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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study is an examination of five formal contractor reporting 

requirements which Department of Defense Program Managers use to assess 

the status of their program's progress. Department of Defense policy 

directives and instructions which authorize this reporting was 

examined as background for this study. 

DODD 5000.19 "Policies for Management and Control of Department of 

Defense Information Requirements" dated 2 June 1971 and reprint with 

changes dated 1 June 1973, is the overall policy document for the flow 

of information within, from and to Department of Defense, and to per- 

form objective reviews to prevent unauthorized or duplicative information 

flow. 

Deputy Secretary Clements Memo "Request for Proposal/Contracts 

Requirements Review Boards" dated 17 July 1973 is the Department of 

Defense policy for managing the complete spectrum of contractual re- 

quirements for management systems, data reports, and documentation. 

This includes requirements for the military department to establish 

review boards to reduce the proliferation of information flow. 

DODI 5010.12 "Management of Technical Data: dated 5 December 1968 

is replaced by DODI 5010.29 "Acquisition of Data from Contractors" 

29 November 1971 and its attendent regulation DOD 5010.29-R "Data 

Acquisition Management Program" dated 9 March 1973 (now in draft 

ii 
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form) are the instructions which deliniate the procedures for inclusion 

of data requirements reporting in program acquisition contracts. 

The "Department of Defense Authorized Data List", TD-3 and its 

attendent manual of data item, descriptions is the detailed content and 

format description requirements to the contractors. 

Using the Department of Defense policy directives and instruc- 

tions as a background a detailed analysis was made of the five con- 

tractor reporting requirements. 

Contract Performance Plan Army   DI-A-1017 

Chart "lilestone Navy   DI-A-2007 

Program Schedule USAF   DI-A-3007 

Program Milestones (Acquisition Phase)  USAF   DI-A-3009 

Management and Performance Plan        USMC   DI-A-4503 

Documents were compared for quantitative duplication, analvzed t 

for internal redundancy and identification of unicrue requirements, and 

analysis of usage was made based upon Program Manager Review Ques- 

tionnaires. The results were correlated with information received 

through interviews with DeDartment of Defense personnel. Recommendations 

were based upon quantitative, qualitative analyses and iterations of the i 
i 

information collected. , 

in 

 ._. —       i . ...... 



SELECTED PROGRAM CONTROL 

CONTRACTOR GENERATED REPORTS 

AN EXAMINATION AND EVALUATION 

STUDY REPORT 

Presented to the Faculty 

of the 

Defense Systems Management School 

in Partial Fulfillment of the 

Program Management Course 

Class 73-2 

by 

Francis A. Gridley 
GS-11       DAFC 

November 1973 

mm^mtmmmtmmm^mtttmMtmtmaä^^^ .. .,  _.. ,. ...        . ,j. ».i._.. .. 



ÄCKNOWLHX S4ENTS 

1. Lieutenant Commander Joe Callahan 

2. Mr. William Cullin 

3. Captain Larry Fry 

4. Major George Giacoppi 

5. Major Lee Jackson 

6. Lieutenant Colonel Fred Lavery 

7. Mr. Richard K. Mclntosh 

8. Mr. Don Mitchell 

9. Mr. Andy  sif-r 

10. Mr n gut 

11. Major Fred Wynn 
!»       .• 

I 

Designated Study Mvisor 

Faculty Reviewer 

HQ AFSC - SDDS - Development 
and Policy Division 
Andrews AFB, MD. 

Student Class Advisor 

Functional Director 

USAF Senior Student Advisor 

Program Management 
Specialist  (USAF) 

Departmuit of Pefense 
O-ASD  (I&L)  Direccc-Hte 
of Weapons Analysis   (WA) 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C- 

Department of Defense 
Policy Advisor 

Dr--trtrient of Defense 
r  /.Sr   (C)  Directorate of 
" >f .nation Control  (DIC), 

"3tB"S Policy and 
Info-mation Division 
(SPux)  Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 

Faculcv Advisor 

•tr~ 

4t 
VI 

m~**~m  *!-••.• .,.., 



(DNTFOTS 

Executive Summary ii 

Acknowledgements t vi 

Chapter I 

Introduction   1 

Chapter II 

Historical Efforts of Data Acnuisition   4 

Chapter III 

Design to Price Versus Data Acquisition Costs    8 

Chapter IV 

Relationship of "tanagercnt Information Svstems 
and Contractual Data Requirements   14 

