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INTRODUCTION

We have developed a goal to guide the Army’s

modernization efforts. That goal Is to equip

the soldler with world class equipment In

sufflclient quantity and in the shortest

possible time, consistent with sound business

practices and withln affordablllity constralnts,!

Recent changes of historlcal proportion iIn the World

political and milltary situation have altered the balance
upon which global power and Influence was based. These
changes have caused very dramatic reductlions In the fundlng
levels and force structure of the United States military.
Congequently, the U.S. Army wll]l become a much smaller
organization and one that will be statloned primarlly in
this country. To maintain its demonstrated misslon
capabillity, this restructured Army will have to increasingly
rely on weapons and other equipment that emplioy the newest
and most advanced technology. Therefore, the challenge
faclng the Army research and development communlty is to
produce technologlcally superior equipment capable of rapid
deployment to world-wide contlngencles, ln shorter perlods
of time, with smaller defense budgets, while maintalning a

vital natlonal lndustrial base, and ensuring that the best

value possible is obtained for our soldiers and clitizens.

The Armored Gun System (AGS) s a program that shows
promise in meeting these new acquisition objectives. The
AGS |3 now one of the Army‘s top flive priority programs. It

has been touted by the Army leadershlp as an example of how




future servlice acquislitlons should be streamllined to improve
the acqulisitlion process. Thls paper wlll review the
background and current status of the Armored Gun System
program and determine lf |t could be used as a model for

future Army research and development programs.

ACQUISITION STREAMLINING

The Department of Defense (DOD) acquislition process for
new equipment and weapon systems has a deserved reputation
as belng costly, lengthy, and overly complex. Current DOD
pollicy strongly encourages the use of innovatlive and
creative methods to mltigate and overcome these impediments
to efflcient operation. In January 1989, Defense Directlive
5000.43, Acquisition Streamllining was issued. That
directive deflined streamlining as any actlion that results In
more efflclent and effective use of resources to develop,
procure, and deploy quallty defense systems and products. 2
The initiatives embodied in this directive strongly
encouraged the streamlining of the acqulisition process by
shortening and s:mplifying the development chaln-of-command/
authority and increasing the use of commerclial-type
competition, commercial practices, and commerclial products.
Unfortunately, this directive, 1ike so many acquisition
policy documents of this era, failed the test of

implementation. Defense Directlive 5000.43, along with many




of I1ts policles and ideas, was superceded by the publlcation
of DOD Directive 5000.1 on 23 February 1991. It was
replaced by DOD Instruction 5000.2 also issued on 23
February 1991. Regardless which DOD level pollcy document
is in effect, It remalns very clear that streamlining all
DOD acquisitions by tallorlng each individual program 1s a
must In the current budgetary and operatlional environment,
This paper wlll! consider acquisition streamlining to be any
effort or procedure that reduces the time, cost and
complexity of developlng, producing or fleldlng quality

equipment or weapon systems for the Unlted States Army.

THE HISTORY OF THE ARMORED GUN SYSTEM PROGRAM

The Army has ldentified a need for an affordable, 1light
welght, moblle and survivable armored weapon system for its
light divisions and other rapid response forces. Avallable
and projected airlift capability severely limit the rapid
deployability of malin battle tanks. The MS51A1, Armored
Reconnalssance/Alrborne Assault Vehlicle (Sheridan) currently
Is the only U.S. Army direct flre system possessing the
needed deployablility characterlistics. However, it does not
provide adequate klinetic energy ammunition capabllity; nor
the flrepower needed In terms of rounds flred per minute,
accuracy, and range; and |s Increasingly becoming more

difflcult to support. Therefore, a new weapon gsygatem was




needed Immedlately to replace the M551A1 to provide a direct

fire capablility to complement other avallable weapons |n
contingency force unlts. The Army’s Interest In thls
program, now called the Armored Gun System (AGS), recently
designated the XM8, seems to have coinclided with the
disenchantment with the MS51 durlng the Vietnam War.J

Thigs feeling continues today withln much of the armor and
infantry communities. It seems as though the Sheridan was
well sulted for the motor pool iIn thls country, but mlssed
the mark when put to the test in Operation Just Cause and

recently during Desert Shlield/Desert Storm.”

