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This report presents the results of a study undertaken to examine status
reporting on weapon system acquisition programs. My purpose for writln? the
report, however, goes beyond presenting the results of a study. One of the
things which makes this ares so interesting is the diversity of the players.
Their functional backgrounds span both the acquisition and resource allocation
communities; their levels of responsibility run from Congress down to the
company grade officers (frequently lieutenants) who prepare the reports. This
diversity, while interesting, contributes to much of the confusion surrounding
the status reporting process. My broader purpose is to reduce this confusion by
presenting the total process from a spectrum of perspectives. | know of no
other document which does this.

| am indebted to a number of people for their assistance in this project.
Lt Col Mike Thorn and his staff provided timely information on changes to the
ﬁrocess--no easy task given the speed with which revisions are being made.
ore importantly, Lt Col Thorn's review and advice have added considerable
value to the report. Likewise, the report has benefited greetly from the
extensive experience of Capt Bob Magee. Finally, | am deeply grateful to Lt Col
Jim Macey of the Air Commeand and Staff College staff for his guidance,
extensive reviews, and encouragement. He went well beyond what is expected
of an administrative advisor. | believe that the report is worthwhile becsuse
of its recommendations and its educational value. | know that this woulc not
be true were it not for the invaluable contributions made by these people.
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Major (Lt Col Selectee) Sherry D. Sims graduated from Carson-Newman
College in 1967 with a Bachelor of Science degree in mathematics and physics.
She spent the next four years working in industry--first as a mathemafician
ond then as o computer analyst. The highlight of this period was her work on
the Apallo pragram at the Manned Spacecraftl Center in Houston TX. Major Sims
received her commission_in 1971 through Officer Training School and was
assigned to the Foreign Technolog? Division as a computer analyst. After
completing Squadron Officer School in 1973, she went to the Directorate of
Data Automation at Headquarters, Air Force Systems Command (HQ AFSC). She
spent her 1ast two years ot HQ AFSC working os o cost analyst. From there,
Major Sims went to work as a budget analyst in the Directorate of Budget at
the Air Steff in 1977. After three yeers on the Air Steff, she went to the Rand
Corporation as a research fellow and then to the Bsllistic Missile Office where
she ran the Programs Division in the Directorate of Program Control.

Major Sims is one of the few people in the Air Force who has experience in
so many different sspects of status reporting on weapon system acquisition
Brograms. while at HQ AFSC, she participated in the Selected Acquisition

eport review process; st the Air Staff , she was a user. The Programs Division
at the Ballistic Missile Office prepared all of the status reports for the
Peacekeeper missile--including the new ones implemented since 1982. She has
discussed status reporting with members of the Congressionel Budget Office
and Office of the Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) staffs. Major Sims not
only has “hands on™ experience in almost every Phose of the stefus reporting
process, she has worked in all of the functional disciplines which participate.
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PROGRAMS

I ﬁg;ﬁgm?ng; Status reporting on weapon system acquisition programs has
changed extensively since 1982.g Prior to thatgI time, the Selected Atg:quisition

Report was the only formal reporting mechanism to Congress on how well these
programs were progressing. Since then, Congrass has legislated unit cost
reponin? and 0SD has instituted the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary.
Both initiatives were taken to redress perceived deficiencies in the existing
status reporting process--but at a price.

18 E{ﬁblﬂpd All of the changes were additive. Collectively, they increased
both the volume and the complexity of the information which is now reported.

FII. gau . The study examined today's status reporting process in terms of
the “demand” function &mot auestions should the information answer? Whet
were the changes supposed to do?) and the 'suppl%' function (How efficiently is
the information provided?). its purpose was to identify opportunities for
improving the process.

v, ;g_n_c_lyﬂ_qnsf The changes made to the process since 1982 corrected the
deficiencies which were identified at that «ime. They did nothing, however, to
improve the ef ficienc?. The report proposes changes to the process designed to
!mprovgadu:je quelity of the information as well as the efficiency with which it
is provided.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Reporting on the status of major weapon system acquisition programs is
not new nor is status reporting a phenomenon of the Federal Government.
Theorists (and practitioners, for that matter) consider managamant control
systems to be essential to effective management in any organization. These
systems are tgpicallP designed to measure how closely the actual outcome of
decisions match the intended outcoms, infiuence the behavior of organizetional
entities (including individuals), and provide information to a continuing
plenning process. (1:2) Initial stetus reportinF in the acquisition erena was
intended to serve these purposes. The general consensus by the end of the
1970s, however, was that status repo inq on weapon system acquisition
programs was ineffective and, further, that this was a contributing factor to
cost growth in these programs. (8:6) This assessment, not surprisingly, led to
fundamental changes in the status reporting process.

The process which emerged (or, more precisely, is emerging) included
changes along three dimensions ond reflected initiatives bg two sets of
players--Congress and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (05D). First, both
Congress and 0SD expanded the amount of informetion which must be reported
on each major wespon system acquisition proaram. The basic status report
prior to the changes was the Selected Acquisition Report (SAR) to Congress.
Additionally, 0OSD received & report on contractor performance, the
Supplemental Contractor Cost Report, for selected major programs. The
Nunn/McCurdy Amendment to the 1983 Defense Authorizafion Act (Public Law
97-252) established the requirement for unit cost reporting in addition to the
Selacted Acquisition Report. 0SD, mesnwhile, implamented a new report
designed to provide the informetion they perceived to be missing from the
status reporting process. The second dimension which changed was the number
of progrems required to report. Beceuse of the new criteria included in Public
Law 9/7-252, the number of programs required to submit Selected Acquisition
Reports increased from 47 (1981) to 96 (1983). (5:1; 6:2) An estimated 135
weapon system acquisition programs met the reportinq criteria st the end of
1984. (6:2) Finally, Congress changed the status report nglrrocess itself. Unit
cost reporting on major programs is, by law, specifically intended for the
Service Secretaries. = (9:559) Unit Cost Exception Reports (UCERs) ere
submitted to Congress only if cost growth exceeds a specified threshold.
Attempts to fix the weapon system acquisition stetus reporting process, then,
have aimost tripled the number of programs which are required to participate.
Additionally, they have dramatically increased the amount of information
provided on each program and introduced the notion of exception reporting. The
questions which remain are have they worked, at what price, and ore further
changes in order.




The belance of this report addresses these questions. A useful answer to
the first question is possible if it is limited to assessin? how well the
informetion which is now required fills the voids identified during the
deliberations leading up to making the changes. A comprehensive answer,
however, is beyond the scope of this re{)ort and probably will not be available
for saveral years for two reasons. First, given that one of the purposes of the
chonges was to help control cost growth (B:16), just over one yeor's experience
does not provide enou%h data to measure how well that objective is being met.
Second, it is doubtful that anyone can isolate the impact of this initietive from
the impact of numerous other initiatives undertaken to do the same thing over
the past three years. The second question, that of “price,” is also compliceted.
At the most superficial level, the changes--all additive--increased the
workiood ot o1} orgenizational levels. This justified looking for ways to moke
the process more arricient. There are, however, other, more subtle, issues in
the "price” question. One such issue is the otent{el for "micro-manogement” ot
higher organizational levels which results from more detailed information
being provided. The underlying concern here is with the impact of
micro-management on effective program management. Yet another issue is the
impact of the revisions on overall complexity. Status reporting was already
complex; the changes made it more so. This has important implications for the
quality of the information which flows through the process. Issues such os
these prompted looking for ways to make the process more ef/7ectiva The
final question, thot of determining whot changes should be made to the process,
is, in fact, the reason this study was undertaken.

The basic approach to identifying opportunities for improving the process
wos to examine it from two perspeclives--that of the users and that of the
providers. In the case of the users, the emphasis was on assessing how well
the information included in the reports answers the questions which prompted
the reports in the first place. The providers' side of the assessment
concentrated on the process itself with particular attention on efficiency. The
ensuing discussion presents the results of the study beginning with a
description of the process designed to provide the necessary background
information and delineate the specific issues. The report then presents a
theoretical framework for assessing management and control systems in

eneral and concludes with proposed changes 1o the status reporting process as
1t exists todey.
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Chepter 2

MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM ACOUIEL'I;PI? PROGRAM STATUS REPORTING

The stoatus reporting process which exists todey began in 1967 when the
Selected Acquisition Report first appeared as an inf{ernsl Depsrtment of
Defense management report. Two yeoers later the Selected Acquisition Report
became the primary means of providing Congress with informetion on how well
progrem menagers execute their assigned progrems. (7:969) Since then, the
Selected Acquisition Report "has been a continuing source of controversy and
confusion. It was recently described on the Senete floor as ‘a report, much of
which is classified, almost all of which is unintelligible.” (7:979) This 1982
stotement by a member of the 0SD Comptroller's steff reflected the
assessment of status reforting that lead to passage of the Nunn-McCurdy
Amendment. Interestingly, the Nunn-McCurdy Amendment did not replace
Selected Acguisition Reports, but rather, increased the number of rrograms
now required to submit them. In the final anelysis, Congress defined the
g_roblem to be something other than the content and structure of a single report.

his chapter focuses on the Selected Acquisition Report because it was the
status reportin? system prior to passage of the Nunn-McCurdy Amendment. The
discussion first describes the report itself and then presents the process by
which it reaches Congress. It concludes by identifying the major wesknesses
in stetus reporting the Amendment wes intended to redress. Chepter 3
axamines the status reports which have been added since 1982. Changes made
to the Selected Acquisition Report since then are reflected in this chepter's
descriptions.

THE REP

Thayer, appearing before the Senate Governmental Affeirs Committee
we nesdog [March 1983), met criticism from Senators who said the
Selected Acquisition Reports were “impossible to read,” “confusing,”
required a degree in accounting to understand, ond were
"inodvertently misleading.” (3:150)

Just whot is 8 Selected Acquisition Report? The enswer is "it depends.” if
you are 8 researcher, it is one of the few standardized sources of informstion
on weapon system acquisition programs which spens o period of time long
enough to be useful. (7:1080) If you are a Congressman who considers your rele
to be that of a corporate board member meking oversll decisions, it is 8 source
of information on the impact of those decisions as well as potential
maenagement problems which might be the subject of future decisions. (7:1080)
If you work in the Pentagon hierarchy, it is 8 way to show the programmatic

DS  AP WE GO U LI cemtataamala o
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Figure 3.5

only the six largest contracts are reported in the Selected Acquisition and Unit
Cost Reports. All active contracts whose target prices are greater then $20
million ere reported separately in the Defense Acquisition Executive Summery.
The total for all categories must equal the appropristion toial in the Selected
Acquisition Report which, in turn, must equal the progrem’s latest approved
1undin?. Thus, the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary, with this format,
establishes the link from contractor performance information through the
program menager's estimates of what each contract will cost when completed
to the program’'s mast recently approved funding level. It turns out that the
information in this format is also directly related to the contract cost
baselines in unit cost reporting (Figure 3.6).

in reality, Figure 3.6 {s a "model” of how the Ballistic Missile Office (BMO)
linked the Peacekeeper status reports. The Peacekeeper Defense Acquisition
Executive Summo?‘; represents a “worst case” situation because of the BMO's
approach to acquiring weapon systems. Most programs use a prime contractor
to inte?rote the work done by numerous subcontractors. The BMO integrates the
work of 17 associate contractors and thus has significantly more contracts in
the “lorge active™ coategory then most program offices would. The BMO's
acquisition approach is reflected in the organization's internal management
systems. For example, an outomated system was already in place which
tracked pro{ects from future effort throuah suthorized (not neqotiated) to
“on contract™ stetus for all active Peacekeeper contracts. Establishing and
monitoring contract cost baselines was thus a matter of capturing existing
information. Specific procedures mey vary among other program offices
beceause of differences in internal management systems; however, the

P
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Selected Acquisition Report, coupled wiln unii cost report%n?, could have
provided the same information as the Defense Acquisition Executlive Summary
with two notable exceptions. The first ig the Supplemental Controct Cost
information (Format 3) in the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary. This
cisplay, however, repiaced a quarterly report which alreedy existed. The
second exception is the one innovative feature of the Defense Acauisiticn
Executive Summary--the Program and Contract Summary.

DEFENSE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE
SUIMTHARY
MDEX
FORMAY SUBJECT
! COVER SHEEY
? PROGRAIN ATID CONTRACT COST IDFORMATION
SUMMARY
3 SUPPLEMGENTAL CODTRACT COST INFORMATION
4 PROGRAIN SCHEDULE TRILESTODES
5 PROGRAI FANDING SUMMARY
J PROGRAIN ASSESSIOENT, COST ESTIIMATE, AND
DELIVERY STATUS
7 PROGRATU VARIAUCE ADALYSIS
figure 3.4

The Progrem end Contract Cost Summary seeks to link two separate, but
reiated. reporting{ s(ystems. One is the status reporting system which is the
sublect oi this study. The other is the contrector performaence measurement
system used by pro%mm offices to manage contracis. The contract informatior:
in Selected Acquisition Reports, Unit Cost Reports, and Format J of the Defense
Acquisition Exacutive Summary i from the latter system. The problem which
prom?ted the 05D Defense Acquisition Executive Summary initiative wos the
inability to relats thet information to “bottom line” program requirements.
(7:993) " Figure 35 highlights how the Program and Contract Cost Summery
provides the missing link.

The contractor perfarinanca information and progrom manager's estimated
price ot complelion for ingiviousl conirecte are the same in the Selecteo
Acquisition Raport. Umit {ost Report, and Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary for thase contracts which appear in all three reports. Recall thal

16




Unit Cost Exception Reports

The informotion in Unit Cost Exception Reports is very similar to thet
contained in Unit Cost Reports. The significance of a Umt Cost Exception
Report lies not so much in its contents as in the fact that it was generated in
the first place. It alerts the entire “establishment™ that some combination of
menagement and/or congressional decisions has caused a cost increase. it does
not identify which management nor does it necessarily mean that & program has
serious problems. It does not even mean thet the decisions were wrong--oniy
that the impact was higher costs. It does, however, prompt an investigation
into the couses. The underlying assumption is, of course, thet such
invastigations will 1ead to better management overall.

One other festure of unit cost reportin? is worth noting at this point.
When a Unit Cost Exception Re??rt is submitted, the baseline for the cost
element in question is “reset.” (That is, the unit cost baselines shown in the
Selected Acquisition Report “shali agree with the revised grocurement {unit
costs) for the budget yesr shown in the last [Unit Cost Exception Report)
submitted to Congress.”) (11:3-6) This precludes 8 continuous flow of Unit
Cost Exception Reports which describe the same problem. After a program has
been rebaselined, however, Unit Cost Exception Reports are required for
ti)m:re::'sas of five percent or more vice the 15 percent in effect before the first

reach.

DEFENSE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Defense Acquisition Executive Summary was controversial when it
was unveiled in 1982; it remains so todey. A major concern was the
detrimental impact of releasing the progrem manager's estimated price at
completion as /! 7s camputed ror unit coest reporting to enyone outside
the pro?ram office. The danger was that contractors might obtain the
information, undermining the program manager's negotiating position in future
contracting actions. D accepted this argument and changed the report
accordingly (Figure 3.3). The services also objected to the levei of detail
required in the Defense Acquisition Executive Summarg os well as the degree of
duplication between it snd other status reports. 05SD wes not receptive to
these objections and, after two years of debate, published the implementing
directive. With this history, it was not surprigsing that many of the "technical
questions about how to prepare the report were unanswered when the first set
was submitted in June 19684,

There is o high degree of redundency between the Defense Acquisition
Executive Summary and other reports. Appendix C is an extract from the
Defense Acquisition Executive Summary instruction which explains purpose of
each exhibit (10:Enclosure 3); two recent reports are in Appendix D. Figure 3.4
contains the Defense Acquisition Executive Summery index. Many of the
subjects in the index should look fsmiliar since the Selected Acquisition
Rg'port index displayed in Chopter 2 is verP similar. in fact, the informeation
differs to some degree in the formats with similar (or identicel) titles. In
some cases, such 8s schedule, contractor costs, end verience enolysis, for
example, one report has more detail than the other. A slightly expanded
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completion 1s “baselined.” That is, the program manager's estimate of how
much will be spent over the life of the contract is estabiished and changes to
that estimate are monitored. This estimate does not represent the same thing
as the estimated price at completion shown in the Selected Acquisition Report.
rigure 33 shows how the program manager's current estimeted price &t
completion (PMCEPAT) is dafined in the Selected Acquisition Report, for unit

cost reporting, and in the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary (discussed
later). The estimate which is baselined diifers from the Selecte Acquisitirn
Report ir: that it ellows for work which the progrem manager knows must be
done but which cennot be defired well enough to put on contract yet. It also
ollows the program monoger to allocote some portion of his or her
management reserve for “unknown unknowns ™ The baselined estimate differs
from the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary in that these additicnal costs
are identified for each contract inciuded in the program’'s contract cost
baselines. (NOTE: The anticipated effort is referred to as future work in the
Defense Acquisition Executive Summary and, ltke the managemsent reserve, is
iven os a single sum.) This is possible because the contrect cost baselines
g not leave the program office. They musti, however, be available for review
b(g -utside agencies Once a contract 1s included in the contract cost baselines,
it remains unti! it 1s 90 percent complete. Only the top six contractc are
sub{'ect to breaching the 15 percent threshold at any point in time. Breaching a
contract cost baseline results in a report to the Secretary of the Air Force. |f
a procurement unit cost increeses by more that 15 percent, however, a Unit
Cost Excepticn Report is submitted to Congress.

i; CORTRACT INFORMATION

CCINMPARISONDS
UnIT COST
i 5AR REPORBTING DALES
TOP SIX TOP SIX ALL LARGE
COVERAGE COUTRACTS CODTRACTS >$20I0)
PLHOGRAIN MIGR'S on on on
LLCTIMATED PRICE on*rFA(.:r CONTRALT (:om‘xu(:x
ATCOIMPLETION  LayaoniZED  ADTRORIZED ATTHORIZED
+ 4
ANTICIPATFD y ARTISIDAYED i
i » [}
WOT RESERVEIMGT RESERVE.
FOR FACH  TOTAL TOR
CORYERACT A&l

Figure 3.3
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the requirement for a unit cost exception report if any one of three costs grows
by more than 1S percent. It also made the service secretaries responsibie for
the reporting system and directed that they be provided o quorterly report on
each program to help them cerry out this responsibility. 0SD then wrote the
implementing directives, i.e., 0SD specified Aow the responsibility would be
implemented. (12:--)

Unit Cost Reports.