Chapter V 

Program Manager's Tailoring of Contractor Data 
Requirements      20 

Chanter VI 

Summary  25 

Bibliography                  26 

Questionnaire Respondents    27 

Abstract  3n 

Vll 

•*•-—-'•-'""•""• '   ••-   IMMH I...,.        ....   .... _ . 



r~ LZ"""    ^•'^^^^"^^^T^,I    T"1""".".'I  — P"'—»   II.WI1IIWJHI.I     I     lljUlippuwi 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION* 

General 

Historically, the Department of Defense has been striving to 

manage data and information, as it relates to the weapon system 

acquisition process. We have experienced, in the last two decades, 

a technological exolosion of data and information. This coupled with 

a parallel, rapid advancement of computer technology, is creating a 

proliferation of data which is asvmptotic to the total weapon system 

management effort. 

As the complexity of the weapon system increased, so also did 

the data which related to it. The necessity for information, for 

decision making, became the driving factor that created the mass of 

data and information which we now associate with our managment efforts. 

There is no reason to believe that the pace of technology will 

diminish or that the requirement for defense weapon systems will de- 

cline. We will continue to need management information systems. The 

question of what is needed and how we apply these management informa- 

tion systems is constantly with us. We have in the past, fallen short 

of our goals to minimize data and information and maximize its use. 

»ABSTAINER 

This study represents the views, conclusions and recommendations of the 
author and does not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the 
Defense Systems Management School nor the Deoartment of Defense. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine and evaluate selected pro- 

gram control contractor generated reports. This study will concentrate 

upon the management information which the program manager uses- Manage- 

ment information is vital to successful reporting of the progress of the 

weapon system. The program manager's selection and tailoring of this 

information is essential to portray the weapon system status. Primary 

emphasis will be placed on the methods of contractor reporting which 

forms the base of the program managers information system. 

Methodology and Scope 

The methodology used in this study included library research. 

?crmal interview's and discussions were conducted with Department of 

Defense representatives, both Comptroller and Installation and Logis- 

tics personnel. Informal discussions with staff personnel of the De- 

fense Systems Management School, and with students of PMC Class 73-2 

were conducted. In addition, data derived from a questionnaire, which 

was forwarded to selected Multi-Service Program Managers, was incor- 

porated within the time constraint placed on this study. 

Throughout the study emphasis is placed upon Department of De- 

fense Directives and Instructions and their evolving nature in rela- 

tion to the impact upon data and the management information systems. 

Oraanization of the Studv 
... — m  • mm A- 

This study will basically follow a descriptive analysis approach. 

.;_. ia,. •--«• --• • — • 
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A review of the DcDartment of Defense direction coupled with current 

infornutirr. derived fror, interview's and selected program manager inputs, 

reveals that management of Department of Defense information and data 

is receiving   more emphasis today than in the past.    The literature also 

reveals that implementation and control has been a continuing concern. 

Chapter II discusses the Department of Defense's historical ef- 

forts of the data acquisition process and its related impact on the 

weapon system acquisition effort.     In Chapter HI discussion centers 

upon the current constraints imposed by the Department of Defense con- 

cerning the design to cost philosophy.    Chapter IV deals mainly with 

the relationship of management information systems and formal con- 

tractjor data requirements.    In Chapter V, a consideration of the pro- 

gram manager's tailoring efforts,  to obtain pertinent contractual data 

for a particular program, is reviewed.    Chapter VI is a brief summary 

of this report. 
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CHAPTER 

HISTORICAL EFFORTS C 

In the middle 1950's the Department 

forts to determine a method of identifyir 

curement of paper vs the procurement of t 

the so called Post-War   period, data was 

tractors either as part of the overhead c 

ware cost. 

Identification of what the governmer 

of a general statement and the contracto: 

tional verbal clarification an the part < 

One of the early studies was conduc 

ment Institute titled "Reducing Contract 

LMI Project 6B."    The Logistics Manageme 

fold task assignment: 

"(1) An analysis of the present tec 
vices in controlling reporting requ. 
contractors and (2) the development 
identification of,  techniques to st 

The study also revealed two generaT 

istrative and technical.    There was son* 

administrative reporting but little or i 

nical reporting.    The findings and cone 

reports, controls upon reporting, the si 
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technical reporting, and the cost of contractor retorting. 