The evolutlon of the AGS can be traced to the
development of a High Survivability Test Vehicle in the late
1970s8. This demonstratlon vehlcle resulted In the approval
for a Mission Needs Statement for the Moblle Protected Gun
(MPGS)> In 1981. Although the MPGS requlirement was approved,
the program was deferred due to DOD requirements to fund
higher priority programs. The need for a system to replace
the M551A1 in the light armor airborne role was addressed by
the Armored Family of Vehlcles Task Force in the late 1980s.
In 1989, the Commander, XVIII Alirborne Corps, reiterated the
urgency of developing a replacement system for the Sherlidan.
As a result, a General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC)
convened [n 1989, reaffirmed the need for an AGS and

outlined the resource requirments for a new acquisition




program. In August 1990, the Chlef of Staff, Army (CSA>
requested that the AGS be acqulired as a Non-Development Item
(NDI) program wlith a targeted flelding by 1994. The AGS
Project Management Office was established In September 1990
for the purpose of acqulirling a weapon system to satlisfy the
needs contalined In the draft Required QOperatlonal Capabliity
(ROC) which was a dlirect by-product of the 1989 GOSC. On 18
March 1991, the Vice Chief of Staff, Army directed that the
AGS program would have the followlng characteristics:

1. An Integration of NDI materlal as subsystems,
modules, and components.

2. The ROC parameters would be relaxed to reduce
program technical and schedule risk In the areas of C-130
and C-17 Low Velocity Alrdrop (LVAD).

3. A draft Request For Proposal (RFP> would be staffed
with {ndustry prior to release of the final RFP.

In May 1991, the Army Acqulisition Executive (AAE) concurred
with the NDI integration acquisition strategy that would
lead to an Inltial flelding of the AGS In 1997. A more
detalled discussion and analys!s of this unique NDI

integratlon acquisition strategy will occur later in this

paper .

The AGS wlll provide the Army’s light forces an armored
weapon system capable of being deployed and used in
cont ingency force operations. Operatlion Desert Shleld
highlighted the Army’s lnabllity to move armored flrepower
rapldly to Internatlonal hot spots; It took four weeks for

the flrst Abrams Tanks to reach Saud! Arabla In September




1990.6 The AGS will be asslgned to alrborne, llight Infantry
divisions, light cavalry regiments, as well as, to other
un!its witr reconnalssance or rear area combat opera‘ional
responsibility. The Army will deploy the AGS wlith
contlngency forces In areas where environmental agents
(nuclear, blologlical, and/or chemical) may be employed. The
AGS can be commltted (nto areas where the timely deployment
of maln battle tanks may not be feasible or practical. The
vehicle will provide dlirect fire kinetlc energy and chemlcal
energy capabllitles to the light forces. The AGS will be
deployed by LVAD from Unlited States Alr Force tactical
trangport aircraft and will provide a roll-on/roll-off
(RO/R0O) capability from the C-130, C-141, C-17, and C-5

aircraft.

The AGS wlll support the light and alirborne contingency
forces at the platoon through the corps level, as misgsion
requirements dictate. The AGS l|s capable of immedlate
direct flre support to the Infantry assault forces in
securling alrheads and during the initial defense of the
lodgement. The planned targets for the AGS range from
bunkers and other man-made structures to armored personnel
carriers and light armored vehicles. The AGS has the
potential to engage main battle tanks, but these more

heavily armored vehicles are less likely to be the principal




AGS oblective. The strength of the AGS is its combination

of ease of deployabllity, lethallty, and survivablllty.

The four main thrusts of the AGS Operation Requlirements
Document (ORD), which replaced the orlginal ROC, state that
the AGS must be alir deployable, more lethal, more
survivable, and be more supportable than the M551A1 that it
is intended to replace. These factors form the basis for
the extenslve tests and evaluatlons planned throughout the

development and production phases of the AGS program.

The AGS |Is a tracked armored combat vehlcle equlpped
with a 105Smm main gun (XM35> capable of fliring U.S.
standard, NATO and Ammunitlion Enhancement Inltlative (AEI>
ammunition. The XM35 105mm gun is a soft recoill, light
welght cannon that will be provided by Watervllet Arsenal to
the contractor as Government Furnished Equipment (GFE). The
AGS will be operated by a three-man crew utlillzing an
autoloader. It will be tactlcally and strategically air
transportable In a ready to flght conflguratlon to any area
of the worid. Specifically, the AGS consigts of a base
vehicle with varying levels of protection which will allow
It to be alr shipped by a C-17 (at Level III protectlion) or
to LVAD from a C-130 (at Level [ protection), and to be
RO/RO capable from a C-130/C-141 (with Level II protection).
The AGS wlll Incorporate these add-on armor packages to

provide necegsary protectlon levels while meeting




deployablliity and welght |Imitations. The AGS will be bullt
by the FMC Corporaticn and 18 based on the demonstrated
capabilities of that company’s Close Combat Vehicle Light

(CCVL)> prototype.