Two of the three costs which are controlled in unit cost reporting are the
prograem acquisition unit cost and the current fiscal year procurement unit cost
(Figure 3.2). These perticuler costs are in the Selected Acquisitior Report. In
facl, the Selected Acquisition Report is the basis for breach of the unit cost
baselines. Unit Cost Reports (Appendix B) provide the service secretaries o
quarterly update of the unit cost information in the baseline Selected
Acquisition Report. They also update Selected Acquisition Report contractor
gerformance information. However, the Selected Acquisition Report is 7o/ the

esis for breach of contract beseiines (the third controlled cost). Contract
cost baselines serve this function.

UuniT CoOST REPORTING
DEFINITIONS

PROGRAIN ACQUISITION TOTAL PROGRAIN COSTS
OnIT COSYS TOTAL QUANTITY

CUBRREDT FY XX
PROCUREMERT UNDIT
COSTS

FY XX PROCUREMENT COSTS
FY XX QUADNTITY

]

ONn-CONTRACT EFFORT +
AUTHORIZED EFFORT +
ADTYICIPATED EFFORT +
MADAGEMENT RESERVE

PROGRAIN INANAGER'S
ESTIINATED PRICE AT
COMPLETION

]

Figure 3.2

Controct Cost Boselines

Contract cost baselines is the name given to whaet is, in effect, on internai
program office tracking mechanism. When a contract becomes one of the six
lergest octive contracts on o perticular progrem, its estimeted price ot
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requirement within 60 days of the breach determination. The
prohibition on the obligation of funds does not apply if the increase
was caused by terminating or cancelling acquisition progrems. (6:15)

This summary of the provisions in the Nunn-McCurdy Amendment is a
stendard passage in the Congressional Budget Office annual Selected
Acquisition Report review. It represents a Congressional perspective on how
the revised process is supposed to work. Four items are noteworthy. First, the
key parameters (according to the Congressional Budget Office, at least) are the
program acquisition unit cost and the procurement unit cost. These parameters
are not only in the Selected Acquisition Repert, but the Selected Acquisition
Report values are the baseline for unit cost reporting. Second, the increases
are measured in current rather than constant dollers, a significant deperture
from the tradition of excluding the impact of inflation when evaluating
management performence. Third, the lew has “teeth.” No one ignores the
possibility of lasing obligation suthority. Finally, the Congressionsl Budget
Office surmary omits one of the Amendment's most sslient features.
Exception reporting is also required if any of a program's top six contracts (in
dollar volue? exceed their baselines by more than 1S percent. The Selected
ﬁ::quisition Report does ~ol establich the baseline for exception reporting in

is case.

The fundamental purpose of unit cost reporting is to provide Congress
prospective vice retrospective information on weapon system acquisition
programs. Congress recognized the DoD concern sbout the danger of too much
micro-management {f prospactive information were provided on a recurrin
basis. To reduce the possibility of this occurring, they made unit cos
reportin? on exception reporting system. In effect, they legislated one report
and 6 set of procedures (Figure 3.1). Specifically, the legislation estebliched

UNIT COST REPORTING

gr———==—— = e SUBMITTED QUARTERLY TO SECAF
I umit ||| ® UPDATES SAR UNIT COST AND CONTRACT

N ‘ | INFORMATION

| REPORTS |U ® SAR VALUES FORF BASIS FOR BREACH OF UNIT COST
bl BASELINES

r |

* UNIT COSTS FXCEFD BASFI INF BY 15% OR Morr | UNIT COST }!
® CONTRACT PRICE &1 COMPLETION EXCEEDS | EXCEPTION 1{'
BAGLLINE BY 15% OR tore | REPORIS 14

—

Z‘ N

| CONTRACT |i ® BASIS FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT BASELINE

Coay ! ® IHTERNAL PROGRAM OFFICE DOCUMENT
| HASE INES (L ® AYAUARLE FOR REVILY
tigure 3.1
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Chapter 3

MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM ACQU:’SAETOH PROGRAM STATUS REPORTING

Status reporting on major weapon system acquisition progrems tode
continues to include the Selected Acquisition Report described previously. |
now also includes unit cost reporting and the Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary (DAES). The process by which these reports are genersted and
reviewed includes the same players performing essentislly the same functions
with two exceptions. First, unit cost reports do not go beyond the service
secretaries unless certain thresholds are breached. Second, the Defense
Acquisition Executive Summary goes no further then 0SD under an
circumstonces. Unit cost reporting t:learl_H_I flows from the Congressiona
concerns described in the previous chapter. The Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary, while implemented in conjunction with unit cost reporting, is an 0SD
initistive. This chapter completes the description of the status reporting
system by describing unit cost reporting and the Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary. It then revisits the weaknesses identified in Chapter 2 and assesses
howkwe the chenges implemented over the past two years redress those
weaknesses.

UNIT COST REPORTING

The 1983 Defense Authorization Act (Public Law 97-252) established
a three-tiered reporting requirement to identify programs that have
significont cost growth. The purpose is to provide a means by which
the Longrass |emphasis added] can become aware of cast growth
early enough to teke remedial action. The so-called Nunn-McCurdy
Amendment requires that the secretaries of the Arm(g Navy, and Air
Force notify the Congress of pro?rams in which: (1) the program
acquisition unit cost is more that 15 percent above the baseline or (2)
the procurement unit cost for {the current fiscal year] is more than
15 percent above the baseline. If unit-cost growth exceeds the
baseline bgl 25 percent or more, the Secretary of Defense must certify
in writing that the system is required.

The baseline used for these reports is the cost estimate in the
first SAR submitted to the Congress on the program, or the estimate
in the December SAR for the fiscal year immediately before the
current fiscal year, whichever is later. Thus the baseline is updated
annually. All costs are measured in current rather than constant
dollars. Authority to obligate funds for a program is sutomatically
termineted if the service secretary does not submit a report within
30 days or if the Secretary of Defense fails to certify the system
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system were in place, it would be possible to simplify the Selected Acquisitior
Report. {(7:124-134)

Proqr fi

From the program office perspective, the Selected Acquisition Report's
complexity was a mejor problem. Almost ewmrgl‘i3 organizetional element was
involved in praparin? and staffing one. in 1982, there was no automated
system to help with the computations or to ensure consistency. It was a very
labor-intensive effort which continued through most of the review process
Further, 1ts utility to the program office was questioneble. It had ceesed to be
8 means of surfacing and resolving probiems when it became a DoD report to
Congress. As a “report card™ on the pro%rom manager's performence, il was
seriously flawed. Most users assumed that the information in the Selected
Acquisition Report reflected the progrom manager's best estimate of the
program descriptors (technical, schedule, cost). (5:1) It did so onlg{ to the
extent that his or her estimates were incorporated into the most recent budget
submitted to Congress. The total cost to complete the program as ~ell as any
other program parameters which were included in the budge submiasszion had to
match that submission. The variance analysis was, thus, a reconciliation
between the program menager’s best estimates and the results of the resource
sllocation process. Any “disconnects” between the resources which were
available ond the program which could be executed within the aveilable
resources were picked up in subsequenl Selected Acquisition Reports as
changes or estimating errors of some sort. Meanwhile, the progrem menager
was on record to Congress as saying that the available resources were adequate
to do the (]ob. The most common ramification of this was the appearance of
cost growth due to estimating error or mismanagement.

SUMMARY

The descriplion of status reporting grior to passage of the Nunn-McCurdy
Amendment was a description of the Selected Acquisition Report and its
processing. The forergoing discussion hos hi'ghlighted those aspects of the
process which contributed to the dissatisfection expressed in 1982
Complexity was on everyone's list. Beyond thet, the dissatisfaction of anu
particular group arose from that group's view of the “demand function™--the
program manager's report card versus 0SD's documentation of decisions versus
Congress’'s source of prospective information. The Nunn-McCurdy Amendment
attempted to rectify the weaknesses which ceused the dissatisfaction. The
next chapter examines the results in terms of what the status reporting
system is todey and how well todey's sysiem radresses the weeknesses
identified above.
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Under the new DOD acquisition procedure, SARs mag not be

initiated until after major programs have completed the Advanced
Development and System Demonstration/Velidation phases of the
acquisition process and are well into full-scale development. These
phases typically require an average of 9 yeers. Therefore, generally 9
ge:{s may gave elapsed befare a8 major program {s first reported in o
;... 0N
Although the SAR system provides quarterly updates on major
weapon systems, many substantive chenges ere reported only once o
ar and are reflected in the December 31 SARs. The December 31
ARs coincide with the President's budget submission ond reflect
program chenges resulting from budget decisions for the next fiscal
year. Therefore, the SAR system does not provide the Congress with
t(:gn‘t'im:gt;s visibility of programs with potentially high cost growth.

From a Congressional perspective, then, the status reporting system, as it
existed in 1982, did not provide insight into potential cost growth problems or
the impact of management decisions. Further, it did not cover enoulgh programs
nor did it begin coverage early enouqh in the life cycle. Finel !{ Congress
recognized that the Selected Acquisition Report documented budget decisions
and the impact that factor had (and has) on the timing and nature of the
information they received. Repeatedly, the discussions during the hearings
came back to the issue of prospective versus retrospective information. In
every case, the witnesses agreed that the Selected Acquisition Report provided
retrospective information only. (7:33, 125, 981, 10681, 1093) If one assumes
that what a program will cost in the future is o relevent consideration when
deciding how to allocate resources, then the Congressional concerns were valid.
However, the kind of information which would alleviate these concerns would
also provide them the opportunity to “micro-manage.” (7:1023)

QS0

From the 0SD perspective, the panel's findings on the Selected Acquisition
Report were accurate. In fact, Congress should not have been surprised by the
Selected Acquisition Report's attributes given the fact that it was a DoD status
report to Congress. As o progrem maneger's report to the Secretary of Defense,
it had been 8 useful document for surfacing potential problems as they beceme
known (prospective in nature). To provide rro ective information to Longress
on & recurring basis, however, would have preempted the ongoing
decision-moking rocess ot lower levels. As the annual event which forced the
culmination of that process, submission of the President’s budget was the
logicel time to surface changes to Congress. The Selected Acquisition Report,
then, had ceased to be a decision document when it became a ststus report to
Congress; at that point, it became a means of communicating decisions made
during the year. The primary problem with the Selected Acquisition Report
itself was that, in on attempt to use it to respond to diverse requests for
information, 0SH had made i1 too complex. The criticism that it contained no
prospective information was not velid in that it would have been unreasonable
to expect any recurring report to Congress to include that sort of information.
The onllb; reasoneble way to obtain credible prospective information would to be
to establish an exception reporting system. In fact, if an exception reporting
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The Selected Acquisition Report coordination and approvsl cycles at each
lavel in the organizational hierarchy are not atypical of such processes.
Functional staff elements identify changes (if ony) required for their
endorsement. The changes are incorporated, and a product emerges which
represents the corporate position. The AFSC (fommander, Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, Secretary of the Air Force, and Secretary of Defense then approve (or
further modify and approve) the product before it goes to the next level. The
review ond approvel process is such that the product which goes to Congress
may be something quite different from the product prepared by the program
office; what began as a program office status report is transformed into a DoD
position on the stetus of 6 major program. This trensformation, more than any
other factor, ceused the dissatisfaction which led to changes in the wespon
system acquisition progrem stotus reporting process.

THE WEAKN S

A striking feature of the "common wisdom™ about status reparting prior to
implementation of the changes was the degree of consistency in the criticisms.
what varied were opinions on the implications of the perceived flaws, and
these variations reflected differing opinions on whot needs stetus reporting
should serve. To illustrate, this section will summarize the weaknesses from
three perspectives--Congress, 0SD, and the program office--beginning with the
Congressional perspective.

Congress

In 1982, Congressman McCurdy chaired a special panel which conducted
hearings on cost growth in weapon system acquisition programs. During the
hearings, he focused on inadequate ststus reporting as one of the contributing
factors to cost growth. The panel's recommendations on stetus reporting
became the provisions of the Nunn-McCurdy Amendment. Its findings on status
reporting summerize the Congressional perception of weaknesses.

The pene! finds that the present {SAR] system does not consistentl
provide the Congress with timely and complete information and tha
the SAR system is lar%elg’ on historicel reporting system. Therefore,
SARs do not provide the Torward looking cost information necessary
for detecting potential cost ﬂrowth problems.

Sgeciﬂcally, the panel finds that:

The absence of more timely and complete information hinders the
efforts of the Congress in exercising its oversight responsibilities;

The present SAR system is a retrospective re{m ing system and
does not routinely provide information when exceptional events occur
which may resull in significant cost growth. Hence, it does not
provide information on program and contract costs that would assist
in the early detection of potentiel cost ?rowlh roblems;

The intent of Public Law 96-107 [the existing SAR legisiation]
was to provide doller thresholds for systems to be reported in the
SAR system, but the DOD practice is such thet, unless systems are
designated by the Secretery of Defense as "moajor systems,” they moy
not be reported in the SAR system, regardiess of cost;




couse o quorterly Selected Acquisition Report to be required. For example, if
an event does not occur as scheduled, the program office prepares s quarterly
Selected Acquisition Report identifying the change, its impact, end the reesons
for the change. On the other hand, if an event w/// naf occur next ysar, the

rogram office documents the changes in the next annual Selected Acquisition

eport. As the Principal Assistant Deputy Secretor% of Defense (Comptroller)
told Congress, "Until we decide what the solution to the problems will be, [you
won't] see them..” (7:126) All Selected Acquisition Reports, annual and
quarterly, go through the same review process.

 The Selected Acquisition Report review process beg:ns with working level
review meetings at HQ AFSC and culminates with the 0SD submission to
Congress after formal coordinolion/%p@rovol cycles at HQ AFSC, HQ USAF, end
0SD (Figure 2.3). (HQ AFLC and HQ AFCC, not shown, also conduct reviews.) The
initial step is a joint review by HQ AFSC end HQ USAF. This consists of o
series of meetings with members of_each program office which submitted a
Selected Acquisition Report. The headquerters steff representetion veries
according to the program being reviewed but always includes people with both
financial and progremmatic expertise. The meeting itself is a line-by-line
review of the document, and the discussions range from how to treat
substentive issues to whether or not a comma is appropriate. Minor issues are
resolved at the meeting; major ones are resolved within a few days. Changes
resulting from the meeting are incorporated into the Selected Acquisition
Reports pricr to the formal coordination/approval cycles, normally by program
office personnel.

REYIEW PROCESS
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'PROGR AM i HQ ] C O HQ
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variance ona'lgsis section). The missing funds were restored during the
subsequent budget formulation phase. Since the production rates (quantities)
did not chenge this time, the unit cost increased, and the only available
explanation for the cha;n(?a was “estimating error.” lfongress meanwhile, was
surprised by the new budget request and frustreted by the official explanation
which followed in the Selected Acquisition Report. While this is a hypothetical
example, this suthor has seen varients of the scenario occur often enough to
consider it typical. It not only illustrates that Selected Acquisition Reports
ore inherently complex because of internal linkages, but introduces the notion
that the complexity is compounded by external linkages.

The Selected Acquisition Report /s a complex document. It is also rigid
with both the formats and computations being prescribed. The rigidi %
however, has resulted in a hi%h degree of standardization smong reports.
?ottem, common to all Selected Acquisition Reports, quickl? emerges when one
s examined: original estimate, current estimate, and expienation of changes
yithin the prescribed categories of information. Thet is, 71 describes what
has hoppened la & progrem relalive ia whal weas intended ta happen.
Because of the internal and external linkages, complexity, and the importance
of these reports, an elaborate review process has evolved.

THE PROCESS

Progrom office personnel prepare and submit Selected Acquisition Reports
at least once each year. They use data captured during progream execution to
updete the stotus informetion and explain the changes. Progrem execution,
broadly spesking, involves planning the program in terms of what, how many,
when, and how much; actually doing the tasks; measuring the results (in the
same terms used to plan the program); and modifying the plen as necessar{q.
This informetion, inherent in the program execution process, is sufficient to
snswer the internal questions (i.e.,, what has happened relative to what was
intended to happen and what ceused the varisnces) posed by the Selected
Acquisition Report. For example, program offices receive contractor
performance reports which indicote how much work has been accomplished
versus how much was planned when the contract was awarded, how much the
work eccomplished cost versus how much was planned, detailed explenations of
why the differences occurred, and projected impacts of past changes on future
work. The information is used to manage the contract and to prepare o Selected
Acquisition Report. The same is true for every cote%org of information excep:
the program funding summery. HQ USAF provides the funding (and quontit?)
information two weeks before the Selected Acquisition Report is due to
Headquorters, Air Force S?(stems Command (HQ AFSC). Recall that this
information, via internal linkages, directly influences the changes which must
be explained in the Selected Acquisition Report.