After analysis of selected contractor reporting requirements, 

the Logistics Management Institute made four recommendations: 

#1 - "That the Army and the Navy initiate one time reviews 
of all on-going major procurement programs to identify and elim- 
inate excessive reporting requirements, both administrative and 
technical." (4 : 20) 

#2 - "That the Army and the Navy intensify their consider- 
ation of establishing a formal review procedure, prior to con- 
tracting, of the technical reporting requirements contained in 
proposed procurements." (4 : 21) 

#3 - "That all the services devote necessary manpower re- 
sources to the task of identifying the relevant factors for 
determining an adequate level of technical reporting under the 
various methods of procurement and types of materials being pro- 
cured, and that these factors, or guidelines, be made available 
for the use of personnel responsible for pre-contract reviews." 
(4 : 22) 

#4 - "That the Office of the Secretary of Defense take nec- 
essary action to assure that all service generated administrative 
reporting requirements upon defense contractors be cleared through 
that office; that responsibility for coordination of service re- 
porting raqoire-Tents remain within OSD; and, that the OSD assume 
a more active role as spokemen for Department of Defense reporting 
requirements." (4 : 23) 

The Logistics Management Institute Study was completed in November 

1962. The Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Department of Defense, 

and the Services were concerned with essentially the same problems. The 

Services were conducting continuous reviews, and with the Office of the 

Secretary of Defense emphasis, applicable Departnant of Defense Directives 

were issued. Department of Defense Directive 5100.6, "Department of De- 

fense Technical Information" was issued on 31 December 1962. This was a 
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major attenpt to identify and eliminate excessive reporting. The Armed 

Services Procurement Regulation, established by Department of Defense 

Directive 4105.30, was in being since 11 March 1959, but greater emphasis 

was required. 

The evolutionary or revolutionary effort, depending unon one's point 

of view, was now emerging. Between 1960 and 1970 a multitude of Depart- 

ment of Defense Directives and Instructions were issued to singularily 

and collectively address the recommendations of the Logistics Management 

Institute Study. 

However, this effort did not limit itself to the problems orig- 

inally highlighted, but addressed the areas of logistics data and in- 

formation, configuration management, technical manual management, work 

breakdown structure, standarization, management in general, training, 

personnel, ET AL. 

Formal review procedures were established: 

"Prior to soliciting Droposals or prior to contract award, or 
both, appointed technical data requirements review board(s) shall 
review for essentially the contractual data requirements, and esti- 
mated data prices, when applicable, as well as contract data clauses 
on all programs estimated to cost the government $1,000,000.00 or 
more, and on other programs where data requira-nents are significant. 
-  In all instances, a thorough review of each data requirement is 
mandatory as well as a review of the consolidated (total) data re- 
quirement for each contract to insure no duplicate or unnecessary 
overlapping of data requirements exists." (12 : 566) 

Historically, the efforts of the Department of Defense and the 

Services to identify and assign manpower, lags behind the effort to 

identify and assign responsibilities to the overall data management 

program. By the mid 1960's the Services* had established within their 

material comands a minimum of personnel to initiate the tasks iden- 

—— 



tified in the original Department of Defense Instruction 5010.12 

"Technical Data and Information' Determination of Requirements and 

Procurement of," 27 May 1964. This document was cancelled and 

replaced by an updated version 5 December 1968. 

Concurrently the Office of the Secretary of Defense, through 

the Department of Defense Directive 7000.1, "Resources Management 

Systems of the Department of Defense," dated 22 August 1966 and 

subsequent Department of Defense instructions created the mech- 

anisms for con'jrolling the proliferation of requirements being 

levied upon defense contractors. Parallel to this management at- 

tention throughout the Department of Defense, in the late 50's and 

early 60's, we were experiencing an explosion in computer technology. 

The rapid advances in this technology alone was exerting pressure for 

mechanized reporting, simultaneously with the efforts to identify and 

control contractor reporting. 

Within this arena the entire Department of Defense organization 

was confronted with a proliferation of directives and instructions, 

and a requirement to review contracts and the on-going contractual 

efforts in order to control generation of unnecessary data require- 

ments ; an explosion in computer technology and its pressures to 

mechanize and the necessity for the Office of the Secretary of De- 

fense and the Department of Defense to control and prevent pro- 

liferation within and among the services. In the later 1960's a 

new approach was looming on the horizon - design to price. 