DEFENSE ACQUISITION GUIDANCE AND POLICY

DOD Directlive 5000.1 provides the foundation upon whlich
all other DOD and service acquisition pollcy iag bullt. This
capstone document also provides broad pcollcies governing the
entire spectrum of defense acquisition actlvities. This
directive very clearly articulates the department’s current
policy on the formulation of program acquisition strategles
to meet urgent user requirements. “"Acquisltion strategles
shall be tallorer to accompl!ish program objectives and
control risk."” This short statement sets the tone for
future defense research, development, and acqulisitlion (RD&A)>
programs. It recognizes the requirem2nt to adapt
establlshed policy and guldance to meet the urgent needs of
our milltary forces in an environment of reduced budgetary
support and Increased Congresslional overslight and review.
Service pregrams must produce the optimal results In the
minimum time possible and for the least amount of dollars
expended or face the real potentlal of program termination
or lengthy and costly schedule extenslion. Mr. Stephen K.

Conver, the Army Acquisition Executive, understood this new




imperatlive when he dlrected, "We must get the most
capablility for our limlited dollars --- programs dellvered on

schedule, within budget, with gquallty assured."8

One of the six Army imperatives upon which the truture
force will be resourced and structured is “"modern
equipment." This |s equipment that will provide Amerlcan
soldiers with the most lethal capablllity possible whille
employing the highest gquality technology avallable. This Is
the Army‘s RD8A challenge and the guldance under which Its
acquisition community must operate. Accomplishment of thils
complex task will be the RD&A contrlibutlon to the attalnment
of the Army‘s vislion for “a total force tralned and ready to
filght... serving the natlion home and abroad... as a

strategic force capable of declsive victory."

The Army Focus 1992 provides a simple direction for the
Army RD&A program, "Improve our acqulsition process."9 The
Army’s acqulsition system |s intended to transliate the
operatlonal needs of the soldlers In the fleld Into state-of
the-art military equipment and systems. This process must
provide a framework for dellvering superior and supportable
equipment to our forces while minimizing the development and
future operatlonal support costs of these new systems. Our
current acqulislitlion environment |8 encumbered by excesslve
overslight, over-regulation, and a lack of an operatlonal

sense of urgency. Without change, it will not provide the




soldlers of the gmaller Army of the future the equipment and
suppl ies needed to deter potentlal enemles or win on the

battiefleld, when requlired.

The Army Staff and the Army Materlel Command have
recently developed a set of acqulsition lmprovement
principles. Implementation of these principles, which are
not all entirely new, should assist greatly In meetlng the
Army’s goal for Improving and shortening the acquisition
cycle. It Is felt that these ldeas deflne what must be done
to meet the acqulisition challenges that lle ahead. The most
important of these principles are listed below:

1. Reduce cycle times in all acqulsition
procesgsses.

2. Facillitate rapid Introduction of technology
advancements.

3. Reduce functlional regulrements iIn every aspect
of an acqulisiton. Eliminate all requlirements that add
little or no value,

4. Develop acqulisition strateglies which set
priorities, identify streamlined paths to early fieldlng,
and involve the user.

5. Aggregate requirements into fewer and longer
term contracts.

6. Base RFPs on product performance
gpecifications. Remove barriers to dual-use technologies
and simultaneous manufacturing.

7. Increase the use of best value contracting.

8. Integrate cost effectlive testing throughout
the 1lfe-cycle by involving test and evaluatlon personnel
early in the process,

9, Make full use of Internatlional markets and
technology.

10. Reduce operating and support costs throughout
the life cycle.

11. Promote quallty through customer focus,
process review and contlinuous lmprovement.l
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If the guldance embodied In the above princlples |s
implemented, 1t should create an acqulislition process that Is
able to ldentlfy the critlical requlirements that must be met
and provide the defense industry with the maximum latltude

possible. It could also provide the best value solutions

avallable In timely and cost effective ways. One of the
keys to thlis new process is the Incorporation of a best
value, not necessarlly lowest bldder, approach to selecting
defense |ndustry partners for Army programs. Best value Is
the procedure now In vogue that bases a contract source

gelection on factors other than Just lowest cost/bldder.

