges the

major decision-making organizations within DoD and reprcsents the major decision-making

interests in acquisition. This team should be tasked to work together on a number of

agenda items as outlined in some of the specific rccommendations that follow.

U.S. Congress, House Committee on Armed Services, Report on the Duties and Authority of the

Under Secretary of Defense, November 16, 1987, p.41 .
Ibi4 par. (eXl).
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Functional experts and staff advocates still direct prognm manageN, rather than acting as

advisors. Program nurnageni frequently lack full control over their own staffs. The

recommendations herc attempt to better define the program manager's roles and decision-

making authorities to rectiS these problems. The Service Acquisition Executive would be

the primary official rcsponsible for enforcing these rclationships.

The following actions will better define program managers' roles and authorities

consistent with the Commission's rccommendations for streamlining:

(1) Rohibit technical specialists and advisors outside a designated line of authority
from directing program managers, and limit them to advising the program

manager and senior decision maken. For major programs, this line of
authority would be from the Secretary of Defense to the Defense Acquisition
Executive to a Serice Acquisition Executive to a Program Executive Officer to
a program manager.

(2) Establish the program manager as thc responsible authoriry for all program
decisions. Give him the authority to balancc or lade off opposing features and
attributes within bounds set by the approved program baseline.

(3) Make the progratn maurger's decision fincl, unless a functional manager or
advocate appeals the decision to a Program Executive Officer or Service
Acquisition Executive within a specified perid of time. Pending resolution of
the appeal, the program manager's decisions should hold.

(4) Make the program manager the principal rater for people supporting his
progmm.

(5) Minimize the number of oversight layers interacting with the program.

Delegate to lower levels to avoid excessive span of control. Have only one
level of detailed oversighh provide higher levels with needed information.

(6) Establish that functional managers are responsible for the competence and the
professional development of their people and for the quality of work within

their functional areas. They are nor responsible for program decisions, even
decisions in their functional arcas.

Several of these principles require executives to delegite authority, and many

executives find this hard to do. Failurc to truly delegate does not show in an organization

chart, and correcting this management problem cannot be accomplished by reorganizing.

Correction requircs that executives understand what is needed and that they rely more on

their line subordinates. To be willing to rely more on subordinates requires, in turn, that

the subordinates be worthy of the superior's trust.
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micro-management of programs by Congressional staff,  and for
consolidating reporting requirements.

If the Congress is assured that the Secretary and his staff are serious about

improving the management of the acquisition process, many of their specific concerns

could be handled morc informally. Establishing such rust and working relationships could

provide a basis for gradual elimination and consolidation of routine rcporting rcquiremants.

B . DECISION.MAKING PROCESSES

We have found that not much has changed to improve the federal budgeting process

for defense. The Prcsident and Secretary need to consult with Congress to attempt to reach

consensus on defense spending. As a basis for this, a thorough review of the acquisition

program should be undertaken at the outset of the next administration, so that the Prcsident

and Secretary can brief the Congress on defense acquisition options and their long-run

implications.

Within the DoD decision-making process, our review indicates that the JCS now

has ample authority and opportunity to provide a joint military perspective in acquisition

decision-making.

The review also concludes that the Under Secretary for Acquisition has adequate

influence over rcsource-allocation decisions through his participation in the Defense

Resources Board and thc Defense Acquisition Board. Within these organizations, the

Under Secretary can advise the Secretary on the links between acquisition decisions and

resource decisions in order to achieve a cohercnt acquisition program. His current role is

consistent with the general view that overall resource decisions must be made by the

Secretary, and that acquisition decisions must follow from, not dictate, resource decisions.

The Department can further the Packard Commission goals within the current

organizational structurc by improvements in long-range planning and by disciplining the

decision-making processes to adhere to the Secretary's guidance. To aid in this process,

the Under Secretary should eliminate two deficiencies in the current decision-making

framework. First, he should develop longer-range acquisition plans, because the five-year

defense planning time horizon is too short for "affordability" assessments. Second, he

should work with the Services to develop mission area plans, major product area plans,

and technology iuea plans. These analytical tools would serve as a basis for issuing a

Defense Guidance that provides a meaningful strategic plan for acquisition progfirms.
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Problems:

. National budgeting instability undermines DoD procedures designed to
promote program stability :

- Months into the planning cycle, the FY 89 plans and programs were
undermined whcn the projected budget was cut by 10 percent to meet
Gramm-Rudman spending limits.