The annual Selected Acquisition Report is due to Congress 60 days efter
li.2 President’s budget proposal is released. If & progrom‘s otal cost increases
by at least five percent or a scheduled event "slips” by at least three months
during the yesr, the progrem office prepares a quarterly report. (11:3) Since
the basic program contont must coincide with the latest President's budget
submission, only the activities which are occurring during the current year cen
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those in the President’s dg%t in both annual and quorterly reports. Note that
this is an ax?arnal’linkage, i.e, the report is linked to the resource silocation
process. (11:3-7) The second important linkege is between the rem
Acquisition Cost display and tr~ Cost Variance Anslysis. Agsin, the totals
must be equel. Finally, there ore seven potential explenetions for cost
variances, esch of which is computed in 8 specific sequence and according to
stri t rules. (11:3-7 - 3-8) This represents the third i ont
linkage--the linkage among the potential explanations of cost veriance. The
following thetical, but not unrealistic, exemple illustrates the
significance of these linkages.
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r was committed to delivering & specified

number of systems in e specified timeframe for a specified cost. His or her

estimate of the costs to complete the pro

m was prediceted upon o specified

procurement rate. Further, suppose that ?ms commitment was documented in
the initial Selected Acquisition Report to Congress. During the next budget
formulation phase, the procurement rate was reduced in the
because of more pressing requirements for funds. The quentity taken out in the

budget year was adde
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impact of resource allocetion decisions mede between budget submissions.
(7:126) (1 %ou are a program manager, it is your report card to onaress. If you
are the action officer who prepares a Selected Acquisition Report, it is
confusing. Much of the testimony before Congress indicates that, of all the
perceptions on the subject, only the action officer is right. No metter how
maeny perceptions exist about the Selected Acquisition Report, however, it only
does two thir;?s. First, it describes what has happened to a program relative to
what wes originally intended to happen. Second, the Selected Acquisition
Report reconciles o program's past with the most recent decisions on its
future. To do this, a highly stylized document has emerged.

The Selected Acquisition Report is a rigidly structured report which
contains two basic types of informetion: program content and o complete track
of all changes to the program since the inftisl Selected Acquisition Report.
Figure 2.1 is the prescribed index for all annuel Selected Acquisition Reports
and shows the categories of descriptive data. The example of & Selected
Acquisition Report provided by OSD in the recently revised instruction
(11:3-1-1 - 3-1-9) is in Appendix A. The pattern of current status, previous
changes, and changes since last report within sach descﬂ{mve category shows
up cleerly in the report. Less clear are the linkages which contribute to the
overall complexity.

SELECTED ACQUISITION REPORTS

INDEX

SUBJECT PAGE

COVER SHEET INFORMATION

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

SCHEDULE

TECHMICAL/OPERATIONAL LHARACTERISTICS
PROGRAM ACQUISITION COST
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COST YARIANCE ANALYSIS

PROGRAM ACQUISITION UNIT COST HISTORY
COMTRACT INFORMATION
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Figure 2.1

The linkages of particular importance are illustrated in Figure 2.2. The
- first is between the Program Acquisition Cost display and the President’s
™Y Budget. For the annual report, the costs shown in the Program Acguisition Cost
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relationships highlighted in Figure 3.6 do not. Notice, in particular, that the
contract cost baselines required for unit cost reporting ere composed of
factors controlled by the program maneger. The same cennol be said of the two
unit cost baselines.

THE REVISIONS - A RECAP

As shown in Figure 3.7 unit cost baselines ere o function of epproved
funding and quantities. The discussion tn Chapter 2 established that these meay
or may not be within the progrem manager's control. Yet all of the reports in
the status reporting system continue to talk in terms of the program manager’s
estimoates. The revised system thus remeins somewhat misleading. However,
the changes have rectified many of the deficiencies which prompted the
changes in the first place.

Unit cost reporting provides prospective information to Congress ss soon
as a problem 1s {dentified It does so on an exception basis thus
asccommodeting 0SD's concern over the potential for micro-moanagement at the
Congressional level. Further, one of the three parameters in the program
menager's new “report card” (contract cost boselines) is actually controlled by
w18 program manager. Adding the Defense Acquisition Executive Summar? te
the status reporting system waes the other major change which occurred ofter
Congress passed the Nunn-McCurdy Amendment. An 0SD initiative sterted
before the Amendment was passed, its purpose was to provide 0SD the
prospective information it fell it needed when Deputy Secretary of Defense

18
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Cerlucci implemented his “centralized policg{, decentralized management”
policy. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that the Defense Acquisition
Executive Summery links contractor performance with funding evailability.
Finally, OSD published revised Selected Acquisition Report preparation
instructions in December 1984 which reduced its complexity as well as some
of the date redundancy in the status reportln% system. (10:--) Oversil, the
major Congressionsl end OSD concerns have been redressed by the chaenges
since 198Z. Problems remain, however--some old, some new.
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Chapter 4

A FRAMEWORK

The discussions so far have focused on assessing status reporting in terms
of whot Congress ond OSD want without explicit treetment of whet a
management control system should do. There was 8 theoretical underpinning
implicit in some of the assertions, however. For example, the notion that the r
system is misleading because the reports ottribute Fositions to progrom
managers which they mey not have implies thet doing so is “bed" /» principle.
This chapter presents the study's theoretical fremework. Recall that the
purposes of a management control system are to measure how closely the
actual outcome of decisions metch the intended outcome, to influence the
behavior of orgenizationel entities, ond to provide informatfon to o continuing
planning process. The framework is derived by combining these purposes wit
the acquisition process.

An extremely simplified view of the acquisition process is presented in
Figure 4.1. This view eliminates & specific timeline and focuses on the

ACQUISITION PROCESS

PROGR AM PERFORMANCE PROGRAM '
DIRECTION SCHEDULE EXECUTION
p———QTY/FUNDING I

t—— PERFORMANCE ——J ]

SCHEDULE !

N A
ACTUAL »

KEVISED ESTIMATES

Figure 4.1
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iterative nature of decision-making in the process. It also collapses the
organizational hierarchy into two levels--one which maekes decigsions and one
which implements them. Finally, it does not explicitly show the interactions
between the acquisition process and the resource allocation process; however,
it does show the trensformation of cost into funding. It also shows where
status reporting fits in the process

The acquisition process is 8 continuing series of decisions on what a
program should be (what, how mon%, when, how much), implementation of those
decisions, and revisions to the direction (new decisions) based on actue!
experience and chenging conditions. Stetus reporting is /Ahe means fy
whIich aclual exparianca 1s 7ad back intla lhe dJac:sion-makin
process. The informetion which flows basck i{s some mixiure of actua!
experience and revised estimates which reflect the projected impact of thet
experience. As the program matures, the ratio of actual experience tc
estimates in the "bottom lne” values increases, and the uncertainty decreases
Actusal experience, however, is but one of the factors which influence the
decisions. Chan?ing conditions such as the threat, the political environment,
resource availabtlity, and emerging technologies also enter into the “equation.”
Thus, the program direction which flows into a program office reflects
decisions which may or may not have been based on actual experience and its
projected impact. turther, when viewed from within the program office, the
direction itself becomes & source of progrem uncertainty. | 'eally, the
management control mechanism (status reporting) should be able to o tinguish
between voriances ceused bg program execution (operations) and those ceused
by program direction (decisions) (1:172) Fi?ure 42 illustrates why status
reporting systems should have this characteristic. (1:161)
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The illustration shows the dusl role which feedback plays in a management
and control system. First, it allows management to identif? and correct
og:rotionol problems which might be causing ectual outcomes to differ from
the outcomes which were intended when decisions were made during the
Flonning phase. Second, it allows management to adjust their plenning factors.
n either case, the primary purpose of feedback is to improve the quality of
decisons--whether they be operational decisions or planning decisions. Rote
that performance standards form part of the set of assumptions which go into
the plenning activities. They elso communicete management expectotions as
decisions are passed down organizational hierarchy for implementation.
Given their importance, it is not surprising that what they should be and how
they should be established are the subjects of extensive research--much of
which is inconclusive. Researchers do agree on two things, however. First, the
parameters themselves tell employses what top management considers to be
important. Second, if used to evaluate performance, the standards influence
behavior--but often in an unpredictable way. (1:175, 179-180) Thus, a status
reporting system should be structured in such a way that it cen provide
information which will improve decision making without sending unintended
signals to those who will implement the decisions. To bring this closer to the
world of acquisition management, consider the illustration in figure 4.3.
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ACQUISITION PROGRAM STATUS REPORT ING

INTERNAL
REVIEY

Figure 4.3

The model in figure 4.3 is the seme as the one discussed above adjusted to
reflect the ecquisition process. The “goals and performence standards™ are
weapon system performance characteristics, schedule, unit cost baselines, and
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contract cost baselines. Status reporting ihen provides tie resuils io dale.
The information includes sufficient explanation of the variances to permit
det_ermininﬂ\whether or not the goals and performance stenderds shouid be
adjusted. The adjustments to performance are not necessarily made to correct
mismanagement. For example, funding constraints may have ceused some
development activities to be delayed. One aiternative would be to change the
dote for the initial operating copability, ie, change the standerd. Ancther
would be to increase the degree of concurvency between development and
production activities (change the performance). Another example is geciding,
based on the feedback, what to do if the logistics infrastructure cennat be in
place os scheduled. Again, the dote for achieving the initial opereting
capability could be changed. An alternative would be to plan for contractor
logistics support for some interim period. The point is thst "determining
carrective action”™ is not & “finger pointinq‘ gxercise. That is, one of the
fundomentol purposes of stotus reporting is to imprave (he gquolity ar
gacisions--whether they bLe plenning decisions ar coperatlionsi
decisrons--by proaviging reegbhack which reflects actuel experience.

One other theoreticel issue needs to be explored within the context of the
acquisition process before identifying specific problems which remain in
today's stetus reporting process. That 1ssue is the impact which the »2sture of
the gosls and ﬁerformonce standards has on subordinate organizations. As
noted eoriier, the research in this ares is inconclusive in the sense that noc one
has formulated a method of devising performance standards which preciudes
dysfunctionel results. Researchers agree that performance standerds influence
behavicr; the question 1s how. The reason the answer to this question has
remoined s mystery is that & number of poorly understood factores
interact--three of which are worth mentionin ere. The first is
controliability. The issue here is to what extent should performance indicstors
reflect things which are outside the manager's control. Foi exampie, to ¥ihat
extent should o progrom maneger be held accounteble for bresching unit cest
baselines given thal resource availability will frequently determine their
value? Most practitioners assume ihat the system is move effective if the
?erformance measures are entirely controiied by the activity being evaluated.
2:177-178)  The difficulty the DoD has encountered in establishing
supportshilily goals which effectiveiy influence program manegers behavier
during ths arquisiticn process is 6 good case in foim. {4:12-13) A second,
reletad 7acior is the degres of participation in setting the standards !n fact,
the acedamic commumity has concluded that “increased participstion iv spiting
the standard can lead 1o either increased or decreased performance’ when
assessed on o behavioral hasis. (1:183) Participelion, however, can improve
the quslity of the standard when the subordinate organizations possess
"superior knowledge.” Finally, what happens when the stender< is teo high or
too low? Again, there is nnt a definitive snswer becsuse reactlions vary
occording to personalities.  Research dees indicate that, in general,
performance is higher when the standards are accepted and sttainable. (1:185)
The fact that the noture of the performence indicators influences behavior
r-eans thet ~tatus rannarting sheuld be assessed in terms hesides “accounting
cpmpleteness T Batayioral imnlications are 8isg tmpor!ant

The srrperp/asior more precisely, assumplions; implicit in the preceding
chapters and the proposals which feliow derive from a theoretical framewors
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which considers the purposes and behavioral implicstions of management
controi systems. Perhaps the most fundamentsl purpose is to improve the
quolitg of decisions--both plenning ond operational. Status reporting
contributes to this in two ways. First, it is the means by which problems are
identified. To be useful, the information should clearly identify whether the
“variance” between planned and actual is caused b% planning or execution.
Second, it is the means by which actual experience 1s fed info the planning
process. Within the acquisition arens, this is especially important because the
nrogrom managers reollP do heve “superior knowledge about the:r progroms.
anagement control systems (whether explicitly intended or not) send signals
down the organizational hierarchy on whot the higher levels consider
important, i.e., they influence behavior. While there is considerable debate on
how they influence behavior, there is foirl% yridespread ogreement that the
performance measurements should be within the control of the organization (or
person) being held responsible. It should be clear by now that status reporting
on weapon system acquisition programs does not embody all of these
principles. The next chapter suggests some ways to move it a little closer.
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Chapter S

PROPOSALS

when viewed in terms of the “demand function,” the changes in weapon
system acquisition program status reporting implemented over the pest two
ears have had the desired results. That is, Congress and 0SD now receive
nformation which, by its nature--prospective vice retrospective--meets their
perceived needs better than that provided prior to the changes. This is a fairly
uninteresting conclusion given the fact that Congress and 0SD prescribed the
changes. More interesting is :he observation that they alsec improved the
quality of the progrem manager's “report cerd.” Specifically, they created o
performance indicator which measures verisbles controlled by the program
manager--the contract cost baseline. With this one exception, the changes did
little to improve the system when viewed in terms of the 'supplgi function.” In
fact, the system is more complex than before, and the volume of information is
muc ?rea er. Moreover, the terminology, at least, is still misleading. For
example, the “program maenager's current estimated price at completion® may
not be the program manager's estimate at all. This chapter addresses these
issues and discusses approaches for dealing with them. The issues fall into
two broad cateﬂories--lhose related to qualitll; of information and those
related to overall efficiency. Before addressing the specific issues, however,
the remaining assumptions underlying the study are presented.

A ION

Most of the assumptions ere inherent in the framework just presented;
however, there are others. First and foremost, the Air Force cannot eliminate
status reporting to Congress or OSD. The Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary i8 a8 notable example. The three services displayed a united front in
opposing this requirement to no eveil. Second, resource availability will
continue to be a problem. Competition among validated requirements is a fact
of life which is not likely to change. If history is an indicetor, concelling
programs will be a last resort. Therefore, the resources avsilable to any
progrom will be an allocation which reflects relative priorities rather than the
results of computing what is required to execute an optimally structured
program. Third, complexity will remain & characteristic of the stetus
reporting s?stem. Status reporting reflects the results of decisions made in
two, overiepping processes--the resource allocetion process end the
acquisition process. Both sre complex; reporting on their interactions can be
no less so. Fourth, it is in the Air Force's best interest to do whatever is

* necessary to improve the quolitlij of the reports generated in this process. The
premise here is thet credibility enhences the likelihood of success in the
resource sllocation arena--especially the Congressional part of that arenas.
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Finelly, no one invoived in this process wants lu deceive ongyone. !he
participants are committad to doing what is right--as theg understand it

QUALITY OF INFORMATION ISSUES

 There are two problems associsted with the quelity of informaticn which
flows through the status reporting process. The first is thal the timing
!mplicit in unit cost beselines is out of line with the timing of Congressiona:
reviews. Specificslly, public law prescribes that the baseline for unit cost
baselines be the value in the Selected Acquisition Report for the Erevious
fiscal year or the latest Unit Cost Exception Repsrt if the baseline has heer
previous!v breached. This means that the program represented in ihe baseline
‘s probably different from the progrem in the most recent budget submission
(end its accompongir&q Selected Acc{uisitian Report). Since each ennuei
Selected Acquisition Report explains the impact of decisions made since the
previous budget submission, the velue of o Unit Cost Report which explains the
same thing is questionsble More importantly, it insures that Congress
receives dated informetion. HQ AFSC recently proposed that the baseline be
changed to coincide with the most recent annual Selected Acquisition Report.
(13:--) This does two things. First, Congress would be notified if the
information they are using to make their resource allocation decisions changes.
second, it would eliminate the need for quarterly Selected Acquisition Reports
The Air Force and 0SD should, therefore, fully support the AFSC initiative.

The sacond problem which impacts on the quaiity of the information
grovided via the status reporting process results from the linkege between
udget requests to Congress and the status reports. This one is tougher
becoause the need to link the two is driven by the necd for consistency in what
the DaD tells Con?ress Inconsistency tends to reduce credibility. Yet, as the
system is currently structured, honest mistekes moy be perpeluated in the
staius reports. This, too, threatens credibility. One alternative is te insure
that program monagers agree that the fundin% and program content "motch”
before the budget goes to Congress. There are ot least three advantages to this
approach. First, the progrem monager understends the program structure ans
the relationship of that structure to costs better than anyone else. That person
is, therefore, in the best position to formulote elternative combinations of
program content end agssociated costs. By having the program manager validats
the particular combination selected during the rescurce ailocation process, the
averell quality of thase decistons witf improve  Second, if the progrem
maneger 1s 1nvolved 1n struciuring the olterratives and validates the one which
is sefected he or she knows whet is intended mt‘ the decision. That is not
always the cese todoy. The third odvantege to this allernative is thai the
program manager's curvent estimated price at compietion in the status reports
is once agein the program manager's estimate. The problem with this
elternative is that it would be difficult-—lhou?h not impossible--to implement
The level of activity during the final weseks of budget preporation is one of the
.ntrihuting factore to iast minute mistakas in the first place  Adding enother
task--program manager validation--could compound that problem The impact
of implemanting thic procedure could be lessened by restricting it to programs
which have to submil Selected Acquisilion Reports These ;1rog: oms tend to he
the nneg which recaive a high degree of Tongressinong! and public scruting
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fact, it is the need for consistency in the information released about them
which drives the linkage. On balance, the improvement in decision making
throughout the planning phase would seem to justify an additional task at the
end of that process--especially if the extra activity is restricted to
high-visibility progrems.

EFFICIENCY ISSUES

The procedures used in the status reporting process evolved in a period
when the Selected Acquisition Report was the only report and fewer programs
were involved. Data redundancy was not an issue. Labor intensity and
complexity were issues, but the number of progrems was small enough that a
few experts could serve as “personal advisors™ to the action officers who
prepared the reports. When this was no longer true (1963), HQ AFSC developed
a centralized, automated support system. It not only incorporated some of the
more com{ﬂex calulations, but it further standardized the report itself. More
recently (1984), Congress agreed that quarterly Selected Acquisition Reports
would no lon'qer be required for small changes in performance, schedule, or
costs. Finally, as mentioned earlier, OSD rewrote the Selected Acquisition
Report directive to simplify the report. But the basic procedures remai. the
same. That is, each program office prepares each report and participates
directly in the review process. What follows is o proposel which addresses
both procedures and dats redundancy.