As the defense Industrial base shrinks in the face of
contracted DOD budgets, the Army must husband its scarce
resources in partnership with only those commercial firms
that have and continue to demonstrate the proven abllity to
deliver quality products, on-time, at a falr cost, and that
meet the actual recognized needs of the user. Increased
emphasis durlng the contract award process on areas such as
contractor program management, logistlics support cost
reduction, design growth potential, total quallty
management, and past performance will produce better
equlipment for our military. It wlll also create a more
harmonlous partnership between the Army user communitles,
the Army acquisition community, and the civillian defense

industrial base.
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The Army Materiel Command recently publlished Its

Acquisition Challenge Strateay White Papers. These
documents provide seven methods to ensure the acqulsition
improvement strategy is implemented successfully. These
seven methods are shown below:

1. Development of a quallity program acquisition
gtrategy that gspecifies a streamlined, priorities-oriented
approach for conducting the entire RD&A program.

2. Increased dialogue with the user communlity
during all phases of the system acqulslition cycle.

3. Increased dlalogue with the defense lndustry
during the entire RD&A effort.

4, Limlt the program requlrements specifled to
industry to only those items that are priority value-added
as determined by all program participants.

S. Prepare and submit to [ndustry only
value-added requirements that cleariy speclfy best value
criteria.

6. Only use best value criterlia durlng the source
selectlion process.

7. Maximlize efficlency of cycle-time and reduce
the number of contract actlons during all acqulsltl?n
processes between government agencles and industry. 1

ARMORED GUN SYSTEM PROGRAM AND ACQUISITION STRATEGY

Every RD8A program has an overarchlng strategy that
guides the program throughout its entire life cycle. This
*grand" strategy is spelled out in a document approprliately
called an acqulisitlion strategy. The acqulsition strategy
encompasses all program objectives, direction, guldance, and
control mechanlsms through the integration of strategic,
technlical and resource concerns.l? This acquisitlion
strategy 1s developed by the program manager and his team at

the onset of the program. Ideally, It states clearly and
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concisely the objectives of the entlire acqulsition effort.
It also should provide an organized approach to
accomplishling the objectives within known and proJected
constralnts and Includes program prlorltles and approved
resource levels. The acquisition strategy iIs a living
document that |s constantly up-dated by the program manager
as new information is obtalned throughout the program 11ife

cycle.

DOD Directive 5000.1 specifies that defense services
and agencles must consider the entlre range of alternatives
before initiating a new acquisition program. The first
potentlal alternative that must be examined lncludes the use
or modification of an exlisting U.S. military system. The
second alternative 1s the use or modiflcation of an existing
commercial or allied system. A new acquisition program may
be pursued only when both of the above alternatlives have

been proven to be unacceptable and ellminated as optlons.
DOD Instructlion 5000.2, Defense Acqulsition Management
Policles and Procedures, discusses policies and procedures

for the use of Non-Development Items (NDI)>, one of the
alternatives that must be explored before a new-start
acquislition program is begun. A NDI Is an exlisting product
or plece of equipment that can meet the DOD requirement/need

with no more than minor modification. 13
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There are four NDI categorles that programs can pursue
to take advantage of this form of program acqulisition.
These NDI categorles consist of:

1. An ltem currently being sold In the commerclal
marketplace.

2. An ltem that although not sold in the
commercial marketplace s nevertheless already developed.

3. An i{tem or group of ltems from the above
categories that require only minor modlfication to fit into
the operational environment anticlipated by the mitltary
user.

4. Currently available commercial parts,
components, and subsystems lﬁcorporated Iinto a larger system
undergolng DOD development .l

Congress has made the use of NDI a prlority by
legislatively directing 1ts use when appllicable. However,
there are other reasons that make employing a NDI based
acquisition strategy attractive. NDIs are normally less
expensive and avallable In a more timely manner.