- Current planning projections of 2 percent rcal defense spcnding growth
are probably overly optimistic, providing an unsound basis for current
acquisition planning.

- Actions to stabilize individual programs are also undermined by the
recent big changes in the budget.

. Congress has not issued five-year budget guidelines, nor has it adopted two-
year defense budgeting, as recommended by the Commission to stabilize
defense budgets.

. There is no systematic framework in place to assess long-range affordability
and cost-performance trade-offs. As a general practice, the DAB and JROC
examine programs one-at-a-time so they cannot consider broad affordability
and trade-off issues, and the primary DRB focus extends only one to five years
into the futurc.

Agenda:

. The Secretary and the Chairman of the JCS should review the defense
program and budget with the President and Congress as soon as possible

after taking office in order to achieve an agreement on stable defense
funding.

Stability at all levels requires a national-level consensus on defense. The Secretary

and Chairman of the JCS should brief the President and Congrcss on program alternatives

and their long-range implications, and attempt to reach a consensus on overall funding

trends.

. In support of his overall program review, the Secretary should direct the
Under Secretary and the DAB to review the ongoing acquisit ion program
and offer alternative acquisit ion programs that meet conservative f iscal
guidance.

To achieve stable acquisition programs, the Secrctary needs to make internal plans

consistent with realistic budget projections. We recommend that the Secretary demonstrate
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Although the planning estimate is a simple, mechanical projection, some judgment

and caution is necessary in using it for these purposes. Fint, the projections should be

limited to programs beyond Milestone I, where long-term resource commitments are

intended. Adding up the potential costs of all the ideas being explorcd within the defense

community would not bc useful. Second, it should be made clear to the Congress that this

is not a smtegic plan, or a statement of what the Department believes it needs, but only an

internal ftnagemert tool.

(b) The Under Secretary, in conjunction with the Chairman of the
JCS, should develop long-range investment area assessments that
should form a basis for developing the Defense Guidance.

These assessments would be intended to develop general options for acquisition in

broad mission aneas, for example, anti-armor in Europe, or anti-submarine warfare. They

should be developed for the Under Secrctary under the auspices of the Defense Acquisition

Board. The Defense Acquisition Board should be asked to rcview these assessments,

which will focus the attention of the acquisition community on them.

The assessments are similar in some respects to assessments already being done.

They would draw upon available studies; for example, they would encompass the technical

assessments being prepared within the Under Secretary's mission area offices. They

would complement the broad:rssessments already made for the Secretary by the Office of

Program Analysis and Evaluation. They could serve as informational inputs for a range of

defense decisions, but they would be particularly suited to provide a basis for developing

acquisition program inputs for the Defense Guidance. The major elements of the

assessments would include:

. Mission Area Assessments: These would focus on technology and threats,

identi$ing gaps in capabilities and new oppornrnities.

. Competitive Strategy Assessments: These would consider how new

technologies might be employed in support overall defense strategy.

. Current Inventory Assessments: These would focus on technological

capabilities of current inventories, average age, physical depreciation, and

depreciation of war fighting capabilities.

. Options Assessments: What are the broad opportunities for improving

capabilities, including service-life extension, upgrades, new equipment, etc?

. Financial Assessments: What are the long-range budgetary rade-offs across

options be tween struc ture, modernization, readiness, and sus tainabil ity ?
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necessary to define the rcalistic range of alternative solutions to meeting the mission need

that will bc explored under the supervision of the Defense Acquisition Board)

. The Under Secretary should use the Defense Acquisition Board to

discipline the acquisition process; in particular he should ensure options

are examined that meet the mission needs and funding goals specified in the
Defense Guidance.

As described in Chapter fV, an important function of the Defense Acquisition Board

is to link current program development decisions with long range affordability issues. ln

the prcceding recommendation we suggested that the Defense Guidance should provide the

financial guidelines necessary for the DAB to carry out this function. The Board would be

responsible for ensuring that relevant options are explorcd for meeting the operational need

within these financial parameters. The key decision poins for doing this are the early

milestones when the plan for exploring options is developed and implemented.