*—"—-'•-- -   .       -   ilMmmAai^am^liaä^ 
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CHAPTER III 

DESIGN TO PRICE VERGES DATA ACQUISITION COSTS 

With the advent of apparent cost overruns on some of our major 

systems acquisitions the Department of Defense Staff and the entire 

Defense Establishment received severe, but in many cases, undue crit- 

icism from Congress, the Press and the General Public. This in turn 

created Congressional Investigations, a multitude of Press Articles 

censuring the Department of Defense's entire Weapon Systems Acquisi- 

tion Process, and reports eminating from the Government Accounting 

Office. This reactionary effort intensified in the same fashion as 

the Department of Defense's reaction to theiogistics Management 

Institute Report. The early and middle 1960's produced a prolifera- 

tion of department directives and instructions for controlling the 

entire Department's management practices. Due to the exposure of 

cost overruns, the Congress, the Press and the Government Accounting 

Office created a proliferation of information which contributed as 

much to general confusion as it did to its original purpose of ex- 

posure. 

The natural response of the Department of Defense was to publish 

new and updated directives and instructions. From the evidence to 

date, this reaction took full advantage of the lessons learned in the 

1960's. Policies and methods to improve the management of cost, 

schedule, and performance prediction and measurement were distributed. 

8 
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Simultaneously with this effort, many of the previously issued dir- 

ectives and instructions were cancelled. For within the Office of the 

Secretary of Defense and the Department Staff Offices a concentrated 

effort was being made to reduce the number of duplicative directives 

and instructions and to decentralize the authoritv for oolicv imple- 

mentation to the services. The pendulum is swinging back again, but 

the subtle and creeping realism is that the cycle is repeating itself 

in a compressed time continuum. In addition, these oolicies take some 

time for full implementation, and their effect on the weapon system 

acquisition process will not be evident for several years. 

The Department of Defense responded to this fresh challenge with 

the issuance of Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 "Acquisition of 

Major Defense Systems," 13 July 1971. This policy is aimed at many 

facets of the weapon system acquisition Drocess. The motherhood state- 

ment of lessons learned, particularly those of the F-lll and the C5A, 

is evident in this recent directive. 

New policies address the need to reduce concurrency, to institute 

early prototyping,to begin test and evaluation earlier, and to have hard- 

ware competition (Fly Before You Buy) whenever possible. (9:1-4) 

The basic thrust of Deoartment of Defense Directive 5000.1, however, 

is to reduce total weapon system, costs. A predominating statement of 

the directive is: 

"Oost parameters shall be established which consider cost of 

l -  A 
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acquisition and ownership; discrete cost elements (e. g. unit pro- 
duction cost, operating and suDDort cost) shall be translated into 
design to requirements." (9:2) 

The tenaciousness of the Department of Defense to meet the objec- 

tive was highlighted in speeches made by Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., then 

the Director of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E). His views 

were: 

"... We can no longer continue to buy adequate quantities of 
needed weapons if the unit procurement and lifetime costs of those 
weapons continue to soar." (5:2) 

And more recently at the Design-to-a-Cost Symposium, held in 

Seattle, Washington in November 1972: 

"The environment is changing and so is defense. I think this 
is the time of change, but we haven't changed as much as we have 
to." (7:27) 

The costs of weapon systems, with the inclusion of sophisticated, 

advanced technology of sub-systems, continues to increase. Technology 

alone does not cause the tremendous cost spiral. Other factors such 

as inflation, increased cost of manpower, engineering changes, etc., 

all contribute to the cost problem. A recent Department of Defense 

(Comptroller) report reflects the cost growths with the major weapon 

system acquisitions. A breakdown of the growth figures are as follows: 

% of Adjusted 
($ Billions)    Development Estimate 

Engineering Changes 4.2 4.8 

Support Changes 1.2 1.4 

Schedule Changes 3.5 4.0 

10 
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Economic Changes 

Estimating Changes 

Uhpredicable 

Other 

4.3 

4.3 

0.5 

1.8 

5.0 

5.0 

0.6 

2.1 
22.8%  (8:154) NET INCREASE 19.8 

A significant point to address, and which is not reflected in the 

cost summaries shewn or the analysis)is the cost of data. It is esti- 

mated that somewhere between two (2) and four (4) billion dollars of 

these totals are attributed to data costs. Data costs are associated 

with all of the above catagories, in addition to the data costs at- 

tributable to specific requirements where no changes of any nature are 

apparent. 