Futhermore, NDIs, when bought to meet DOD requirements In an
appropriate manner, tend to provide as good or better
quality as do items specifically developed and fielded to

meet DOD needs.l5

The Project Manager, Armored Gun System adopted a
streaml ined acquisition strategy termed NDI integratlon.
This unique strategy, and its assocliated acquisition plan,
were approved for implementatlon by the AAE on 3 May 1991.
The AGS acqulisition strategy and inltlal program RFP were
tallored with the objective of reducing the impact that

performance and schedule goals could have on one another.
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The requirement to fleld this system as qulickly as posasible
drove the concept to seriously pursue a NDI solution. As
will be discussed later in more detall, no NDI systems were
avallable that completely met all of the recognized user

requirements. Therefore, a pure NDI acqulisition was not

possible, and some modiflication to the exlisting potentlial
candldate vehlcles was required. Consequently, as discussed
fn DODD 5000.1, the AGS acquisition strategy was
Innovatlively tailored to Incorporate modificatlions to NDI
combat vehicle systems and components. This variation of
the NDI approach became known as NDI Integration. Under
this strategy, exlisting components, systems, and/or
sub-systems are used as much as posslible and Integrated Into
the final vehicle configuration. This acqulsitlion approach
complies with NDI guidance provided in DODI 5000.2, as

discussed previously.

This NDI Integration acquisition strategy was adopted
to minimize program rlisk and shorten the schedule ln order
to satlisfy the user’s ldentifled need in the most timely
manner possible. It made maximum use of previous government
efforts on simllar programs, such as the MPGS and the Light
Armored Vehicle (LAV). This permited the use of prlor
contractor and government test resulits, previous government
computer simulations, englneering analysis, and program

leasons learned. Use of data generated by earller efforts

15




on simllar programs, coupled with the use of a NDI strategy,
maximized the utlllzatlon of already developed systems or
components and reduced the necessity for a costly and
lengthy development effort. Hardware demonstratlons under
previous contractor sponsored programs verlifled component
performance and the concept of basic system integration.
With thlis concept in mind, the program developmental phases
were compressed and in some instances major events and/or

mil lestones were combined.

The AGS acqulisition strategy is a three phased one that
employs innovative approaches to satisfy the user’s needs.
Phase 1 is an R&D funded cost relmbursement contract
competlitively awarded emphaslizling best value criteria during
the source selection process. The ‘hase I contract includes
production of six prototype vehlclies and one balllstic huli
and turret for use In testing the AGS conflguration against
gsystem requirements. Scheduled testing Includes: technlcal
tests, early user tests. ballistlic sample testing, live flre
testing, and integrated logistics support evaluations. The
Phase 11 contract will be restricted to only participation
by the Phase I contractor. It will be a negotliated fixed
price type contract for Low Rate Inltial Production (LRIP).
The base Phase Il contract will be for the delivery of 21
vehicles and calls for two contract optlons of 24 vehicles

each, for a total of 69 vehicles. (See AGS Milestone
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Schedule, Appendix I>. The Phase IIl contract wlill also be
a cost type contract limited to participation by the Phase I
contractor only. This will a production contract for 231

vehlcles that will complete the currently projected fleet of

AGS systems at 300 vehicles.

ARMORED GUN SYSTEM PROGRAM STREAMLINING

The Armored Gun System program has been streamined in
numberous obvious and subtle ways. A real prlority was
given to shortening the acquislitlion cycle for thls high
visiblllity aystem.(See AGS Program Development Chart,
Appendix C) The strategy had to take a non-standard
approach in order to meet the user’s urgent and recognized
need before the MS551A1, Sheridan becomes economically
unsupportable. To accomplish this task, the Offlce of the
Project Manager, Armored Gun System, (PM, AGS) was
establ ished in September 1990 under the auspices of the
Program Executlive Offlicer, Armored Systems Modernizatlon
(PEO, ASM)>. The most important streamlining techniques and
strategies incorporated in this unlique Army Program will be
discussed below. What makes this effort so noteworthy ls
not the Incluslion or excluslion of any single Initlatlive, but

the total amount of effort expended by all lnvolved parties
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to structure this program in a truly dl ¢ferent manner from

other "nesw-start* RD&A programs.

Subsequent to the creatlon of the PM, AGS, two major
tasks were undertaken simultaneously. A program schedule
and an acquisition strategy to accomplish It were developed.
These documents required tremendous interaction between the
combat development community, the materiel development
comnunity, and the Dep: ~tment of Army staff. From the
Inception of thls program, this early involvement of atl
government particlipants provided the mechanism to ensure

program requirements were understood and accompl ished.