The Under Secrctary should also review the DAB process to simplify it and focus it

on the most important issues at each milestone. He should attempt to reduce internal

reporting requirements and propose to Congress the reduction of required reports. He

should select progr:rms for ovenight based on the Secrctary's potential concern over their

progress. He should delegate oversight responsibility for morc smaller and single service

programs, but should oversee major joint programs, major multinational programs and

special interest programs.

C. REGULATORY POLICY

An entirc infrastructure has built up over the years around regulations. Workers

within the government and industry are comfortable with this environment, because they

have learned to work with ir Any attemps to change this will require a dedicated efforr

Progress:
. DoD has revised is regulations concerning rights in technical data, which will

make it easier to purchase some off-the-shelf items.

. DoD has taken some steps to simplify regulations.

. DoD has made some progress toward increased use of commercial-style

competition.

. The Air Force has a promising approach for Defense Enterprise Programs.
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. The Under Secretary should strive to eliminate barriers to the use of
commercial-style competition and the use of commercial products wherever
militarily appropriate; training and better information should be stressed as
the means to do this.

Commercial practices should not b€ adopted for their own sake, but there is wide

concern that tm little effort is made to consider comrnercial alternatives. Implementation of

pro-commercial reforms would require changes in habits and expectations for acquisition

personnel (especially managen and engineers: they would have to form the habit of

thinking first about commercial products and not unique specification items to perform a

given function. Personnel with such habits would have greater experience at finding out

what the commercial markeplace might have to offer and would be better equipped to help

a program flutnager who wanted to makE $€ter use of commerciallyderived componens.

We rccommend that the Under Secretary give high priority to improved training as a

means of incrcasing rcliancc on commercial-style competition and on commercial products

for two reasons. First, acquisition personnel frequently fail to adapt commercial practices

even when doing so is permissible under current rcgulations, because they do not know

how it is permissible. Second, increased stress on training is one way to communicate the

fact that the Under Secrctary is not content with the lip sewice that these initiatives have too

often rcceived in the past.

We further recommend that the FAR passage mandating use of military

specifications be amended to make an explicit exception for purchase of commercial

products.

We also recommend that the Under Secretary develop incentive mechanisms that

encourage greater initiative and innovation. For example, as a means of encouraging the

cultural change that everyone favors, the Under Secretary could reward "problem solvers"

in the work force, by asking program managers to identify workers who took risks to seize

opportunities.

Finally, the Under Secretary and Service Acquisition Executives should examine

whether improved cornmon data bases on available items could be developed, or tapped to

make it easier for acquisition personnel to find suitable commercial items.
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Agenda:

. The Under Secretary should upgrade and standardize the criteria for
exper ience,  educat ion,  and t ra in ing for  a l l  (mi l i tary  and c iv i l ian)
acquisition personnel.

If the Packard Commission concept of placing decision authority at the prognm

manager level is to be achieved, then prognm managers must be qualified at a uniformly

high standard. The Under Secretary should set uniform criteria for program management

personnel, especiaily those with primary field responsibilities: major program managers,

and Program Executive Officers. The DoD standards should emphasize career patterns,

education, training, and demonstrated capability in program office assignments. The

Under Secretary should review current requirements with the Service Acquisition

Executives, and the best of these should be combined into one DoD directive. In doing

this, the present experience requirements for program managers, which allow a wide range

of experience to qualify as "acquisition," should be revised to require more relevant

experience. The military departments should continue to be responsible for the military

acquisition personnel, within the guidelines established by the Under Secretary. Authority

to waive these rcquirements should be limited to the Under Secretary.

To signal commitment to excellence in program m:rnagement the Under Secretary

should establish a master's level degree curriculum in program management.4 One

institution granting this degree should be the Defense Systems Management College. To

bolster the faculty of this institution and develop an institutional memory on program

management issues, a p€rmanent faculty at DSMC should be established using procedures

similar to those used in the Service Academies. The faculty should include successful

progmm rnanagers.

Improvements in the civilian work force will require a commitment to increasing

their trainin g, pay and experience. The Under Secretary could build the capabilities of the

work force through the adoption of rigorous training programs. These programs are

needed to change from the current command and control management practice, to the

decentralized business management approach advocated by the Packard Commission. The

programs would also serve as a scrcening device to determine which employees are eligible

for higher level positions.