Significant strides are being made to overcome the constant prob- 

lem we face with increasing data costs. The Department of Defense 

recently published Department of Defense Instruction 5010.29 "Acqui- 

stion of Data from Contractors" which changed policy direction to 

decentralize the data contracting control effort to the services and 

to contribute toward the reduction of the myriad of detailed policy 

directives and instructions issued by the Department of Defense. De- 

partment of Defense Instruction 5010.29 will also cancel the highly 

detailed Department of Defense Instruction 5010.12 previously men- 

tioned. The decentralization is stated as follows: 

"Each Department of Defense component will (1) establish 
internal procedures designed to assure the orderly and efficient 
determination of requirements governing the acquisition of con- 
tractor data and the storage and distribution of such data when 

11 
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acquired and (2) assist the Department of the Air Force in the 
develcprer.t cr tie joint inplementing document required by Sec- 
tion VT, belCTv." (10:2) 

The Department of Defense 5010.29 - Regulation "Data Ac- 
quisition Management Program" is in final coordination and will 
serve as the joint implementing document. 

Mr. Donald R. Mitchell, Assistant for Technical Data Systems, 

Directorate for Product and Production Engineering OASD (I&L) stated 

in a recent article that the new directive requires the military ser- 

vices to: 

"Buy minimum essential data using contractor's formats when 
possible. Provide for objective challenge of data requirements 
proposed for contracts. Defer ordering of data until the need 
is positively known and delivery until the need is at hand. Use 
uniform forms, procedures and data requirements among the military 
services. Issue a single joint regulation under Air Force leader- 
ship to supersede Department of Defense Instruction 5010.12." 
(2 : 31-32) 

Significant progress is being made to control the contractor data 

acquisition process in the spirit of the design to cost philosophy. 

Accountability and historical cost tracking is a continuing problem. 

Under the current Department of Defense Cost Accounting System., data 

costs are not a portion of the identifiable cost breakout summaries 

reflected for a weapon system. A possible solution may stem from De= 

partment of Defense industry relationships through the contractual ef- 

fort. The Research and Engineering Advisory Committee of the National 

Security Industrial Association made a recommendation to industry: 

"Industry should take the initiative to work with Department 
of Defense customers to help search out affordable costs vs 
achievable performance. (6 : 19) 

1.? 

 • m i ii n i 
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Failure to clearly identify data cost', will restri ct us in our 

efforts to "Design Data to a Cost" for support of the weapon acquisi- 

tion process and the total design to cost philosophy. 

13 
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CHAPTER IV 

roiATIONSHIP OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND 

OONTRACTUAL DATA REQUIREMENTS 

In consonance with the design to cost principles and increased 

enphasis upon controlling and reducing the data flowing from contrac- 

tors, the Department of Defense issued Department of Defense Directive 

5000.19 "Policies for the Management and Control of Department of De- 

fense Information Requirements." An up to date reprint of 1 June 1973 

further clarifies the requirement: 

"Its objective is to (1) assure optimum effectiveness and 
economy in the flow of information within, from and to the De- 
partment of Defense, and (2) prevent the generation of unautho- 
rized or duplicative information requirements/systems by requir- 
ing that each request for information undergo an objective re- 
view and meet the criteria (11 : 1) 

The Directive encompasses the entire Department of Defense data 

and information flow and coupled with Department of Defense Instruc- 

tion 7000.6, ".Acquisition Management Systems Control," 15 March 1971 

establishes the framework tor management information systems. 

The Authorized Management Systems list (AMSL) is a multi-service, 

multi-agency standardized listing of data items applicable to the con- 

tractual effort. Department of Defense Instruction 7000.6 and its 

companion Department of Defense Instruction 7000.7 are the instruc- 

tions for applying the AMSL. 

Management information systems encompass a range of data items 

listed in the Technical Data Manual (TD-3). The TD-3 is a function- 

14 
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ally catagorized listing of the Department of Defense apnroved data 

items which can apply to a particular weapon system acquisition based 

upon the program manager's requirement for his Drogram. Mention was 

previously made of management control systems. The following clarifi- 

cation is furnished: 

"Management systems are frequently mistaken for management. 
This mistake is most evident when people speak of management con- 
trol systems - which really do not control anything. They should 
speak of management information systems, since these systems only 
provide data which someone mav use to focus on items going out of 
control. Management information systems can also provide so much 
data that control is impossible because no one can thresh the 
mountain of material reported. Modem computer technology has 
solved the problem of storing and retrieving data. It is one of 
the few items the program manager has in long supply." (1 : 35) 

From program initiation, the program manager is faced with a multi- 

ple problem to determine what overall system(s) will be required for his 

program. A portion of the requirement is dictated from above, such eis 

mandatory CTfice of Management and Budget reporting requirements, stan- 

dard or one time requirements for Oongress eminating from one or both 

the Senate and House of representatives, and required Denartment of De- 

fense requirements relating to cost, schedule and performance. 