The obvious spproach to improving efficienc? is to teke advantage of the
benefits offered by automation. AFSC demonstrated the feasibility of such an
approach when they automated Selected Acquisition Report preparation. The
system which was implemented, while not without some technicel difficulties,
did what it was designed to do; it generated a report--the Selected Acquisition
Report. Data menagement consisted of ‘release protocols” among
organizational levels in the hierarchy. Specifically, the system was “opened
to program offices a few weeks before Selected Acquisition Reports were due.
As each Selected Acquisition Report was completed (including approval by the
grogrom manager and Product Division Commander), control passed te HQ AFSC.
his was, in effect, the Selected Acquisition Report submission. Control
passed to HQ USAF after the HQ AFSC review and coordinotion process was
completed. Copies of the reports could be generated at ang point in this cycle.
The prescribed Selected Acquisition Report formets--and, within those, the
algorithms-~drove the system. That is, 2he system weas o repor!
(e/mromr- -nat & dolo monagement machonism. The first problem with
his approach has already been encountered. System obsolescence occurs when
formats chenge even if the basic deta reletionships remain the same. The
existing system, for example, became obsolete the day the revised DoD
Selected Acquisition Report directive was published. A more fundomental
problem with this design philosophy is that it does nothing to reduce dats or
procedural redundency. AFSC is currently redesi?mng the system to
accommodate such requirements and changes. This effort includes desi%ning
software to prepere Defense Acquisition Executive Summaries. (13:--
design philesophy which refiects the importance of information management
within the context of statlus reporting would reduce date redundancy and could
reduce procedural redundancy.
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I the ebjective 1s Lo tmprove nfhramnn TainoUes we
tasks are to detfine the data efements, identify the reisticuships amung than:
and specif% the ownership of each. A singie (probably relationsl; daia ruse
could then be constructed in which each datla element appears oniy once. in i
case of sistus reporting, many of the relolionships {Tinkages) consist of ths
same informaliuvn appearing in severai reparts. Recall (hal cng of the (und i
of the review process is 1n insure that this, in foct, huppens. The remnining
relationships cen be specified using standara algorithms- -many of which havi
alreedy uesn developed for Selecied Acquisition Repurts  The profocoiy
system such as this would congist of specifying wAg, hasad on awinet ship,
could cnenge each date element &¢ any fime Conlrast this with the prolnegic
in the sutemeted Seleciad Acquisition Reoort system which specify whss ths
ability to chonge /7 algrienis passes to eech crgarizoationai enlity 1o

lustrate what this desig: philosophy entstis and some ot the advaﬁwgmﬁ,
consider the following examples

"‘,f\: PO

The first example is the treatment of contractor performance informatio.
This information appears 1a everg{ status report bul would appesr only once i
the proposed stotus reporting dotn Dase. More importanily, ﬁnl# the progrem
manager “owns” this data; therefore, oniy the program manager should have the
ability to change it. Currentiy, this is not the case. Another example is the
tost to execute the directed program. There is no way to show the program
manager's cost estimete at all in the Selected Acquisition end Unit Cost
Reports. At least one program manager does use the Defense Acquisition
Executive Summary to compare his cost estimate to the approved funding
(Ap{)endix D To see the importance of making this kind of comparizon a
feoture of the system, consider the example provided by funding (vice cost) and
auentity information

Agein, this information appears in avery status report--exylicity in the
Selected Acguisition Report end Defense Acquisition Executive Summary and
implicitiy tn untt cost reporting--wit need appesr in the data hase only once
This informetion, nowever, does nat belong to the program manages in fhat
ar she does not make the f{nal decision on whet eitt + will be. W y not specify
thal da‘a ewnership be outside the program office? The arganizetione
network fur doing this already exists. Every maior pregram has a progeam
elemen! monitor &t HQ USAF.  The program element monitnr srould be
respon:=inty for <8 furdting and eszoniated quantity dats, and eniy the orogrem
ajement roritov would be ellowed te chenge those dels 2lemeias o g dats
base Ty imrpediale bensfits would socrue  Firs? thp afsf e canarting

rocezs fizelf would be fmproved by accelerating the bdormal,on Haw '«@g
HO USAF zend= tne quantily and funding ‘wformation which mord e exaed o
statug revaris to AFSC 0 0 meseage  The measege o Wypieatly (ot booduse L
vsually includes most (all, if possible) of the Salecied Acqursition Reprst
programs, making ceordinsticn ¢ lengthy procese  Turther, the information 3
not availad!n when racuired for zome orogrems because of last minnte
necigions. The procadure suggested here would uncouple the informatien or
roatipe provremes frong thet gn Trge-ennting programa and sccelgrate the
intormaticn figw for ihe routine ones.  The secnnd Bepeitt 1z actualiy on
axpans ;e af the firel A mechepiam which secelarztas tha (lgw o7 fonding end
quantty o fgnalinn et Che and of (he rescu e allocalior oreceus { recidant’s
Sudget “zenmrisainn) could esise be used o Accelerate ihe flew af et
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information throughout the process. Further, if quantity/funding information
(owned and updated by HQ USAF) and quantity/cost information (owned and
updoted b\{the progrom manager) were in the same data base, the gl eyers could
converge toward the validated program content/funding “metch” mantioned
eorlier. Thet is, e system specificelly designed to maenage information
ultimately leads to better-informed decisions.

Once the intsgrated deta base is designed and the ownership/procedural
issues ore resolved, oll thot remains is date retrievel (to include report
aenerauon). Note that producing Selected Acquisition Reperts, Defense

cquisition Executive Summeries, and Unit Cost Reports are netural outgrowths
of managing the flow of status information. In fact, focusing on maneging the
informelion vice producing the reports presents further opportunities for
streamlining the overall status reporting process. Recali that every report is
produced by the program office ond goes though essentiolly the same review
and approval sequence. An alternative to this, given an integrated data base, is
to have the progrem office generate a single report--one which encompasses
every data element. This report would be the vehicle used to obtain the
program manager's validation of the information prior to the review and
approval cycle. This same report would then be the subject of the review and
approvel cycle itself. Its approval would si(qnifgkthot he informetion in the
dsta base 1s valid, and the Selected Acquisition Reports, Defense Acquisition
Executive Summaries, and Unit Cost Reports could be centrolly produced. The
process would be more efficient by virtue of the fact that each piece of
informotion would be reviewed only once. The quelity of the informetion which
the Air Force submits to 0SD and Congress would be improved because the
possibility of inconsistency emong the reports would be rernoved.

SUMMARY

The discrete proposals presented in this report were categorized as being
related to either lity of information™ or “efficiency” issues. Clearly, this
is an artificial distinction. The propossl for improving the overall efficienc
encompasses the ‘supplP function® issues which were highlighted throughou
the report. Equally obvious is the fact that, because the acquisition process
and the resource aflocation process interact, the issues are not confined to the
status reporting arens--nor were the proposals. Thagi were segregated to
reinforce the notion thet status reporting systems exist to imrrove the quality
of decisions by improving the quelity of information provided to decision
makers. The quality of information issues were then woven back into the
efficiency issue to emphasize the fact that quality is the driving factor--not
efficiency. Autometing reports will improve efficiency; managing informetion
will improve the process.
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REPORT AS OF: 30 Ser "4
UNIT COST REPORT

PROGRAM: Navstar GPS

2. Contractor: Rockwell Internaticnal/Collins Type: FPIF
Contract Title: User Equipment FSD
Contract Number: F04701-79-C-0083
Contractor's Estimated Price at Completion: $87.7M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $83.3M

Varfances:
a (b) (c (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Yalues
(31 Oct 82) (31 Jul 84) Change Change
Cv $-11.3 -22.9% N/A N/A $-15.2 -22.3% $-3.9 +0.6% N/A N/A
SV $-4.3 -8.0% N/A N/A $-2.0 -2.9% $+2.3 +5.1% N/A N/A

Cost Varifance:

The functional category of engineering is primarily responsible for the low
cost efficiency cumulative negative cost variance.

Impact to program: Contract will go over ceiling; however, Government
Tiability 1s limited to cefling. No {ncrease in funds required.

Schedule Variance:

Schedule variance improved. The schedule efficiency was favorably affected
by the final performance claim on several of the Antenna Component cost
accounts.

Impact to Program: None

3. Contractor: Magnavox Type: FPIF
Contract Title: User Equipment FSD
Contract Number: F04701-79-C-0085
Contraetor's Estimated Price at Completion: $83.4M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $93.2M

Variances:
(a) (b) (c) (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values
(31 Oct 82) (31 Jul 84) Change Change
¢V $-0.4 -0.7% N/A N/A £-7.8 -9.1% $-7.4 -8.8% N/A N/A
Sv $-1.3 -2.1% N/A N/A £-3.0 -3.57 $-1.7 -1.4% N/A N/A
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REPORT AS OF: 30 Sep &«
UNIT COST REPORT
PROGRAM: Navstar GPS
C. UNIT COST CHANGES
Ncne.,
D. TECHNICAL AND/OR SCHEDULE CHANGES
None.
E. CONTRACT INFORMATION (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)
1. Contractor: Rockwell Internatfonal/Seal Beach Type: FPIF
Contract Title: QTV Satellite 12
Contract Number: FO04701-78-C-0153
Contractor's Estimated Price at Completion: $164.0M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACNP§ to Date: $136.9M
Variances:
(a) (b) (c) (c-a) (c-h)
Bas2line SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values
(31 Oct 82) {31 Jul 84) Change Change
cv $-7.7 -12.2% N/A N/A $-22.5 -19.7% $-14.8 -7.5% WN/M N/A
SV $-4.7  -6.9% N/A N/A $-3.3 -2.9% $+1.4 +4.0% N/A N/A

- - . g .
PR W W W S N R T T U PR . e . R A T T L.

CV = Cumulative Cost Variance SV = Cumulative Schedule Variance
(+) = Favorable {(-) = Unfavorable

Cost Yariance:

The cumulative cost variance of ($22.5M) is primarily due to the late hoex
deliveries from Autonetic Strategic Systems Division (ASSD) and the
rescheduling of vehicle acceptance testing milestones caused by those iate
box deliveries.

Impact to program: Contract will go to ceiling. Contract is funded to
ceiling so no increase in funding is required.

Schedule Yartance:

The cumulative schedule variance of ($3.3M) is primarily due to the iate
delivery of the ASS) boxes (approximately 10 months late).

Impact to program: None,




REPORT AS OF: 30 Sep =4

UNIT COST REPORT

PROGRAM: Navstar GPS

PROGRAM ACQUISITION UNIT COSTS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

31 Dec 82 Current Current

Baseline Estimate Change
Total Quantity 40 40 ')
Total Cost in Then-Year $ 2,481.9 2,585.1 +103.2
Program Unit Cost in Then-Year $ 62.0 64.6 +2.6

Then-Year $ Percentage Change In Unit Cost +4.19%

Total Cost in Constant FY79 § 1,667.6 1,772.2 +104.6
Program Unit Cost in Constant FY79 § a1.7 44.3 +2.6

Constant FY79 $§ Percentage Change In Unit Cost +6.23%

CURRENT FY84 PROCUREMENT UNIT COSTS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

31 Dec 82 Current Current
Baseline Estimate Change

FY84 Procurement Quantity 1 1 g
FY84 Procurement Cost in
Then-Year $ 238.6 256.1 +17.5
Less Adv Proc 205.2 217.6 -12.4
Plus Adv Proc 4.3 4.7 +0.4
TOTAL _ 37.7 43.2 +5.5
Procurement Unft Cost in Then-Year $ 37.7 43.2 +5.5

Then-Year $§ Percentage Change In Unit Cost +14.59%

FY84 Procurement Cost in

Constant FY79 $ 142.7 153.2 +10.5
Less Adv Proc 122.7 130.1 -7.4
Plus Adv Proc 2.7 3.0 +0.3
TSTAL 22.7 26.1 +3.4
Procurement Urnit Cost in Corstant FY7G ¢ 22.17 26.1 +3.4

Constant FY73 § Percentage Change In Unit Cost +14.98%

1 APPENDIX B
‘ . 1
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7000.3 (Att 1 to Fncl 3}

(CLASSIFICATION) SFX-100A, December 31, 1984

ADDENDUM (FOR DoD USE ONLY)

13. Cost-Quantity Information:

a. Baseline (Type)--Development Estimate

b. End I[tem--Spaceframe (When applicable. baseline cost-quantity
information should be reported for each majorend item of equipment represented )

¢. Cost-Quantity Relationship (Tvpe)--Log-Linear Cumulative
Average

d. First Unit Cost--%1S0 million
2. Slope--85%, B = -0.231465

f. Tabular Data--Spaceframe costs are based on the same
cost-quantity relationship as the R&D prototypes, except that
the calculation assumes three rather than four prototype
units to account for the effects of the production break
between R&D and production.

Fiscal . Flyaway Cost (BY § in Millions) Plot Point
Quantity T ;
Yeart ‘ . (X-Ax1is)
Nonrecurring¥* Recurring
1987 10 N/A 7209 10
1988 20 N/A 11119 30
1989 40 N/A 1823.8 70
1990 40 N/A 1590.6 110
1991 40 N/A 14609 150
Total 150 N/A 6708.1 N/A

"Although not shown in this example. most programs will contatn nonrecurring flvaway
costs.such as rate tooling .

CLASSIFICATION:
45
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CLASSIFIOANTION StX-10Ua, December 31, 1o
'7, Contract Informaticn: (Dollars in Millions)
1. ROTYE
Current Contract PM's Est Price
) Spaceframe: . larget Price  Qty At _Completion
Space Vehicle Co., Star City, CA,
F99000-92-2-5555, FPIF, $2300.0 1.0 $2600.0
July 1, 19%2
Cost Vartiance Schedule Variance
Previons Cumulative Variances §-50.0 $-35.0
Comutarive Varcances To Date (11/30/841) -55.0 $-37.9
Nerothanae e -5.0 $-2.0
Explanation of Change: The Space Vehicle Companv's unfavorable
CostoLasuoanes s due tooincreased tooling costs because of a change o
thee . st o lhs necessarvy to burld the vehicle, 1ncreased overheoao
I 4 sttt ot 4 toss an the commercial business base, and i1ncreased
~nyg neeriong desian costs due to unanticipated problems in the design

phase ot the wing contiguration. The unfavorable schedule variance 3
fue to the late start of sheet metal and conventional machine tool
fabrication relating to engineering CDR requirements. The schedule
varitance has no tmpact on the contract. The program manager's
assessment remiins at the ceiling price and is within approved funding.

Cutrent Contract PM's Est Price
Engine: Target Price Qty . At Completion
Space Engine Co., Space City, CA,
£3u000-82-2-5956, FPIF, $824.0 24.0 §902.0

Jily 1, 1982

Cost Variance Schedule Variance

Previous Cumulative Variances §-3.4 $-24.0
Cumulative Vartances To Date (11/30/84) -4.0 $-28.0

Net Change -0.6 §-4.0

Explanation of Change: Late delivery of hardware items has caused

an unfavorable schedule variance at Space Engine Company. Receipt of
hardware and operation of the core engine rig are expected to improve
the overall schedule position. Cost variance is not significant. The
program manager's assessment remains at the ceiling price due to
technical risk and is within approved funding.

Frocurement Whea Applicable

R W Ve canle

CLASSIFICATTION
14
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7000.3 (Att 1

to Encl 3)

(CLASSIFICATION) SFX-100A, December 31, 1984

10. Cost Variance Analysis (Cont'd):

(Dollars in Millions)

Base-Year § Then-Year §
o Engineering changes applicable (-13.8) (-26.2)
to 10 starfighters since baseline.
(Engineering)
o Estimating changes applicable to (-20.8) (-39.5)
10 aircraft since baseline. (Schedule)
o Initial spares for deleted 10 (-28.4) (-50.9)
starfighters. (Support)
Schedule acceleration from 35 to - - -127.2
10 starfighters per vear to meet
earlier [0C. (Schedule)
(3) MILCON
Revised Jan 8S economic escalation N/A +4.3

rates. (Economic)

c. References--SDDM, dated January 30, 1982, subject '"'SFX-99A Full-

Scale Development Approval."

11. Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC) History:

a. [nitial SAR Estimate to Current Baseline Estimate

PAUC Changes(Then-Year Dollars in Millions) PAUC
(Imtal (Dev
SAREst) | Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Spt | Other | Total [Estimate)

104.0 +18.1 - +4.1 +53 +3.1 +3.0 +13 +349 1389

b. Current Baseline Estimate to Current Estimate
PAUC Changes (Then-Year Dollars in Millions) PAUC
(Dev (Current
Estimate)! Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Spt Other | Total [Estimate)
1389 | +37 | 26 | +68 | +34 | +44 | +08 | +165 | 1554

CLASSIFICATION )
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.i: CLASSIFICATION) SEX-1N0A, Llecember 0 by
f} 10. Cost Variance Analysis (Cont'd):
f% (FY 1984 Constant Dollars (Base Year) in Miliions)
u RDT&E PROC MILCON TOTAL
‘ Development Estimate 3200.0 117514 250.0 15201 43
Previous Changes: T
L Quantity . +1024 6 + 1024 F
Schedu'e " +5.0 - - +50
, Engineering +113 +296.2 +500 +357 5
Estimating 2.7 +443.7 - +44% ¢
Other +09 - . +073
" Support - +705 +350 +105 5
. __Subtotal +145 +18350 +850 v193a5
Current Changes
: Quantity 5113 5113
schedule - -
Engineering - -138 138
o Estimating +16.0 -20.8 - 4.8
b. Qther - - - -
' . Support - -28.4 - -284
~___Subtota! +16.0 -574.3 - -558.3
Total Changes +30.5 +1260.7 +85.0 +1376 2
“urrent Esttmate 3230.5 130121 335.0 165776 |

Current Change Explanations--/Tabulate SAR variance categoriesand

b.
S assoctated bose vear and then-year costs under a spectfic reason for change, such as
congresswnal actions and threatchanges.)

n (Dollars
. Base-Year §
(1)

in Millions)

RDTEE

Revised Jan 85 economic escalation
rates. (Economic)

N/A £330

b Congressional direction to demon- +16.0 P18 .0
strate low altitude attack capabil-

1ty. (Estimating)

(2}

) Revised Jan 85 economic escalation
rates. (Economic)

Procurement

205 0%

Peducticn of 1| wing to meet revised
starfighter wing force structure.

v Dedleotion of 10 startuighters., =501 3
) uantity)

CLASSIFICATION:
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'CLASSIFICATION)

SFX-100A,

7000.3 (Atc

December 31,

1 to &tncl

1684

9. Program Acquisition/Current Procurement Unit Cost Summary:(Current

(Then-Year) Dollars in Millions)
Current Year

SAR Current

UCR Baseline

Budget Year
UCR Baseline

5)

Estimate Estimate Estimate
a. Program Acquisition--
(1) Cost 25483.3 23004.9 25483.3
(2) Quantity 164 154 164
(3) Unit Cost 155.4 119.4 155.4
b. Current Procurement-- (FY 1985) (FY 1985) (FY 1986)
(1) Cost N/A N/A N/A
Less CY Adv Proc N/A N/A N/A
Plus PY Adv Proc N/A N/A N/ A
Net Total A/A N/A N2
(2) Quantity N/A N/A N/A
(3) Unit Cost N/A N/A N/A
10. Cost Variance Analysis:
a. Summary--{Current (Then-Year) Dollars in Millions)
RDT&E PROC MILCON TOTAL
Development Estimate 3479.7 17569.0 3401 213888
Previous Changes.
Economic +132 +37438 +6.8 +394.38
Quantity - +19351 - + 19351
Schedule +179 +12030 +214 +1242.3
Engineering +123 +495.2 +73.6 +581.1
Estimating -2.3 +741.8 - +7395
Other +1.3 - - +1.3
Support - +1247 +52.8 +177.5
Subtotal +42.4 +4874 .6 +154.6 +5071.6
CurrentChanges:
Economic +30 +205.8 +4.3 “+2131
Quant.ty - -964 9 - -364 9
o Schedule 1272 - 1272
Engineering - -26.2 - -26.2
Estimating +185 -395 210
Other . - -
: | Support - 509 - 509
9 Subtotal F215 1002 9 ~43 9771
TctalChanges +639 + 38717 + 1589 + 4094 5
Current Estimate 35436 21440 7 499 0 25483 3

CLASSIFICATION
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Program Accuisition Cost (Cont'd) biro T,
e e e - i g .
i
. YN |
Fiscal Year N ¥ P .
Quantiry Constant
Period fBase -Year ' § | vThe year ! i ;
Appropriation: Procavement®
CurrenifPrior Years - N
Bucget Year (1l.36) -
BilahLv af trLP 7 /265 112638 NE
SO - 4. oI R
LJ) ; o - .
ALY '); (1113 60 021)) 18
S L L - L N ST S N R = S
L3849 '2()4»7 - 12265 5i (31 8 43
(12a0) (401 {3536 0) (5791 4 48

Ralance

to Complete

90

5747 Q

10176.9

Subtotal

160

130121

21440.7

Appropr

tation:

MILCON

arrentSPrior Years

Subtotal

3350

4990

- - N/A
Budget Year (1986) - - - -
Ba‘angﬂ of FYDP - 3350 499 0 N/A,
(198 7) . T . -
_ (1988) - (1200) (171.8) 3.8
| 11939) - (2159) (327.2) 37
{1590) - - -
Balance o tCoaplete . - BUA

hUA

Total

164

1657706

254833

e 5 2% A* T o
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7000.3 (Att 1
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to kEncl 3)

SEX-100A, December 31, 1984

Technical/Operational Characteristics:

Development
Estimate

a. Technical

Maintainabtility

(Manhours/Flying Hr) 3.0
Full Mission Capable Rate (%) 85
Sustained Load Factor @ 75K Ft 4.0

b. Operational
Takeoff Climb Gradient

(Stngle Engine, %) 5.0
Rate of Climb 2 100K Ft (FPM) 31000
Speed @ (00K Ft (Knots) 3500

c. Explanation of Changes--(Ch-1)

Demonstrated Current
Performance Estimate
N/A 3.0
N/A 85
N/A 1.0
N/A 5.0
N/A 3900 (Ch-1)
N/A 3400(Ch-2)
CDR was completed in Dec 34.

Model calculations have concluded that the rate of climb has degraded
because air vehicle gross wetght has increased by 1000 pounds.

(Ch-2)

d. References--SDDVM,

Same as Ch-1.

dated January 30,

1982,

subject "SFX-99A Full-

€rale Development Approval."
8. Program Acquisition Cost: (Current Estimate in Millions of Dollars)
Fiscal Year ] FY 1984 Current Escalation
: Quantity Constant _
[ Period (Base-Year)$ | (Then-Year)$ Rate (%)
b .
.
. Appropriation: RDTEE
. §
t_ Current&Prior Years - 20781 2166.8 N/A
) Budget Year (1986) - 794 4 9279 46
- 3alance of FYDP . 3580 448 9 N/A
o (1257) . - (328.0) (405.0) 43
. o 11988) - (300) (39 9) 4.0
1989) . - . :
1390) - - . .
E' Talance to Complete - - N/A
l Sartstal 10 32305 35436 NOA
; CLASSIFICATION
&. 39
{ 3-1-3
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r! CCLASSIFICATION) SEX-TO0A, December >1, 'rivs

g ~ program Highlights (Since Last Report): The critical design reviecw
R )R} for the spaceframe has slipped 3 months from September to December
s .84 because anticipated engineering data was delayed due to design
problems involving ‘the space engine thrust ratios. This will result in
a 3-month delay in the DSARC [ITA milestone and in attaining first
flight of the full-scale development (FSD) hardware. No impact c¢n the
initial operating capability (IOC) is expected.

During this period, source selection for the space avionics repair
shop was completed. Space Vehicle Company was awarded a fixed price
incentive firm contract on October 19, 1984,

SE(-100A operational test and evaluation (OT&E) is in the planning

: phase. Act:ive testing will begin with delivery of the third R&D madel,
i the primary avionics test bed. Test and evaluation accomplishments this
i far have provided limited data applicable to OTGE suitability

shjectives.

The SEX-100A svstem 15 expected to satify the mission requiremant.,

C
- 6. Schedule:
Development Current
a. Milestones Estimate Estimate
Program [nitiated Jun 77 Jun 77
e DSARC I Oct 78 Oct 78
L DSARC II Jan 82 Jan 82
L FSD Contract Award Mar 82 Mar 8¢
< Critical Design Review Sep 84 ‘ Dec 84 (Ch-1)
o First Flight (FSD Hardware) Oct 85 : Jan 85 (Ch-2)
- DSARC IIIA (Limited Prod) Jan 85 " Apr 8S (Ch-3)
i First Prod S/C Delivery Sep 87 Sep 87
e DSARC IIIB (Full Rate Prod) Oct 86 Oct 87
Ny [0C (lst Wing Deployed) Dec 87 Dec 87
o
L b. Explanation of Changes
(Ch-1) The CDR was completed in Dec 84. This delay was dve t.
= insufficient engineering data being available as planned.
N
b (Ch-2) First €light of the FSD hardware was rtescheduled to Mir 95
T because of the delay in the CDR.
o (Ch-3) DSARC IIIA was rescheduled to Mar 8S to accommodate the
- Dec 81 DR completion.
;ﬁ~ ¢ References--S0PM, dated Januarv 30, 19282, subject 7"SFEX 1o
-. soule Tecelopment Approvall”
CLASSIFICATION
= R
) 3-1-2
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(CLASSIFICATION)

SELECTED ACQUISITION REPORT (RCS: DD-COMP(Q&A)823)
PROGRAM: (Preferred Name, for example, SFX-100A)

AS OF DATE: (Date, for example,
December 31, 1984)

[NDEX
SUBJECT PAGE

Cover Sheet [(nformatian

Program Highlights

Schedule

Technical/Operational Characteristics
Program Acquistition Cost

Unit Cost Summary

Cost Variance Analysis

Program Acquisition Unit Cost History
Contract Information

O NN H NN —

1. Designation and Nomenclature (Popular Name): SFX-ldOA/Advanced
Starfighter (Athena) '

2. DoD Component: U.S. Air Force

3. Responsible Office and Telephone Number:

o Starfighter Program Office PM: Col B. Rogers

L Aeronautical Systems Division Assigned: June 1, 1982
g Wright-Patterson AFB, OH AUTOVON 555-7827

L J 4. Program Elements:

RDTGE: 64999F, 64000F6

v

B

= PROCUREMENT: 273%9F
e
-
DOWNGRADING INSTRUCTIONS . THIS PAGE [S UNCLASSIFIED)
! CLASSIFICATION ) Appendix A
® 37
o
- 3-1-1
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CONTINUED

9. US. Con

-,

" Hea ngs .. . 97th Congress,
Government Printing Office, 1962.
10. US. Department of Defense. WWMM DoD
Instruction 7220.32. Washington, D. L., .

11, ----- ) W@_ﬁmﬁg DoD Instruction 7000.3.
washington, D. C,, ;

12 ----- | g%%u_c_o_g_t_ggp_gm_ug. DoD Instruction 7220.31. Washington D. C,,

Other Sources
13. Thorn, Micheel E., Lt Col, USAF. Director of Plans ond Management,

Comptroller, Headquarters Air Force Systems Command, Andrews
Air Force Base, Meryland. Telecon, 21 November 1964.

B. RELATED SOURCES

Books
Anthony, Robert N. ond Regine Herzlinger. W@Lm_umm
Qrgenizations. Homewood IL: Richerd D. Irwin, inc., ]

Chenhall, Robert H., Graeme L. Harrison, and David J. H. Wetson (eds.). The
i Mershfield, Mass.:

man Fubiishing Inc,,

0fficiol Publicotions

us. Conﬂress. Congressional Budaet Office, A
ashington, D. L., . T
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RcPORT AS OF: 30 Sep 84
UNIT COST REPORT

PROGRAM: Navstar GPS

Cost Variance:

Cumulative negative cost variance increased. Unplanned expenditures for
resolution of Receiver Processor hardware and software deficiencies,
documentation for requirements of the Integrated Logistics Support, and
resolution of Preliminary Service Report Record field test discrepancies
(Contractcr Deficiency Reports) have contributed to the cost variance.

Impact to Program: Contract has gone over ceiling; however, Governmemt
11ability is limited to cefling. No increase in funds required.

Schedule Variance:

Cumulative negative schedule variance increased. The contractor 1is
presently concentrating his resources on supporting the field test phase of
Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E).

Impact to Program: The contractor's ability to complete IOT&E during the
current and available test windows is a continuing concern of the
government. The contractor has prioritized his efforts to ensure his
ability to demonstrate maximum User Equipment capabilities on the primary
and secondary host vehicles.

F.CONTRACTS EXCEEDING THRESHOLDS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

None.
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REPORT AS OF: 30 Sep 84
UNIT COST REPORT
PROGRAM: PEACEKEEPER

A. PROGRAM ACQUISITION UNIT COSTS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

30 Jun 83 Current Current

Baseline Estimate 1/ Chauge
Total (Quantity 243 243 -
Total Cost in Then-Year $ 21680.2 21515.7 (164.5)
Program Unit Cost in Then-Year §$ 89.2 88.5 (0.7)

Then-Year $ Percentage Change in Unit Cost (0.78)
Total Cost in Constant FY 82 $ 16634.9 16545.6 (89.3)
Program Unit Cost 1in Constant FY 82 $ 68.5 68.1 (0.4)

Constant FY 82 $§ Percentage Change in Unit Cost (0.58)

B. CURRENT FY 84 PROCUREMENT UNIT COSTS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

30 Jun 83 Current Current

Baseline Estimate Change
FY 84 Procurement Quantity 27 21 (6) 3
FY 84 Procurement Cost in N
Then-Year $ 2536.0 2157 .4 (378.6) :
less Adv Proc - - - i

Plus Adv Proc o - - -
TOTAL 2536.0 2157 .4 (378.6)
Procurement Unit Cost in Then-Year $ 93.9 102.7 8.8

Then-Year $ Percentage Change in Unit Cost 9.37

2 Y IN)

FY 84 Procurement Cost 1in
Constant FY 82 § 2041.9 1735.6 (306.3)
less Adv Proc - -
Plus Adv Proc -

O it sl

TOTAL 2041.9 1735.6 (306.3)
Procurement Unit Cost in Constant FY 82 § 75.6 82.6 7.0 k

Constant FY 82 $ Percentage Change in Unit Cost 9.26

C. UNIT COST CHANGES
Current changes: There have been no changes since the 30 Jun 84 report.

U o AT SIS S )

Previous changes:
Program Acquisition Unit Costs have decreased slightly due to reduced costs in the deve-

lopment and military construction areas.

PRI

Current FY 84 Procurement Unit Costs have increased due to the buy quantity reduction
from 27 tno 21 units, R

l/Current estimate 1is based on Peacekeeper Program Baseline (13 Feb 84).
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D. TECHNICAL AND/OR SCHEDULE CHANGES
There have been no changes since the 30 Jun 84 report.

E. CONTRACT INFORMATION (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 1/

1. Contractor: Boeing TYPE: CPIF/AF
Contract Title: Basing Operational Support Equipment
Contract Number: F04704-83-C-0047
Contractor Estimated Price at Completion: §578.1M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $175.2M
Variances:
(a) (b) (c) (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
5 As of 30 Apr 84 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 $ % $ %
Ei Ccv $ -7.2 - 7.0% N/A $ -2.6 - 1.5% +4.6 +5.5 N/A
b,
? SV $ -9.3 - 8.3% N/ A $ =7.1 - 4,0% +2.2 +4.3 N/ A
1, (CV - Cumulative Cost Variance) (SV = Cumulative Schedule Variance)
+ = favorable - = unfavorable
(Cum Cost Variance = BCWP - ACWP) (Cost Variance Z = CV )
BCWP

(Cumm Schedule Variance = BCWP - BCWS) (Schedule Variance % =~ SV )
BCWS

The schedule and cost variances have improved due to the completion of detailed planning,
resulting in the measurement of work performance at a lower and more accurate work breakdown
structure level. '

2. Contractor: Rockwell International (Autonetics) TYPE: CPIF
Contract Title: Guidance and Control Follow-on
Contract Number: F04704-82-C-0020
Contractor Estimated Price at Completion: $487.8M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: S$122.5M
Variances:

(a) . (b) (c) (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
As of 31 May 83 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 S % $ 7
cv $ =0.4 - 1.6% N/A $ +1.5 + 1.2% $ +1.9 +2.8 N/A
R 5 -0.5 - 2.0% N/A $-13.0 - 9.5% $-12.5 -7.5 N/A

The cost variance has improved due to lower overhead rates and favorable year—end (fiscal)
aijustments to overhead costs. The schedule variance has deteriorated due to late receipt of
missile electronic computer assembly test station and staging connector material, late
receipt of the auxiliary processor test station, rework problems with printed circuit boards,
late engineering materials, late development of the automated sample data instrumentation

! system, and late development and material deliveries of factory support equipment.
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3. Contractor: Northrop Electronics Division TYPE: CPIF
Contract Title: 1Inertial Measurement Unit
Contract Number: F04704-83-C-0023
Contractor Estimated Price at Completion: $433.8M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: §139.0M
Variances:

(a) (b) (c) (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
As of 31 Jan 84 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 S A $ %
cv $- 0.5 - 0.7% N/A $+ 1.8 + 1.3 + 2.3 + 2.0 N/A
sV $- 5.8 - 7.7% N/ A $-12.0 - 7.8 - 6.2 - 0.1 N/A

The cost variance has improved due to favorable overhead rates, circuit board assemblies that
are costing less than planned, lower costs of level of effort tasks in support of inertial
measurement unit subassembly, and accounting adjustments related to the implementation of a
new automated cost/schedule data tracking system. The schedule variance has deteriorated due
to technical problems delaying release of enginmeering documentation, part shortages, and a
large number of engineering changes driven by manufacturing process deficienciles.

4, Contractor: Morton Thiokol TYPE: CPIF
Contract Title: Stage I, Follow-on
Contract Number: F04704-83-C-0001
Contractor Estimated Price at Completion: $308.8M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $86.5M
Variances:

(a) (b) (¢) (c-a) (c-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
As of 30 Nov 83 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 $ % S %
CV S+ 0.7 + 1.9% N/A S+ 4.7  + 5.22  + 4.0 + 3.3 N/A
Sv $- 5.2 -12.1% N/A §- 9.6 - 9.5Z -~ 4.4 + 2.6 N/A

The {mprovement in cost variance 1is due to underruns in support areas as well as favorable
price variances 1n nozzle materials and case winding. The schedule variance has deteriorated
reflecting slow contract start up and delays in material receipt and subcontract effort.
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5. Contractor: Rockwell International (Rocketdyne) TYPE: FFIF/CPLF
Contract Title: Stage IV, Follow-on
Contract Number: F04704-83-C-0004
Contractor Estimated Price at Completion: $300.5M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $94.3M

Variances:
(a3 ®) (¢) (c-a) (e-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
As of 31 Jul 84 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 $ Z $ %
cv 8- 2.9 - 3.2% N/ A $- 2.9 - 3.2% — - N/A
SV $- 6.5 -~ 6.7% N/ A ' $— 6.6 - 6.7% - - N/A

This 1s tue first report on this contract. The unfavorable schedule variance is due to late
vendor deliveries and prototype testing of propellant storage assemblies (PSA). The
unfavorable cost variance is due to additional labor for quality assurance and manufacturi.g
of the PSA, and additional fabrication efforts on plexiglass tank, tooling, mockups, and
frames.

6. Contractor: AVCO TYPE: FPIF
Contriact Title: Reentry Vehicle Program
Contract Number: F04704-82-C-0010
Contractcr Estimated Price at Completion: $250.6M
Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP) to Date: $128.5M

Variances:
(a) b) - (e) (c-a) (e-b)
Baseline SAR Values Values as of Last UCER Current Values Change Change
As of 31 Jul 84 As of N/A As of 31 Jul 84 $ 4 $ %
cv 5= 5.9 - 4.8% N/A . $- 5.9 - 4.82 — - N/A
SV §- 6.0 - 4.7% N/A ' $= 6.0 = 4.7% - - N/ A

This is the first report on this contract. The unfavorable schedule variance 1is due to the

late deliveries of composites and rear covers, rework of printed wiring boards, slipped deli-

veries of aft fairing heat shields, and late receipt of spin generators. The unfavorable
cost variance is due to higher manufacturing overhead rates, greater-—than-planned costs for
build up and test of flight test missile six instrumented reentry vehicles, antenna test
failures, rework costs for printed wiring boards, and overruns for composite design activi-

ties.