4 A discussion of this idea is presented, in Implementation Skills.
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This review should provide a basis for prioritizing needed investments for
inclusion in the Defense Guidance.

Several initiatives in these areas have been described in this review. These

initiatives are on track in addressing the need for adequate investment in the defense

technology and industrial infrastructure. It appears that overall the processes arc adequate

to develop and sound infrastnrcturc. However, it appears DoD has not committed adequate

resources to solve the problem, nor has it developed the proper incentives to induce

contractors to do the same.

The Under Secretary is the principal official responsible for husbanding these

resources, and therefore it is his responsibility to examine and demonstrate the costs and

benefits of infrastnrcture investments. This proposed sfategic :rssessment of infrastructure

issues should parallel the mission area investment arca assessments described earlier. A

process for such a review, is outlined in the science and technology task force report

described in Chapter VI.

These assessments should be rcviewed annually by the DAB, and approved by the

Under Secrctary. They should provide an input to the Defense Guidance, and thereby be

factorcd into the deliberations of the Defense Resources Board and the Defense Acquisition

Board. As a part of this process, the ongoing systematic collection of data on industrial

base capabilities should bc emphasize4 because the basic facts on industrial capabilities are

often unavailable.

. The Secretary should work with the Executive Branch and Congress

to develop improved " revolving door" legislat ion that meets the publics

concerns with ethics while reducing the financial barriers to government

se rv i ce .

While there is no obvious solution to the dilemma presented by revolving door

restrictions, the problems they cause in terms of restrictions, the problems they cause in

terms of discouraging entry into government service merit high level attention. Better ways

need to be sought to insure the integrity of the defense acquisition process without

imposing potentially severe financial hardship on individuals moving between government

and industry.
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APPENDIX

ACQUISITION ABBREVIATTONS

Advanced Air+eAir Missile

Advanced Tactical Fightcr

Air Force Systcms Command

Competition in Contracting Act

Commander in Chief (of a Unified or Specified Command)

Chicf of Naval Operations

Competitive Prototyping Stratcry

Defensc Acquisition Board

Defemc Acquisition Executive

Defensc Acquisition Executive Summary

Defensc Advanced Research Projects Agency

Defense Enterprisc Program

Defensc Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement

Deparunent of Defense

Defensc Resources Board

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council

Defense Science Board

Defense Systems Management College

Federal Acquisition Regulation

General Accountin g Office

A-l



z-v

(uonrsrnbcy) esuagaq go,ftetan6 Dpun

uaura8uue141,(tnsnD pol

IrJunoJ,$e!^eu uopplnbcy sulas,(5

t^qnJelg uonrslnbcv 3il^rcs

uas,{g tunatpng prn tmuurelSorg'tutuuu16

runpuelourtl^l a,rlca[qg ue.6oq

ratl$O a^qntexg un€oq

' 
uopenle^g pus rsel FuoFBDdO

asurJeqJo frunrceg aIflJo 3JSJO

ntpng pue ruaurateusy\tJo actgg

a^goarl61 uorsrJeq r(ryncaS 1uuoEEN
ual pruandoleApuoN

uoq?nlB^g Pus rsel arlJ a n

LrJunoJ rytrsa,tg suaunrmbeg lu1o1

pJeog uauatuuur{ puu slutuarnbaa lupl

JJsls Jo sJaFD lulof

(v)qsn

hur

JUVS

irvs

sgdd
I^IOd
olld

lntJo
CIso
gwo

CICISN

ICIN

)ouf
gl^ruf

sJf



IDA REPORT R.347
DEFENSE ACQ(JISITION: OBSERVATIONS TWO rEAnS AFTER THE PACKARD

COMMISSIOiI, VOLUME I: MAIN REPORT

Officc of the Under Secrctary of Defense
for Acquisition

Room 3D139, The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

Under Secrcary of Defense for Acquisition
Dircctor, Defense Research and Engineering
Deputy Director, Defense Research and Engineering (Scntegic

and Theater Nuclear Forces)
Deputy Director, Defense Research and Engineering ([est &