He must first determine the manageient information systems required. 

Tnis encompasses the widest possible range of reporting: 

"Federal reporting requirements include: (1) public reporting.. 
(2) Interagency reporting...(3) Internal reporting... (3 : 1 &3 

The managerent information systems, including the maximum use of 

computer technology, must be moulded and tailored by the program manager 

and his staff to the p:cularities of his program. Th; s is a monumental 
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task as he will receive more advise and Dersuasion for inclusion of 

particuliar manac-crent information systems than he will need. Once 

this identification task is accomplished he will have to determine how 

it will be used to accomplish its task» 

Next, within this framework, the management control systems are 

to be identified. This task is the one which identifies which autho- 

rized management systems will be imposed upon the contractor and 

identified in the contract. This effort becomes important as it forms 

the basis for the contractor's decisions when his sub-contracting 

effort commences. 

Once the management control systems are identified, the magni- 

tudinal task of identifying the particular data item descriptions, which 

form the basis for formal contractor reporting, must be determined. 

This study is particularly concerned with program control data 

items and the means used by program managers to receive contractor 

reporting of program control information. The data items to be ad- 

dressed are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROPONENT (AGENCY) 

DATA ITEM 
DESCRIPTION # 

Contract Performance Plan Army DI-A-1017 

Chart, Milestone Navy DI-A-20D7 

Program Schedule USAF DI-A-3007 

Program Milestone (Acquisition 
Phase) 

USAF DI-A-3009 

Manaaement and Performance Plan USMC DI-A-4503 
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The Army plan essentially calls for a schedule of events such as 

study,  fabrication,  assembly,  testing,  analysis, etc, estimated man- 

loading tables for the overall program, -and projected expenditure of 

man-hours and funds for each month for the total program.    The projec- 

ted expenditure of man-hours and funds is not required for fixed-price 

contracts• 

The Navy plan, called a chart (Milestone)  asks for preparation of 

a chart to reflect, project identification; WBS title; WBS number; re- 

sponsible individual for V2BS element, his code and phone number; indi- 

vidual events   (or major milestones), dates of each event, scheduled 

action date, expected date, and actual completion date; financial in- 

formation, budgeted cost of work scheduled, budgeted cost of work ac- 

complished, actual cost, actual cost over/under budgeted cost; and 

current date of chart.    Example chart is reflected.    The Navy calls 

this method of reporting Project Prompt. 

The Air Force has two plans.    One is the program schedule and is 

designed to portray major milestones where detailed level of reporting 

is not required.    The milestone report consists of an optimum number of 

control points such as, research and development  (primary)   and secon- 

dary events); dates for reliability review, facilities, resources, 

tests, and decision points, or other scheduled items;  test - category, 

on systems, sub-systems of the test progron, date of test; Droduction 

delivery - by type, model, series and date of delivery; operationally 

ready dates of progressively produced units; facilities requirements 

17 

  



both military and industrial. Abbreviated re] 

those itare requiring attention.  A sarrole d 

The second plan is a program milestone d 

quisition of the weapon. The program milesto: 

contractor's proposed work breakdown structur 

master plans and schedules list. The system 

entify which major milestones are to be repor 

other government agencies and contractor deci 

events will be highlighted, nomenclature will 

to relate to the master and incentive schedul 

to be reflected; charts will be reproducable; 

critical path will be shown. The sample chaj 

for the program schedule report» and is attac 

The Marine Corp Management and Performar 

Army Plan. It calls for display of the orgai 

project team and of the proposed method cf a 

appropriate, flow charts, networks, work bre 

planning, scheduling. and review/control met 

eluded. 

By comparing these reports, which dwell 

tractor reporting, we can see that the insti 

are peculiar unto themselves. The peculiari 

,      and does allow for acceptance of contractor 

needs of government reporting. But under tl 
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we may be reflecting more flexibility in our concentration on cost, 

schedule and performance as the maximum parameters. Performance, even 

in meeting cost and schedule milestones, is a requirement that must 

be considered. 