1/ Top 6 contracts based on Target Price as reported in block 8 of the Supplemental
Contractor Cost Information (format 3, Defense Acquisition Executive Summary)

F. CONTRACTS EXCEEDING THRESHOLDS (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)
None .
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DEFENSE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROGRAM: Navstar GPS AS OF: Sep 30, 1984
PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES
($ 1n MILLIONS)
Independent Program Manager's
Cost Estimate Cost Estimate
Estimate Date 821104 840930
ROT&E Constant-FY §: 926.3 1102.6
Then-Year $: 1172.5 1390.1
Quantity 12
Procurement Constant-FY $: 631.8 665.0
Then-Year §$: 1134.2 1187.7
Quantity 28
MAJOR END ITEM DELIVERIES
ROT&E PROCUREMENT
CUM CuM
ACTUAL CuM ACTUAL ACTUAL CuM ACTUAL
PAST FYs PLANNED or CE PLANNED or CE PLANNED or CE PLANNED or CE
FY78 3 3 3 3
FY79 1 1 4 4
FY80 2 2 6 6
FYS? 1 1 7 7
FYB3 1 1 8 8
CURRENT FY
lst Qtr
2nd GQtr 1 1 9 9
3rd Qtr 1 1 10 10
4th Qtr
NEXT FY
1st Qtr
end Gtr 1 1 11 11
3rd Qt-
dth Qtr 1 1 12 12
FUTURE FYs
FYE6 7 7 7 7
FYR? 9 9 16 16
Fyse 9 9 25 25
Fyeao 3 3 28 28

Navstar GPS, Format €, pace 15.

SIS G W VAT U




DEFENSE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

VRGRAM: Nagvstar GPS

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

Overell Systen Perfurmance
Creratioral/Technical Characteristics
OUperational

1. 3-0 Position Accuracy of User tquipment Spherical
Error Probable (SEP)
Block IT Satellite Mean Mission Duration

i. System Availability

4. Anti-Jam Margin User Equipment While Signal Tracking

“.  Time Required to Change Degradation Level of Clear
Acquisition Signal

fechnical
1. Expected Ground Power (End of Life)
. Cesium Clock Stability
2, Time Transfer {Universal Coordinated Time)
LY. User Equipment Reliability Mean Time Between
Maintenance
User fouipment Maintainability Manhours to Repair

AR NETAEAR
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[URATR IR I
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Jraedug o
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Tost ocertormance
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DEFENSE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
M L LESTON

PROGRAM: Navstar GPS
(1)
Milestones

1. PROGRAM MILESTONES
a. Space Segment First Launch Ready Satellite

b. Control Segment Operational Control Segment (FOC)

¢. User Segment Begin DT&E/IOT&E
Complete DT&E/IOT&E
First Production Contract Awards

d. Program DSARC II1
Three Dimensional Capability

2. RDT&E CONTRACT MILESTONES
a. I[BM
F04701-80-C-0011
Operational Control Segment (FOC)

b. Rockwell International/Collins
F04701-79-C-0083
Begin DT&E/IOT&E
Complete DT&E/IOT&E

¢. Magnavox
F04701-79-C-0085
Begin OT&E/IOT&E
Complete DT&E/IOT&E

3. RDT&E NONCONTRACT MILESTONES
DSARC TT1

4. PROCUREMENT CONTRACT MILESTONES
a. Rockwell International
F04701-83-C-0031
First Launch Ready Satellite
Three Dimensional Capability

5. PROCUREMENT NONCONTRACT MILESTONES
First Production Contract Awards
For User Equipment

Navstar GPS, Format 4, page 11,

PR P LR LT .. it . . .
s tAala s ata st e ot ata a aciafl A alalatallatla it UL - % 2. Lk

AS OF: Sep 30, 1984
(2) (3)
Initial Current
Plan Estimate
0485 0886
1187 1187
0183 0884
0883 1284
0184 0185
0983 0185
1287 1288
1187 1187
0183 0884
0883 1284
0183 0884
0883 1284
0983 0185
0485 0886
1287 1288
0184 0185
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Cost Variance

Cumulative negative cost variance increased. Unplanned expenditures for
resolution of Receiver Processor hardware and software deficiencies,
documentation for requirements of the Integrated Logistics Support, and
resolution of Preliminary Service Report Record field test discrepancies
(Contractor Deficiency Reports) have contributed to the cost variance.

Impact to program: Contract has gone over ceiling; however, Government
liability is limited to ceiling. No increase in funds required.

Over Target Baseline:

A performance measurement baseline in excess of cost of authorized work was
approved on 24 Sep 82. This change was approved by Mr. Charles R, Willett,
Contracting Officer, Directorate of Space Navigation Systems Contracts. This
was the first change to the baseline in excess of target cost. The baseline
change involved adding budget to eliminate the cost variance, rescheduling the
remaining work to eliminate the schedule variance, and adding additional budget
to complete the remaining work. The effect on the Cost Performance Report was
to eliminate both the existing cost and schedule variances. Increase in total
allocated budget due to $0.6M ECP put on contract for Flexible Modular Interface
and User changes study effort.

Significant Effort Completion Data:

Estimated date of completion for I0T&E slipped due to technical problems:
Contractors underscoped complexity of effort; hardware/software development and
integration problems; inplant/field testing, support equipment, and
documentation delays.

Program Manager's Estimated Cost:

EAC increased due to an evaluation by the Project Office working with the DCAS
contract monitor based on the contractor's prior cumulative efficiency index.

Estimated Completion Date:

Contract Mod extends contract.

NOTE: Formulas for converting cost performance data to price performance data

are
Cum BPWP - APWP X BCWP
ACWP
Cum BPwW" = APWP Y BCWS
AORT
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SioceM WENT FICATION

PROGRAM 3. IDENTIFICATION
User Equipment FSD
TOTAL QTY 55

DEUVERED QTY

3. PROGRAM PHASE

DEV X

Navstar Global Positioning System PROD

——

CONTRACT INFORMATION

. CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NEGOTIATED COST 9. WORK, START DATE
: (YYMMDD)
Magnavox Government & Industrial Electronics Co. $69.0M
Torrance, CA
7. AUTHORIZED, 790720
UNPRICED WORK
0 10.51G EFF COMPL DATE
(YYMMDD)
a.CONTRACT NUMBER | 5.b. DEFIN DATE 5.c.CONTRACT 8. TARGET PRICE $75.5M
(YYMMDD) TYPE . : 841231
_EQ4701-79-C-0085] 790720 FPIF CEILING PRICE $83.4M

PERFORMANCE DATA

LEAVE BLANK 11. REPORT DATE 11. SOURCE DOCUMENT | 13. VERIFICATION OF DATA
(YYMMDD) CPR X REVIEW TYPE C/SCS Surveillance
C/SSR
840731 - OTHER REVIEW DATE 840528
i. BCWS 15.BCWP 16. ACWP 17.MR 18.CONTR | 19.TOTAL 20.CONTR 21.P¥ s 22.EST
BUDGET ALLOCATED | EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
$88.4M $85.4M $93.2M 0 BASE BUDGET AYYMMDD)
$69.0M $91.7M $96.3M $99.0M 850731

. VARIANCE ANALYSIS

Schedule Variance (BCWP - BCWS)
fost Variance (BCWP - ACWP)

Schedule Variance

= $85.4M - $88.4M =
= $85.4M - $93.2M =

($3.0M)
($7.8M)

credule variance improved $0.7M from last quarter. The contractor is presently concentrating his
rencarces on supporting the field test phase of Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOQT&E).

c4ct to program: The contractor's ability to complete Development Test and Evaluation (DT&E) and
it Juring the current and available test windows is a continuing concern of the government.
“reocontractor has prioritized his efforts to ensure his ability to demonstrate maximum User

, . ioment capabilities on the primary and secondary host vehicles.

[PATNE .4

TAKGET BASELINE
GAMUUNT N 19 EXCEEDS AMOUNT IN 18, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:

CATT ALTHORIZED

: CO5T VARIANCE SCHDEULE VARIANCE
VM do D) E}Z(!EZQ

ADJUSTMENT $13.6M ADJUSTMENT
format 3, page 9
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Impact to program: Contract will go over ceiling; however, Government liability
is limited to ceiling. No increase in funds required.

Program Manager's Estimated Cost

The Government's EAC decreased from the prior reporting period due to an EAC
update performed in conjunction with the Defense Contract Administrative Services
representative,

Significant Effort Completion Date

Estimated date of completion for IOT&E slipped due to technical problems:
Contractors underscoped complexity of effort; hardware/software development and
integration problems; inplant/field testing, support equipment, and
documentation delays.

Estimated Completion Date

Contract Mod extends contract.

Ceiling Price

Last engineering change added for $0.7M as a separate contract line item to the
contract with no change in ceiling price. Contract total price will be $88.4M.

NOTE: Formulas for converting cost performance data to price performance data
are

Cum BPWP APWP X BCWP
ACWP

APWP X BCWS
ACWP

1

Cum BPWS

i
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PAOGRAM

IR
1. [DENTIFICATION
User Equipment FSD

‘i; Navstar Global Positioning System

3. PROGRAM PHASE

DEY
PROD

.

CONTRACT INFORMATION

« CONTRACTOR (NAME

" Cedar Rapids, IA

AND LOCATION)

- Rockwell International
Collins Government Avionics Division

6. NEGOTIATED COST

$73:1M

9. WORK START DATE
(YYMMDD)

1. AUTHORIZED,
UNPRICED WORK 0

790702

10.SIG EFF COMPL DATE

(YYMMDD)

~. aCONTRACT NUKBER | 5.b. DEFIN DATE 5.c.CONTRACT 8. TARGET PRICE $80.0M

5 . _(YYMMDD) TYEE : 831231
F04701-79-C-0083] 790720 FPIF CEILING PRICE ¢gp 7M

PERFORMANCE DATA

LEAVE BLANK 11. REPORT DATE 12. SOURCE DOCUMENT | 13. VERIFICATION OF DATA
(YYMMDD) CPR X REVIEW TYPE CSCS Surveilliance
C/3SR
‘ OTHER REVIEW DATE 840528
840731
. BCWS ixs.acwp 16. ACWP iw.mz 18.CONTR | 19.TOTAL 20.CONTR 21. P 22.EST
, BUDGET ALLOCATED | EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
$70.1M } $68. 1M i,$83‘3M 0 $73.1M $73.1M $88.4M $90.0M 850731

YARIANCE ANALYSIS

chedule Variance

[mpact to program

ost Variance:

weriod,

leqative cost variance.

. None.

.chedule variance improved by $0.9M from last quarter.
ffected by the final performance claim on several of the antenna components cost accounts.

chedule Variance (BCWP - BCWS) = $68.1M - $70.1M = ($2.0M)
‘ost Variance (BCWP - ACWP) = $68.1M - $83.3M = ($15.2M)

The schedule efficiency was favorably

‘he functional category of engineering is primarily responsible for the low cost efficiency cumulat
The WBS element of Set Test was the most significant factor this reporting
The software efforts of preliminary qualification test and performance qualification test
oupled with the hardware environmental qualification, electromagnetic interfarence and combined
nvironmental reliability testing efforts account for the major Set Test expenditures this period.

L 77 AUTHORIZED
YYD

YER TARGET BASELINE
P AMOUNT IN 19 EXCEEDS AMOUNT IN 18, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING:

COsT

VARIANCE

ADJUSTXINT

SCHDEULE VARIANCE

ADJVUSTMENT
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Cost Variance

The cumulative cost variance has improved by $2.8M during the last quarter.
The major reason for this improvement is a delay in billings for completed
integration for which BCWP has been taken. The cumulative cost variance of
($22.5M) is primarily due to the late box deliveries from ASSD and the
rescheduling of vehicle acceptance testing milestones caused by those late box
deliveries,

[mpact to program: Contract will go to ceiling. Contract is funded to ceiling
so no increase in funding is required.

Contract Budgec Base

The change of $.2M was due to a increase in cost of W-Sensor/Survivability
effort. The JPO received a "firm price" proposal this quarter that replaced a
"not to exceed" of last quarter with the resultant $.2M increase to the cost
while at the same time their profit decreased.

NOTE: tormulas for converting cost performance data to price performance data

‘ are
e Cum BPWP = APWP X BCWP
- ACHP
Cum BPWS = APWP X BCHWS
KCWP

"y ——

e ey

. R
RN

—
e

Navstar GPS, Format 3, page 6.
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i ee [ AT S L A VIV N I N A F VIV N RV
-4 SYSTEM 1DENTIFICATION
- ) PROGRAM L IDENTIFICATION J.PROGRAM PHASE
s Qualification Test Vehicle
N TOTAL QTY ] DEV X
Navstar Global Positioning System DEUVERED QTY 0 PROD
_ﬂ ’ . CONTRACT INFORMATION

. CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NECOTIATED COST

$115.7M

¥. WORK START DATE
(YYMMDD)

Rockwell International

Seal Beach, CA 7. AUTHORIZED.

UNPRICED WORK

801116

o $14.8M 10.SIG EFF COMPL DATE
o (YYMMDD)
O ACONTRACT NUMBER | 5.b. DEFIN DATE 3.c.CONTRACT 8. TARCET PRICE $144 8M
- (Y YMMDD) TYPE : : 7
: FO1701-78-C-0153| 801222 FPIF CEILING PRICE ¢164 op 850930
PERFORMANCE DATA
LEAVE BLANK 11. REPORT DATE 12. SOURCE DOCUMENT 1J. YERIFICATION OF DATA
(YYMMDD) CPR X REVIEW TYPE (/SCS Surveillance
C/SSR
OTHER REVIEW DATE 840705
840731
« BCWS f 15.BCWP 18. ACWP 17. MR 18.CONTR 18. TOTAL 20.CONTR 21.P¥(s 22.EST
BUDGET ALLOCATED EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
5117.7Mi‘$114.4M $136.9M $1.0M $130.5M | $130.5M $160. 1M $164.2M 851130

. VARIANCE ANALYSIS

Schedule Variance (BCWP - BCUS)
o

$114.4M - $117.7M = ($3.3M)
Cost variance (BCWP - ACWP)

5114.4M - $136.9M = ($22.5M)

Schedule Variance

The net change in schedule variance of ($0.7M) from last quarter is primarily due to the rescheduli
5f vehicle acceptance testing milestones scheduled during this period as a result of late box "
deliveries. Autonetic Strategic Systems Division (ASSD) has delivered all boxes, but the Navigatio
Sata Unit (NDU) and Rubidium Frequency Distribution Unit (RFDU) were diagnosed as having anomalies
ind were returned to ASSD for rework/retest. Also contributing to the last quarter schedule
variance are milestones which have not been met due to engineerinﬁs inability to staff tnescheduled
manpower loads. The cumulative schedule variance of ($3.3M) is primarily due to the late delivery
of the ASSD boxes (approximately 10 months late).

Flen o ane o a4
O

tmpact to program - None.

Note: Format 2, columns 5 and 6, show recently increased ceiling price.

shown on Format 3 will be increased next submission.