Evahntion
Deputy Director, Defense Research and Engineering (Research

and Advanced TechnologY)
Dir',ector, Military Systems Technology
Depury Under Secrctary (Tactical Warfarc Programs)
Executive Director (Defense Science Board)
Dircctor, hogram Integration
Chiel Scrategic Plannin g

Ann: LtCol William Blackwood

Officc of the Secrctary of Defense
OUSD(A) @oD-lDA Management Office)
1801 North Beauregard Street
Alexandria, VA 2231I

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
Room 4D825, Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

Attention: Director, Net Assessment
Director, Defense Cuidance and Planning

Office of the Assistant Secreury of Defense (Production
and Logistics)

Room 3D139, The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

Attention: Honorable Jack Katzen, Assistant Sccretary

Office of the Secretary of Det'ense
Office of Operational Test & Evaluation
Room 3C3&, The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

Attention: Honorable John E. Krings, Director

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Program
Analysis and Evaluation

Room 2E3l3,The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301

I
I
35

DL.I



I
I
I
I

L

I
I
I
I

7'1Cl

uopr$nbrv ry
luaudole^aq 'qJruasag roJ JJuIS Jo Jalqf, ,$ndaq

0I egz 3g 
'uol8utqse6tr

uo8rruag at1l'tL?Ve uloog
uonrsr nbcy 2p luaurdola^aq qilceseg
roJJJslSJoJalqJ &ndaq aqlJo srgJo

Arury aq go tueunredaq

(VAOD ,(uuy aqt;o ,Craatcag luglstssv

""agle.3%,ilq#fJ',xr.t (uonrsrnbcy 29 tuaurdolarag qcreasag)
,(uuy aq;o ,{rutarcag tuutslssv atp Jo cJgJJO

rwuv uHr .{o rNuhlruvdSo

(4f1n $ a8alo3 rs6[ IEuoqEN at1l'lttupueunuo3
(33f sauog paurrv aq yo a3a11oJ IPIJrsnpuI'ltrEPuaruroJ

salpnls cr8as{S FuonBN roJ at$usul 'rola4q
salpnls esueJeq:aq8rpl JoJ atuqsq 'JslJanq

6ICOZ 36'uot8uqs;e41
ryPN4/{'I ̂alsrl UoJ

ft rsralrugl asuaJag puoIIPN

ilEZT Vn ?upuuxelv
uort[Ts uorlrlrE]

Jalual uouErruoJul Isiluqcal asrcJao

4-f 'Joltanq

8-['Jolsarq
JJsls lulof'JolJan(T

$cls Jo sJ3lttJ lulof 'uBuulEtlf, atln

OOOS-IOESZ'3'g'uolSulqse/r\
uoEerua; aq1

qruBrg uoqnqllsrQ ar.f,L
$slsJo sJsltl] rurof argJo

rolcanq',(epq1o3'g puoutfug'Jq :uoFuanv

SOEZ'6OZT(, Yn'uottulPY
?^lg uoslr^\ 00tI

I 99 utoou'tu1o4 lgquo3 luaunsoq
{untV lcalo:g qarEa$U potttg^pv esuaJaq

(srs{puy aemosag),fuurarcag tuslstssv,$ndaq'pqtlNq4l p!^EO
flndaq pdnq:g 'pr"uoe-J IeEqtIn

fraarca5 luslslssv'nqJ'J'S p!^B61 alqerouoH



Commandant
U.S. Army Corunand and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, KS 66027

Attention: Technical Library

Commandant
U.S. Army War College
Carlisle, PA 17013

Attention: Technical Library

Commandant
U.S. Military Academy
West Point, NY 10996-5000

Attention: LTC Asa Clark, Social Science Deparunent

Defense System Management College
Center for Acquisition Policy
Ft. Belvoir, Ya,. 22060

Attention: Edward Hinch, Director

Corunander
Deparunentof the Army
Conceps Analysis Agency
8120 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20814

Attention: Technical Ubrary

Deparrnentof the Army
Deluty Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS)
Room 3C542,The Penmgon
Washington, DC 203 t0-0403

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Office of the Secrctary
The Pentagon
Washington, DC 20350

Assistant Secrctary of the Navy Shipbuilding and Logistics I
Assistant Secretary of the Navy$esearch, engineering and Systems) t

Commandant
Navai War College
Newport, R.I. 02840

Attention: Technical Library I
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