The Department of Defense imposes manv constraints en the program 

manager for reporting which he does not need to manage his program. All 

services have the same constraints. The requirements of these pro- 

gram control plans should reflect the reporting in a standardized format, 

with flexibility to tailor the report to the requirements of the program. 
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CHAPTER V 

PROGRAM MANAGER'S TAILORING OF CONTRACTOR Fft^A REQUIREMENTS 

Responses,  to a questionnaire to selected program managers, indi- 

cated that varying degrees of tailoring contractor reporting require- 

ments were accotplished.    Colonel Fred M. Kleppsattel, USMC is Program 

Manager of PMA 261, the Cargo Airlift Helicopter Program for the Navy,. 

As previously mentioned he enployed Project Pronpt, "Project Reporting 

Organization "lanagement and Planning Techniques."    No program control 

data item was involved, since the SOR, "Specific Operational Require- 

ment" included Pronpt as the required reportig method.    Project Prompt 

is actually a management information system encompassing the total pro- 

ject management effort.    Detailed instructions are furnished for govern- 

ment plans and requirements, work breakdown structure, management sys- 

tems requirements, management planning requirements, management systems 

reporting   requirements, control manuals, and cost information reports. 

Details of each data item, including samples, are shown which deliniate 

how the contractor will report.    This total management information svs- 

tem was a specific requirement of the contract.    The reporting require- 

ment was changed slightly to align with an operational decision prior to 

DSARC I.    Project Prompt is a comprehensive reporting system, authorized 

by the Navy to facilitate contractor reporting. 

Another approach was furnished by Captain J. T. Collins, Program 

Manager for the Navy's PMS 389 Program,  the DD 963 Guided Missile De- 
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strcyer. The reporting requirements originated in the request for pro- 

posal. The data items were based upon the contractor's response to the 

PFP and negotiated with the Navy. These data item descriptions were 

created by the contractor based upon his own internal reporting systems. 

This included cost/schedule report, updating of the development and pro- 

duction plans required for validation, organization changes report, 

monthly progress report, network and revised network report, management 

information center display, Consolidated Ship Production Schedule (CSPS), 

and Master Manpower Schedule (MMS). The contractors response was prior 

to creation of the milestone chart data item and the Navy's Project 

Prompt System. This effort is a prime example of reporting based ucon 

contractor generated internal reporting requirements. A significant 

factor was reporting connected with pert/time for scheduling which 

utilized the contractor's system. 

Evidence of tailoring is again reflected in the Air Force approach. 

Colonel George L. Monahan, Program Manager for the Lightweight Fighter 

is a prototype effort aimed at minimizing the formal documentation re- 

porting effort. Of the two contracts a total of seventeen (17) CDRL 

items were cited. Seven (7) axe  common to both contracts and half of 

the data items were applied exactly as proposed by the contractors using 

contractors formats. He also states that the use of contractor in house 

reports and publications enhanced direct visabilitv and increased the 

ability to manage the program on a real time, continuing basis. 
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Brigadier General Jerry S. Laver, Program Manager for the Army's 

Heavy Lift Helicooter Program took a ver>' austere approach. In lieu of 

the contract performance plan, onlv two (2) data items were anolied; 

DI-A-1005, progress/Status Meeting Import and DI-S-1800, Technical Re- 

port. The former reports on significant contract performance as it 

occurs, and the latter is utilized as a quarterlv technical review at 

which tine the contractor performance is measured and analvzed. He did 

think some of the program control data items could be consolidated, par- 

ticularly DI-A-2007 and DI-A-3009, used for Milestone reporting. 

Still another approach was taken bv Colonel John P. Dobbins, Dro- 

ject Manager for the Army's Tactical Communications System. He cited 

the data items used on a Tri-Service Development, the AN-TTC-39, which 

reflects the requirements of all the services. The data items pertaining 

to the program control effort encompass, ^rogram/Status/Meeting Reports, 

Agendas/Reviews/Audits, Contract Fund Status Rhoort, Configuration 

Management Plan, Configuration Status Accounting and Engineering Records, 

and Technical Reports - Life Cvcle Cost (LCC) Program-Task. Although the 

Contract Performance Dlan data item was not cited Der se, this was a highlv 

structured formal reporting rerruirement. And these reports closelv parallel 

the Navy's Project "Prompt" reporting system. Colonel Dobbins felt that 

reporting on all of the management control renuirenents in one data item, 

using the Drogram Control Milestone Reporting, would not satisfy a pro- 

gram of this magnitude. He also suggested that a more comnrehensive studv 

be conducted on the total CDRL contracting effort. 
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Captain H. A. Hoffman, Program Manager for PMS 396, the Navy's 