The ceiling price

IVER TARGET BASELINE
[P AMOUNT IN 19 EXCEEDS AMOUNT IN 18, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING :

W, Y, ¥ O e

OATT AUCTHORIZED
WYY MMDD)

SCHDEULE VARIANCE
ADJUSTMENT

COST VARIANCE

ADJUSTMENT 67

“avstar GPS, Format 3, page 5.
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SUPYLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION
¢ PRIV.PAM t ineNTincanoN Stage 11 Follow-on 1 PROCAAM Pi{ASK
TOTAL QTY 10 pey X
OLIIVERED QTY 0 FROD
CONTRACT INFORMATION
¢ CONTRACTOR ( NAME AND LOCATION) €. NECOTIATED COST . WORK START D™
e Brratest rregatoion (O (YYMMDO
* T gt $ 212.3M ’ )
3 630601
2 1. AUTHORIZED,
UNPRICF(I WORK
c 3.IM 10.84G EFP COMPL DAYTE
(YYNNDO)
3aCONTRAC TNUMBER [ 18 DFEFIN DATE $.¢ CONTRACT $. TARGET FRICE $D237 . OM
LYY MMM YL $271.5 603N
o . - . oM
R N A-__v‘_‘:w'vj ERIITE FPI CRILING FPRICE
PERFORMANCE DATA
LLAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE [} ] SOURC& DOCUMENT 13, VERIFICATION OF NDATA Daseline Sur-
LYY MM CPR REVIEW TYPRyei]lloroe Fpoylex:
( mSR _ ) e
019729 aTneR REviEw pate SeDtarber 1983
14 BCWY 1Y B WP e A( WP 1. MR 18 CONTR 19 TOTAL 218 CONTR 31 PN s €8T
BUDGFET ALLOCATED | £5T Cost ST COST COMPL DATE
BASE auncer LY YMMDD)
ST N AN S6- 1M $l6.2M $215.4M ) $215.4M $211.3M $215.4M4 260630

13 VAKIARCE ANALYSIS  Sohedyle Variance (RCWP-RCKFS) = $-6.0M
faet Variance (BIVD-ATWE) = S+0.1M

|
<

b has deteriorated by $1.5M since the last report dus O Thrust Vector
bone oy Nrole Bxit (one problems, problems with initiator, anc 0S8,
} e ortoeaee fTabeiraticon Jdelavs. The contract badoet base 1ncreased by §2.0M uc
; croGlothress metor cases and tne flexseal fram the TSED Phase I orrniractt. The
poi Menieor's ootLrte 1. more pesgirmastic than the ontractor's.
i
{
i
|
|
\ .
)
T8 OvEX TAROLIT RasFiINTY .
i AN ST N 1 FROPRIYS AMOUNT IN 18 PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING
t
’ PATY AtIT)) imIZP [ CO9T VARIANCE StHNEULE VARIANCE
{ RV Iy i ~ ANUSTMENT e AIMUSTMENT —
— : —86-
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COYT INFORMATION

SYSTEM 1DENTIFICATION
b OPRCATRAM y inENTIRICATION  Guldance & Control 3 PROGRAM PHASK
Follow-on !
a0 N
TOTAL QTY <4 oey
pelavereo vy O o PROD ‘
- e eeran o \
CONTRACT IMFORMATION ‘
S—
¢ CONTRACTOR ( NAME AND LOCATION) & NTCOTIATFD COST 9. WORK YTART DATY
imonetics Strategic Sy tems S 441.5M (YYMMDOY
70 Maralomy Avenue
Cradetim O G20063 1 AUTHORIZED, R302373
UNPRICFD) WORK
. . 10 UG EFY COMPL DA
b —_ S B3 Te
— " (Y Y MO0
St ORTRACT NI MBFR [ 36 OFFIN DATE 3¢ CONTRACT 6 TARGET priCES487.8™
LY MM T™ie
Sy AR I-0=T000 230118 CPIF CHILING PRICE  N/A LD
PEFRFORMANCE DATA
LEAVE BLANK t1 REPORT DATE 18 SOURCE DOCUMENT i3 VERIFICATION OF DATA o sequent !
. of i
YY MM cera X RFEVIEW TYPE :
' _ e Application Review
(SSR :
o OTHER REVIEW DATE R
£40727 I Fucust 1983
Pe AL S (5 BOWP 164 ACWP 17. MR 18 CONTR (¥ TOTAL 19 CONTR 21 PMs 1 esT
AUDGET ALLOCATED | ST COST £ST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
SLaTs SLZa.0M S122.5M £27.0M $448.0M S448.0M $448.0M $428.0M 260930
21 S AMIAN(T ANALYHS Szhedule Variance: (BCWP-ROY'S) = §- 13.0M
Cost Variance: (BCWo=ATW) S+ 1.5M
T TLURM S rioration in the schedule variance is due to failures of tocling &
st Lo, hole alignment, and rewonrk mroblere with brinted circuit boards,
T materral, late develoument of the autorati~ sxele data instnoentation
STl lete enzinenring materials,  The <1, L‘" deterioration in the cost warianme is g |
. e o fabicaste the first block chanoe rmissiie eleTtronic oormuter assed ‘
JulTeoe - chan-planned raterial costs for MECA assembly and fabrication. The i
o e badaoet base 1s due to a chance order for additional ASDIS hardware ar 1
oLt nf o she Technology Modernization Program.  The Program Manager's estirate s
e cumion s than Yhe contractor's,
4 TR TARCET HASELINE
FOANMOIE ST N 9 PRI AMOUNT IN (8 PROVIDFE THE FOLLOWES L,
DAY AL HORIZED COST VARIAN( T SCHOEULE VARIANCE
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION
SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION
1. PROGRAM 1 IDENTIRCATION M -21 Fuze 3 PROCRAM PHASK
PEACFFIIIPER

TOTAL QTY
DEIIVERED QTY

27

S

peyv
PROD

-
Pas

CONTRACT INFORMATION

€ CONTRACTUR ( NAME AND LOCATION) 0 NEGOTIATED COST 9. WORK START DATX
General Electric Company S 145, 3 (YYMMDO
™ M I . 77D o o -
B0, mox 7722 520809
praladelprda FA 19101 1. AUTHORIZED,
UNPRICFL WORK
< 8.&:"1 10.81G EFFY COMPL DATY
N ™M (YYMMDO
SaCONTRACTNUMBER {38 DFFIN DATE 3¢ CONTRACT ¢ TARGET prive $172.0!
YYMMBDON) TYPE
. O 180.4M -
PR SR R | 530203 I CPILING PRICE 3 FF0O30
PFRFORMANCE DATA
LEZAVE HIANK 1) REPORT DATE 13, SOURCE DOCUMENT 13 VERIFICATION OF DATA Easeline'
Y Y MM (rm X REVIEW TYPr Surieirllance Review
('/SSR
c ) REVIEW DA .
! 30805 OTHER EVIEW DATE 51, 1963
! 16 Buws (5 Howh 16 A(WP 17 MR so CONTR | 1o TOTAL 10 (ONTR 1 PM 11 LSt
f AUDGET ALLOCATED | ST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
¢ BASE BUNDCET {YYMMDOD)
jouT, h2. M $99.4M $10.3M | $154.2M [|$1i54.2M $153.™ €1E8 o 871228
[s
Y
VI3 VARIAN(Z AMALYSIS - : . -
j Schevule Variance (BTWP-BCWS) = $-5.3M
! Cost Variarnce (BCWP-ACWP) = $=7.2M
Pen,scoheinio variance 1s essentially urcharoed since the last revort. The crst variante has
Lt rioiate-i by 33.01M due to first unit build problems with the solid state radir. The
Cyvsnor boicet hase decreased by $0.6M cue to definitization of chance crders for ennot
X vooevrowrent, treinor design, and o additional fuzes for flicht test Lz, The Proard
Moot cstinite is nCre pessimistic than the contrector's,
'
NOTE The figures include costs incurred prior to FY 83 for the development
of flight test missiles and all equipment leading to first flight.
;H OVER TARTTY masp)int
i WOAMOUNT IN 19 PROCPIDS AMOUNT IN 18 PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING
i DATE ALTHORIZFD COST VaRIANCE S HDEULE YARIANCE
| AT TN o ATLUUSTMENT e A(MUSTMPNT — -
‘ B9
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SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION |
I 4 2 I3 ot v o S 2 AL |
FRim RaN 8 INENTINCATION St’ﬂf}e 1171, 5 1 ow—nn ) PROCOCP W PHARY |
TOTAL QTY 10 pev :
LIRS DUIVERED QTY 0 PROD
S —_—
CONTRACT INFORMATION
e s SN
CONTRACTOR ( NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NEGOTIATED COST *. WORK START DATE i
TTiles, Inc $164.5M Y RIHIO)
Cohes Werks . 230307
Crrer T T 1. AUTHORITED, o
UNPRICFD) WORK ] -t
s 1.3M 13 2 EFY COMPL DATY
o . . - ' Y Y M0,
aUONTRA: TNLUMAFR (Y6 DFFIN DATE $c CONTRACT $ TARCET PRICE 516G gMm
YY MMM TVi'L ST
R 20325 FPIF criung price 5207024 LT
PERFORMANCE DATA :
\TAWT BiANK 11 REPORT DATE '3 SOURCE DOCUMENT [ 13 VERIFICATION OF DATA Frierdod sore|
Y Y MMD() cer ST
( /53R ‘
840731 aTHER
{
¢ ACws 1S B WP 18 ACWP 17 MR 18 CONTA |19 TOTAL 0 (ONTR £1 P *s £ST
AUDGFET ALLOCATED | EST COST £ST COST CONPL DATE
BASE sUDGET (YYMMDD)
TN TEELAN ERAIS e 317.70 | S165.8M ) $165,8M S145.4M psr4n o 269520
P ,,_.—!—....——-. ———«-—-—-1
VARIANCE ANALYSIY Scnedule Variance (BOWP-BOWS)  $-2.0M
Coor Variance (RCWP-ACYP)  S+6,.0M
I O AN Yas rproved wv $1.7M since last rerorit as raterial budueted in priov
TLTIL i D vesd e she contratt. The cost variance has improvedd by 510N dun s
vy e conoral and admindstrative and overhead allocations. The Troe
oo oo et mae o outirustac than the oontraceor's.  The contract oot oo
i arone addition of depot subport oaTnmyent.
OVER TARCFT AAST | INT
1P AMO 9T i iy FRCPPOA AMOUNT IN 18 IPROVIDE THE FOILOWING
DATY AU THOIRIZPD COTT VaRIANCTP S HDEUNE va®m g
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION
SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION
t FADCRAM » inenTiRicanon Sx1fic Force I) PROGRAM PHASE,

PrATIITEIER

Intexrating Receiver Follow-on

TOTAL QTY 109___»;__

ORLIVERED QYY B

ey v
FROD

CONTRACT INFORMATION
¢ CUNTRACTOR (NAME AND LAOCATION) ¢ NEGOTIATED COST $. WORK START DATY
(YYMMDO)
Henevwell, Inc., Aviorics Division > 39.7M

133
St

50 US Pwy
retershurag

19

FL 33723

1. AUTHORIZED.

UNPRICED WORK
$ 0.9M

820204

10 SIC EFY COMPL DATY
(YYMMDO)

S (CONTRACT NUMBER

S8 UFFIN DATE

¢ CONTRACT

8 TARGET PRICE $45 2

(Y YMMDN TYI'T
€110 FpIr CPILING PRICE $47 6M

(e
o lea

PERFORMANCE DATA

LEAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 11 SOURCE DOCUMENT [ 13 VERIFICATION OF DATA
LYY MDD CPR ¥ REVIEW TYPE oy cf tjc:v
(/RSR
842809 OTHER REVIEW DATE ;. >qpo
t« B(ws |13 BCwp 16 ACWP 17 MR 1 CONTR |19 TOTAL 1 CONTR 21 PMs " esy
AUDGET ALLOCATED | FST COST £ST COST COMPL. DATE
BASE AUDGET {YYMMOD)
23v.aM F34.0M $34.91 S1.7M  }S40.6M $40.6M $39.6M $30.8M 250030
1 vARIARCE anaLYsis  Schadile Variance (BOWP-RCWS) = $-C.8
Cocr Var:ance JUYTPR-ATWP) = S 0.0M
Teeosrnadiieand oosT o variances are essentially unchanoed fror the last renors e trooran
erscn oo osIrate ls onure oessltdstio than the oontractor's,
waTi o The figures include costs incurred prior to FY 83 for the cevelopment
gf tlight test missiles and all equipment leading to first flight.
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

NOTE :

The

tion

son¥oled deliveries.
CorTractor's estirate.,

schadlle veriance is essentially unchanged since the last revort.

The $0.2M detericra-

in ccst variarce is due to gyro assembly problems, and additional labor to recover
The Procram Mansger's estimate 1is rore vessimistic than the

The figures include costs incurred prior to FY 83 for the development
of flight test missiles and all equipment leading to first flight.

SYSTEM I[DENTIFICATION N
I PROGRAM 1 inenTicanon Third Generation GyTQ s proGRAM Pliase
PEACTKEEPER Second Source
TOTAL QTY 22 ey X
DEISVERED QTY 8 PROD
CONTRACT INFORMATION
€ CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NEGOTIATED (COST 8. WORK START ND.TT
(YYMMDO)
Hon=>ywell Inc., Avionics Division 3 18.4M _
3330 US Hwy 19 1. AUTHORIZED 81Ca25
St Fetersburg FL 33733 UNPRICFD WORK
10.81G EF?Y COMPL DATE
(Y YMMDO1
S aUONTRACTNUMBFR | S0 UFFIN DATE 8 c.CONTRACT 8. TARCET priCeS$S20.4M e
(Y YMMDD) TYiI'E 550415
PO4704~81-C~0014 810701 FPIF CRILING PRICES2L.TM
PERFORMANCE DATA
LEAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 19, SOURCE DOCUMENT |13 VERIFICATION OF DaTA Subsecuent
PYYMMDD CPR X REVIEW Typg ADPlication Review
C/SSR
340895 OTHER REVIEW DATE January 1982
14 BCWS 1S BOWP 16 ACWP 17. MR 18.CONTR | 19 TOTAL 0 CONTR 21.PM’s 1. £8T
BUOGCET ALLOCATED | EST COST £ST COST COMPL DATC
BASE BUDCET (YYMMDD)
€15.1™ $14.9M $15.7M $1.3M $18.4M [S18.4M $18.4M $18.7M 850415
9 VARIANCE anNaLYsis  Schedule Variance (BCWP-BCWS) = $-0.2M
(ost Variance (BCWP-ACWP) = $-0.8M

84 OVIR TARLIY RAASELINE

DATY AUTHORIZED
YV MM

P AMOUNT IN (9 FACPEDS ANMOUNT IN I8, IPROVIDP THE FOLLOW: .G

COST VARIANCY
AIMUSTMENT

SCHDEULE VARIANCE

AMJUSTMENT
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— SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

i

:: SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

Ay

:f:: 1. FROGRAM L IDENTIFICATION Inertial Measurement |3.PROCRAM PHASE
g Unit, Follow-on X

v PEACEKEEPER TOTAL QTY —_— 18 oev
s DELIVERED QTY 0 PROD

——

CONTRACT INFORMATION

€. CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION)

6. NECOTIATED COST

8. WORK STARY DATX

_ Northrop Electronics Division (NED) S 365.0M 1YYMUOO)

RS 2301 W. 120th Street 830830

" Hawthorne CA 90250 7. AUTHORIZED,

UNPRICED) WORK

$ 37.0M 10.81G ZFY COMPL DATE
YYMMDO
S.a.CONTRACT NUMBER | 3.b. DEFIN DATE 3.c.CONTRACT 8. TARCET PRICES433.8M ( '
tYYMMDI) TYHI'E 860930

F04704-83-C-0023 830830 CPIF CRILING PRICE N/A

PERFORMANCE DATA

equipment.
estimate.

e

process deficiencies.

LEAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 18, SOURCE DOCUMENT | 13. VERIFICATION OF DATA Demonstration
(Y Y MMOD) cpr X REVIEW TYPE Review
¢ /SSR _
840727 OTHER REVIEW DATE  June 1984
1. 8CwS  [1s.8Cwp 1€ ACWP (7. MR t0.coNTR |10 TOTAL 10.CONTR $1.PM's 1. esT
BUDCET ALLOCATED | FST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
BASE AUDNCET (YYMMDD)
$152.8M ($140.8M PB139.0M $22.5M }S402.0M ]S$402.0M $377.0M $402,0M 860930
5. VARIANCE ANALYSIS Schedule Variance (BCWP-BCWS) = $~12.0M
Cost Variance (BCWP-ACWP) = $+ 1.8M

The schedule variance has deteriorated by $4.8M since the last remort due to the late release
of kits and part shortages, and a large number of engineering changes,; driven by manufacturing

The cost variance has improved by $0.8M since the last report due to
accounting adjustments related to the implementation of a new automated cost/schedule data
tracking system, circuit board assemblies that are costing less than planned, and lower costs
of level-of-effort tasks in support of inertial measureament units subassembly.
budget base has increased due to a change order for additional factory suvport/depot suorort
The Program Manager's estimate is more vessimistic than the contractor's

The contract

DATE AUTHO
(YYMMDD)

)

4. OYER TARCFT RASELINE
1P AMOUNT IN t9 ERCEZDS AMOUNT IN 18 PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING .

COST VARIANCE

AlN

USTMINT

SCHDEULE VARIANCE
ADJUISTMENT
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

I PROGRAM t IDENTIFICATION THATG Generation Gyro [y cpc iy PHASE
Follow-on
can e o TOTAL QTY 99 oev X
PEACTHETDE —_ A
PEACERIIPER NELIVERED QTY 79 PROD

CONTRACT INFORMATION

¢ CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NECOTIATED COST 9. WORK START DATY
Ner<hrop (PPD) S 52.2M (YYMMDO)

160 trrse Street 820131
Nor-ond MA 02062 1. AUTHONIZED, <V

UNPRICFD WORK
§-O.8M 10.81G EFY COMPL DATT

(YYMMDO)
S CONTRACT NUMBER |16 DEFIN DATE S.c CONTRACT 8 TARCET pmiCeE $57.3M
(YYMMIID) TYI'E
FO47 1 4-82-C-0007 §20131 FPIF CRILING PRICE S$6]1.1M 850321
PERFORMANCE DATA
LEAVFE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 18 SOURCE DOCUMENT 13. VERIFICATION OF DATA
(YYMMDD) CPR X RFVIEW TYPE Staff Visit
¢SSR
THER REVIEW DATE i
240727 o — April 1982
14 B( w5 1S B WP ‘6. ACWP 17. MR 18.CONTR 19 TOTAL 70 CONTR 21. PN T €T
AUDCET ALLOCATED | EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
S44. 1 $39.9M $38.6M $1.5M $51.4M $51.4M $51.4M $51.4M §51231
£ VARIANCE ANALYSIS Schedule Variance (BCWP-BCWS) = $-4.5M
5 Cost Variance (BOWP-ACYP) = $+1.3M

Me schedule variance has improved by $0.4M since the last repart due to a rerlanring of
nex dstes for supplemental autoratic test equipment. The cost variance has improved by
$0.5M since the last report due to fawvorable general and administrative rates (G&d), and the
correstion ¢f an accounting error in measuring rmaterial BCWP. The contract budget bacss
ha:s.;n:reased by $0.6M due to change orders for additional intearated logistics supocr: and
addi ‘:;:r.al test equipment purchases. The contract has been extended (blocks 10 and 22) and
f;na; Tyro deliveries are expected in March 1985. The Program Manager's estimate aarees
with the contractor's estirate.

NOTE: The figures include costs incurred prior to FY 83 for the development
of flight test missiles and all equipment leading to first flight.