Trident Submarine, stated that he used the Cost Performance Report, 

Contract Funds Status teport and a Unique Data Item, Beport of Contract 

Status as the Milestone Report was not available when the RPF was pre- 

pared. But it could have applied. Some of the data called for by the 

Report of Contract Status was also covered in the financial reporting 

requirements. 

Colonel L. A. Skantze, the Air Force's ANACS Program Manager, in- 

dicated that they utilized the Program Schedule but completely tailored 

it for his program. He also indicated that the plan could have been 

tailored for AWACS. Much of the tailoring was to take advantage of 

Contractor Program Management Output Documentation. 

Brigadier General G. E. Tummeyer and Mr. Hubert Speck of the 

Army's IANCE Program, state that they are now in the later production 

phases of the program and they receive their program status reporting 

as part of their Cost Report. This is mainly to track production 

deliveries. 

Colonel R. P. Gingland, the Assistant Deputy for the Air Force's 

Minuteman SPO indicates that the SPO acts as integrator over multiple 

contracts connected with the program. The Program Schedule was used 

on all contracts and was tailored to suit the peculiarities of each. ^ 

One interesting response was a proposed modification to reflect a five 

year status graphically by month. This tvpe of data ma" assist in 

aligning with the five year Defense Program. 
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Due to the time constraints placed upon this study, a more com- 

prehensive comparison analysis was not possible. The authors reoonnend 

further research in this area. 

Evidence, from Program Manager inputs, indicate a high degree of 

tailoring effort. Under the current concepts of design to cost we can 

expect to see even more fine tuning of the data requirements for con- 

tractor reporting. The three major areas of cost, schedule, and per- 

formance will become management information sub-systems unto themselves, 

and the Program Manager's careful selection of a total program manage- 

ment information system, to coordinate and control the three prime 

areas of interest, will allow for the use of a comprehensive, but highly 

tailored, reporting system to respond to today's environment. 
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The enphasis en Data Management and' contractor reporting in par- 

ticular, gained momentum in the early 1960's. This was a comprehensive 

effort to improve the management, data and information reporting svstems 

to keep pace with changing technology. We have traversed through periods 

of centralized and decentralized control within the entire Department of 

Defense structure. The proliferation of directives and instructions, to 

counter the dearth of information on which to base decisions, has over 

the years proved counter productive. The almost geometric cost increases 

in acquiring new weapons, has caused a critical reexamination of the 

total weapons systems acquisition process. 

A comparison of the program control data items reveals that con- 

siderable duplication of reporting requirements exists, there is dupli- 

cative requirements for reflection of major program milestones, time 

scheduling of events, and reporting of those events (including status) as 

of the report date. In addition, the normal identification data such as 

the contractor's name, address, industry code, contract number, etc., was 

duplicated throughout all data items. Many of the unique requirements, 

such as cost and financial data, were also required in other data require- 

ments. So if the duplication did not exist among the manaaement control 

reports of the individual services, the required data, in many cases, was 
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being reported in other data items. 

A summary analysis, of the Program Managers' responses to the ques- 

tionnaire, reveals that the required reporting, was - every case - 

tailored to the particular progran. Ws cannot completely standardize 

these reporting requirements, but we can remove the redundancy reporting 

data which is duplicated in other required reports, particularly the 

cost and financial data. 

The major requirement, then, is to remove all cost and financial 

reporting from the, Milestone, Schedule, and Management Performance, re- 

porting effort. This, in turn, will furnish the Program Manager the kind 

of conpact, concise, data for program control and tracking of major pro- 

gram milestones. 

With the advent of the "Design to Cost" philosophy we now must per- 

form a critical in-depth look at our contractor reporting requirements 

and completely tailor our Management Information Systems. What is needed 

in this new environment, is a svstem to gather and analyze historical data 

costs, in order to answer the question of "Should Cost". With this "Should 

Cost" information on data we may be able to "Design to a Data Cost" which 

in turn can support the current "Design to Cost" philosophy. 
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