0 OVFR TARGFT RASEILINE
(F AMOUNT IN 19 ZACERDS AMOUNT IN (8, FROVINDE THE FOLLOWING

DATE AVITHORIZED COST VARIANCP. SCHDEULE VARIANCE
YYMMDD) ATJUSTMENT AIJUSTMENT _—

Peacekeeper, Format 3, Page 16




SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

el ey TEm T WL WL R MW

SYSTEM

IDENTIFICATION

t PROGRAM

PEACFXEEPER

L INENTIFCATION Launch Control

Systems

TOTAL QTY 2
DLIIVERED QTY Q

15

3 PROCRAM PHASK

oev X
PROD

CONTRACT INFORMATION

GTE Systems

¢ CONTRACTOR (NANME AND LOCATION)

€. NEGOTIATED COST
$212.5M

. WORK START DATE
(YYMMDO)

Strategic Systeme Division
1 Research Drive
Westhorough Ma 01581

831017
7. AUTHORIZED,

UNPRICEO WORK
$ 1.5M

10.83(C EFP COMPL DATE

(YYMMDO
34 CONTRACT NUMBER | 36 DEFIN DATE 3.c CONTRACT & TARGET PRICE $239,0M
(Y Y MM TYIE 870930
P04704-83-C-5032 840827 FPIF CEILING PRICE ¢ Hc7 4M
. PERFORMANCE DATA
LEAVE BLANK 1t REPORT DATE 1. SOURCE_DOCUMENT [ 13 VERIFICATION OF DATA  cyoco o
. X REVIEW TYPE . . -
(YYMMDD: :-;:n D ADD lcatlon Review
840727 L — REVIEY PATE S eptember 1984
1. 8CwS i3 Bcwp 18 ACWP 17. MR 10 CONTR | 19. TOTAL 0 CONTR 1. PNy " st
BUDCET ALLOCATED | EST COST £ST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
$62.9¥ IS58.5M £60. 2M S4.0M $214.0M 214.0M $216.9M £216.9M 870930
. VARIANCE ANALYSIS  schedule Variance (BOWP-BOWS) = $-4.4M
Cost Variance {BCWP-ACWP) - $-1.7M

This is <he
cduring thas

first SCCI submittal for this contract. Negotiation cf firm budgets took place
reporting period. Both the schedule and cost variances are due prirmarily two

9 unplarnad extensive rework of software development specifications for the launch ccntrol
5 and 2irborne operations programs. The Procram Manager 's estimate acrees with the contractor'y
. estimats.
. ]
E:\'
==
S
K-
b, -
p-" -
L.
.,
f‘:-"
h-
b
p .-
e .
3 $¢ OVER TARGET RASEIINE

IF AMOUNT (N 19 FACEEDS AMOUNT IN 18, IFROVIDP THE FOLLOWING

T
IR, TR

b.

5

I.'-~. .

b -, DATE AUTHOR(ZED COST VARIANCE. SCHOEULE VARIANCE

E VY MM AIUSTMENT ANDJUSTMPNT e
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

S A

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

POSPIFTMIPIENT $e8

1. PROGRAM s INENTIRCATIONStage TV Follow-on 3 PROCRAM FHASE :
W
FEACERKFEPER TOTAL QTY __Ji___ pey O
DLIIVEREZD QTY 0 PROD

CONTRACT INFORMATION

€ CONTRACTOR (NAME AND "ol a i) 4. NECOTIATED COST 9. TPOAK START DATE

Rockwell Intexrnational
Rocketdyne Division
6633 Canoga Avenue
Canoca Park, Ca 91304

$ 261.4M

LYY MMOD,

1. AUTHORIZPD,
UNPRIUFD WORK

830601

S 8.5M 12.31C EFF COMPL DATY
(Y YMMDO
S CONTRACT NUMBER | 85 OFFIN DATT 3¢ CONTRACT 8. TARGET PRICE §3(0 . 5M
- (YUY MMDNY TYPE 252 8W ..
FO4704-83-C-0004 830629 FPIF/CPIF | cmunG PRiCE $ Sl 860530
PERFORMANCE DATA ;
LEAVE BLANK VOLEIORY DaTE 15. SOURCE DOCUMENT [13. VERIFICATION OF DaTa Staff Visit 1
(YYRIUDO) PR X REVIEW TYPP 3
¢/SSR l
840727' OTHER review pate 30 April 19¢4 ]
te BCWS i3 BCwP e o v MR 18.CONTR | 19. TOTAL % CONTR #1.PH 2 LST X
AULGET ALLOCATED | EST COsT £ST COSY CONPL DATE -
BASE BUDGCET LYY MMDDY
$98.0M $91.4M Sed 3M $33.7M $269.9M [J5269.9M $269.9M $264.9V 8609230
B VARIANCE ANALYSIS  Co-adule Variapnce (BCWP-BCWS) = $~6.6M

Cost Variance (BCVP-ACVP) = $-2.9M

The schedule variance worsened by $1.9M since the last DAES due to delays in vendor
deliveries and prcototyee testing of the propellant storage assembly area (PSA). The cost
variance worsenad by SO.7M simce the last report due to excessive labor hours in cuality
assurance and ranuvizctiring of the PSA. The contract budret base has increased by

$4.6M since the lest reomrs due to down-sizing of the mrooellant storace asserti;. The
Program Manager's =siive il is nmore optimistic than the contractor's.

84 OVER TARGET RASELINT
1T AMOUNT (N 40 5700 ChT 2 18 PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING

SCHDEULE VAR 0K

TORT VARIANCE
CTUUSTMENT _ ADJUISTME N S

NATE AL THORIZED
XYY MMIIN

er, Format 3, Page 18 926
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

1. PROGRAM $. IDENTIMCATION Stage I, Follow-on 3. PROCRAM PHASK
PEACEKEEPER
TOTAL QTY 10 vev X
DEIIVERED QTY 0 PROD
CONTRACT INFORMATION
6. CONTRACTOR | NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NECOTIATED COST 9. WORK START DATE
- Morton Thiokol, Wasatch Division s 278.6M (YYMMDD)
P.O. Box 524 ) 830606
Brigham City, UT 84302 1. AUTHONIZED.
UNPRICF() WORK
s 12.1M 10.81C EFY COMPL DATE
(YYMMDO)
S ACONTRACT NUMBER | 98 DEFIN DATE 3.c.CONTRACT 8. TARGET PRICE 5313 3M
Y YMMDM TYIE
. , .3M 2
P02794-83-c-000Y 830515 FPIF CrILING PRICE $363.3 860731
' PERFORMANCE DATA
ZAVE BLANK ti REPORT DATE 15, SOURCE DOCUMENT | 13. VERIFICATION OF DATA Subsecusnt
(YYMMDD} cer X REVIEW TYPE Anplication Review
C/SSR N
840729 ’ OTHER REVIEW DATE Septerber 1983
14. BCWS 13.8( Wp 10.ACWP 17. MR 10.CONTR [ 19 TOTAL 16 CONTR 31.PM's 1 £ST
SUOGET atLocaten | est cost £ST COST COMPL DATC
BASE BUDGET (YYMMDD)
10C.8" $91.,2M ¢$86.5M 522.9M $290.7M | $290.7M $277.5M $272.6M REDT31

83 VARIANCE ANALYSIS Schedule Variance (BCWP-BCWS) $-9.6M

Qost Variance (BCWP-ACWP) S+4.7M
_Lf'he schedule variance worsened by $1.9M since last report and still reflects slow start-uo
bnd delays in material receipt and subcontract effort. The cost variance imoroved by $3.2M°
hnd reflects wxderruns in support areas, and favorable price variances on nozzle material.
F'he current budoet base has increased by $5.2M due to a charge order for the firinc unit
signal ccnditioner. The Program Manager's estimate is more ootimistic than the contractor's.

4 OVER TARGET HASELINE . i
1P AMOUNT IN 19 FXCEEDS AMOUNT IN I, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING i

DATE AUTHORIZFD COST VARIANCE SCHDEULE VARIANCE
LY YU AINUSTHMINT ADJUSTMENT

—— —_——
L.
Peacekeeper, Format 3, FPage 19 97
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

TANLSTEY
™, A .
| 30 e, § A M S IDENTINCATION mvelomt 3 PROGAAM PHASE
PEACENEEPER TOTAL QTY __g_ oev X
neisveren QTY PROD _

CONTRACT INFORMATION

¢ CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) 4. NEGOTIATED COST 0. WORK START DATE
Westinchouse Electric Corp (WEC) $ 231.9M (YYMMDO)
Marine Division
Sunnyvale CA ) 1. AUTHORIZED. 820701
UNPRICED WORK
0 10.81G EFP COMPL UATE
(YYMMDO)
3.0.CONTRACT NUMBER {30 DEFIN DATE 3.c CONTRACT 8 TARGET PRICE $249.8M
IYYMMID TVI'E 870930
FO4724-82-C0017 821109 CPIF/AF cang price N/A
PERFORMANCE DATA '
LEAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 12, SOURCE DOCUMENT |13, VERIFICATION OF OATA graff visit
(Y YMMDID crm X REVIEW TYPE
{ /SSR )
840731 . OTHER _____ aeview pate November 1982
te acwy  [is scwp 16 ACWP 11 MR 18.CONTR |18 TOTAL 2 CONTR 21.PMy n est
BUNDGET | ALLOCATED | EST CoST £ST COST COMPL DATE
BASE BUDCET (YYMMDD)
SG0.7M  1SBs.9V S86. 8 £20.1M $231.9M J$231.9M $225.0M $228.1M 870930

£3. VARIANCE ANALYSIS

K4

a

Schedule Variance (BCWP-BCWS) = $-5.8
Cost Variance {BCWP~-ACWP) $-1.9
The cchelule variance deterioration is attributed mainly to numerous engineering drawing
revisicns in the Canister Assembly Launch Test Program, due to transitioning from a cormpcsite
to a ¢tezl launch tube, engineering supoort of component testing, and late engineering
relezfes in the ALr Ylevator  Section., The cause for the cost variance deterioration is
privarily due w pre~dum costs paid to maintain program schedule. The budget baseline
increzsed due t0 the FSED Phase 1I addition. The Program Manacer's estimate is more
pessiniscic than the contractor's.

=

NOTE: The figures include cdsts incurred in FY 83 and prior spent on earlier basing modes.

8¢ OVER TaRFT RASELINE
P AMOUNT IN (8 FERCPEOS AMOUNT IN 10, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING

DATY AUTHORIZFD COST VARIANCE SCHDEULE VARIANCE
(Y Y MM AIJUSTMENT AINUSTMPNT

Peacekecper, Format 3, Page 20
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION
SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION
1. PROGRAM 3 inEnTincanon Reentry System FOllowl, paocaam prase
PEACEYEFPER on
TOTAL QTY 10 peyv X
DLIAVERED QTY 0 oD

e

CONTRACT INFORMATION

i €. CONTRACTOR ( NAME AND LOCATION) 6. NEGOTIATED COST 9. WORK STARYT DATX

; AVQD Corp., Systems Division $ 80.5M (YYMMDO)

2 Wilminston MA 01587 7. AUTHORIZED.

- - UNPRICED) WORK

: $ 1.7M 10.81G EFY COMPL DATE
YYMMDO

' 5. a.CONTRACT NUMBER {3 6. DFEFIN DATE 8¢ CONTRACT 8. TARGET PRICES 92.6M ‘ '

(YYMMDO TVYI'E -
FO4704-54-0-0002 | 540312 FPIF CEIING PRICES 96.5M 870930

PERFORMANCE DATA

-

LZAVE BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 1. SOURCE OCUMENT | 3. VERIFICATION OF DATA Sx_xbsequept
(YYMMDD) PR rRrview Type Application Review
(/SSR
845722 ' OTHER REView DaTe  May 1984
14 BCWS 13 B( WP 16 ACWP 17. MR 18 CONTR 19 TOTAL ¢ (ONTK M PM'y " 237
RUDCET ALLOCATED | EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE
l BASE 8UDCET (YYMMDO)
S15.6M  fSL14L1M $l4.6M $4.5M sg2.2M §82.2M $ga. $82.2M 870930
8. VARIANCE ANALYSIS Schedule Variance (BCWP-BOWS) = S$-1.5M
Cost Variance {(BCWP-ACWP) = $~-0.5M
l The schedule variance has deteriorated by S$0.5M since the last revort due to a later than
N olanned start of the Atlantic Research Corp subcontract. The cost variance has deteriorated
brr $0.20 si~ce the last revort due to additional costs for the rafurbishment of deploviment

module shroud stands and shroud internal piatform, and increased producibility design
. efferes. The increase to the contract budaet base is due to a change zrder for the reentry
. system trainer design. The Program Manzger's estimate is the same as the contractor's.

B PRV T e

L

34 OVER TARCFET RASPLINE
1P AMOVINT IN 19 FXCPENS AMOUNT (N I8 PROVIDFE THE FOLLOWING
DATY ALITHORIZFD COST VARIANCTE, SHDEULE VARIANCE
YYMMDD) L AINUSTMENT _ ADMJUSTMPNT ———
Peacekeeper, Format 3, Page 21 a4
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SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT COST INFORMATION

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

1. PROCRAM $ ININTIACATION Basn\g Ope_rationa_l 3.PROCRAM PHASEK
PEACEREEDER Suoport Equipment ¥
TOTAL QTY N B oy
DELJVERED QTY _ N /P, FROD
CONTRACT INFORMATION
€ CONTRACTOR (NAME AND LOCATION) €. NEGOTIATED COST 9. WORK STAWNT DATY
The Boelng Aerospace Qompany S 525.1M IYYMMDO,
P.O. Box 3999 831001 -
Scatirie WA 7. AUTIIORIZED,
UNPRICEI) WORK
S 4 .5M 16.31G EFP COMPL DATE
(YYMMDO)
SaCONTRACTNUMBER | S8 DFFIN DATE $.c CONTRACT 8 TARCET PRICES 578 1M
LYYMMIDN TYPE -
"04705-23-C-0047 840424 CPIF, EF crang erice N/A 870630

PERFORMANCE DATA

LEAYT BLANK 11 REPORT DATE 15, SOURCE DOCUMENT |13 vERIFICATION OF DATA Ease'f.me.
CYYMMDI PR X grviEw Typg Surveillance Review
/SSR )

840726 OTHER _ rReview pate  February 1984 ’
i 16 BCWS |15 bewe 19 ACWP 17 MR i0.CONTR |19 TOTAL 1 CONTR 31.PM 1" EST 1
BUDGET ALLOCATED | EST COST EST COST COMPL DATE ]
BASE AUDGET (YYHMDD) a
$179.7  fS172.€M L2175.2M $31.1M [$528.6M §S$529.6M [$519.6M $503. 2M §70630 B
I3 VARIANCE ANALYSIS Schedule Variance (BOWP-BCWS) = $-7.1M ] )
Cost Variance (HCWP-ACWP) = $-2.6M . ]

The schedule variarce has imoroved by $2.2M and the cost variance i_mproyed by S4:6M since the |
last S°CI, because the contractor has corwleted detailed planning, and 1s measuring work. i
performance 2t a lower and more accurate WBS level. The contract budget base increased by ;

3, N M b . T 3 - -
$+4.5M Zdue tc chance orders for additional environmental control systems and vandenberg test

support efforts. The Program Manager's estimate is rore optimistic than the contractor's.

134 OVER TARGET RASEIINE
17 AMOUNT IN 19 PRCFEDS AMOUNT (N I8, PROVIDFE THE FOLLOWING

DATE AUTHORIZPD COST VARIANIY, SCHDEULE VARIANCE
RAL I e ATNUSTMENT o AIJUSTMENT —-—
Peacekeeper, Format 3, Page 22 100
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PROGRAM ASSESSMENT |
i;; PROGRAM: Peacekeeper AS OF: 30 Sep 1984
INDICATOR ASSESSMENT
Overall System Performance S
Operational/Technical Characteristics
Mission Effectiveness Factor _ S

Key Decisions _ S

Funding _ S

Schedule _S
o Contracts S
i;‘ Cost Performance _S
;f' Test and Evaluation S
o Design-to-Cost S

Production Readiness _ S

Logistics _MI
- Manpower S
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PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM: Peacekeeper AS OF: 30 Sep 84

PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES
($ in MILLIONS)

Independent Program Manager's
Cost Estimate 1/ Cost Estimate 2/
Estimate Date: 1 May 84 20 Sep 84
ROT&E Constant-FY 82 §$: 6274 .2 6069.6
Then-Year §$: 7199.4 6924.2
Quantity: 20 20
Procurement Constant-FY 82 §: 9734 .8 10333.4
Then-Year §: 13554.3 14671.0
Quantity: 223 223
Mitcon-FY 82 §: 303.0 276.5
Then-Year $: 397.0 350.6
Quantity: N/A N/A

1/ Corresponds to the following buy schedule:

Missiles Basing

Fy 84 21 0
FY 85 40 20
FY 86 48 25
FY 87 48 30
Fy 88 48 25
FY 89 _18 _0

TOTAL 223 100

2/ Corresponds to the Program Office's FY 87 Enhanced POM submission with the
following buy schedule:

Missiles Basing

FYy 84 21 4
- FY 85 21 29
X FY 86 42 33
3 FY 87 48 35 »
; FY 88 48 0 <
»: FY 89 43 0 :
. TOTAL 223 101 :{
. ;l
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MAJOR END ITEM DELIVERIES

PROGRAM: Peacekeeper AS OF: 30 Sep 1984
RDTAE PROCUREMENT
2/ CUM 2/ CUM 1
1/ ACTUAL CUM ACTUAL 1/ ACTUAL CUM ACTUAL
PAST FYs  PLANNED or CE  PLANNED or CE  PLANNED or CE  PLANNED or CE
FY 83 2 2 2 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
CURRENT FY
Ist Qtr 1 1 3 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2nd Qtr 1 1 4 4 N/A N/A N/A N/A
3rd Qtr 1 1 5 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A
4th Qtr 1 1 6 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A
NEXT FY
Ist Qtr 1 1 7 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2nd Qtr 1 1 8 8 N/A N/A N/A N/A
3rd Qtr 1 1 9 9 N/A N/A N/A N/A
4th Qtr 0 0 9 9 N/A N/A N/A N/A
FUTURE FYs
FY 86 6 6 15 15 6 6 6 6
Fy 87 5 5 20 20 38 32 44 38
FYy 88 N/A N/A N/A N/A 45 43 89 81
Fy 89 N/A N/A N/A N/A 48 48 137 129
FY 390 N/A N/A N/A N/A 48 48 185 177
Y 91 N/A N/A N/A N/A 38 46 223 223
1/ Based on 30 Jun 1983 SAR (Baseline SAR).
2/ Based on 13 Feb 1984 Program Baseline.
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