The acquisition strategy and plan approved by the AAE
in May 1991 were developed during this early period of the
program. The schedule and strategy were affected by
declslons made in areas, such as program structure,
requirements formulation, test and evaluatlion, and budget
constraints. One major Inltiatlve adopted at this time was
the realizatlion that the NDI strategy that was dlrected by
the CSA in August 1990 would permit a non-standard mllestone
schedule. This program schedule would not necessarlly have
to emulate the tradlitlional program schedule outlined in DODI
5000.2 (See Ml lestone Schedule, Appendix II>. No formal
Milestone 0 review was held and a decislon to conduct a
combined Milestone I and 11 review prior to the award of the

initial Phase I contract was made. Use of both government
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and contractor testing results were Incorporated Into the
schedule and gstrategy. A recognitlon was made that testlng
and evaluatlion (T&E) can be a lengthy and costly element {n
an acqulslition program. Wherever possible, a declsion was

made to use contractor testing to augmnent or replace

duplicative government evaluations. The key to the
proJected success of this plan Is the constant Involvement
of government T&E personnel durlng the formulation of the
contractor test plans, thelr presence during key portions of
this testing, and thelr having access to relevant portlions

of the contractor’s data.

The program was dellberately not streamllned
extensively iIn the cost, budget, and financlal management
areas in ways that mlght outwardly save time or funds. The
problems that were uncovered at about this time involving
the U.S. Navy’s A-12 program were sufficlent to demonstrate
that such streamlining efforts could potentially be
inappropriate. However, preparatlion of many of the initlal
program budget plans and submissions were accompl!l !shed
simul taneously and not sequentlially as often occurs and thls

did save some time in this critically Important area.

In December 1990, the results of an extensive market
survey of currently exlstling armored vehlcle systems were
recelved from Industry and analyzed. A detalled purchase

description for the AGS, a draft mllestone program schedule,
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and an executlve summary of the program had been Sent to
free-world armored combat vehlcle manufacturers, This
market survey Inquiry not only requested Input on the
potentlal avallablllity of a vehlcle to meet the speclfled
requlrements, but encouraged the defense industrial
companles to provide suggestlions on how to improve the
structure and strategy of the program. This market survey
wag ltgself a product of a thorough review of the
requirements conducted by the user and development
communities. A great deal of effort was expended preparing
this survey by PEO, ASM and Tank-Automotive Command (TACOM>
functional experts to ensure a product was released to
industry that properly reflected the needs ¢f the user, but
did not unduly restrict the potential contractors from
suggesting lnnovatlive and practlcal solutions to thls
acquisitlion challenge. A serious attempt was also made to
1imit the functlional administrative requlirements normally
found In complex government procurements to only those
absolutely vital to assuring a successful program management
effort. As a result of thls market survey, many key factors
were uncovered by the ten defense contractors that responded
that affected the actual program structure. Most
importantly of all, |t was determined by the PM, AGS after
an erxtenslve review of the survey responses, that no vehicle
gsystems, either forelgn or domestic, existed In a production

gstatus that totally met all recognlzed user requlrements as
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speclfled In the Requlrements Operatlional Capabilltles (ROC)

document for the AGS.

This market survey was a major contributor to the
program streamlining that has occurred throughout the
program. It not only required the actlive particlpation by
all involved government organlizations, but It helped open
the channels of communication with the defense lndustry.
Thig dialogue continued during the early formulation stages
of the program and continued until the release of the RFP

when source sgselectlion constraints were properly imposed.

While the AGS program was belng establlshed, Congress
and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) staff
played Influental and very actlve roles. Important
direction was glven by Congress that the EX35, Soft Recoll
105mm Gun be provided as Government Furnished Equipment
(GFE> to the selected vehicle contractor. This gun was
under development for the U.S. Marlne Corps LAV 105 program.
Addlitional guldance provided by Congress required the Army
to coordinate light armor vehicle programs with the Marines.
However, the operational requirements for the Army and the
Marine vehicles are not compatible and no single existing
vehlicle can meet all of the dlivergent needs of both
services. Therefore, both services have malntained thelr
separate programs, but contlinued to coordinate efforts, as

directed. Extenslive Congressional Interest and Involvement
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early In the AGS program resulted in |t belng deslgnated a
Major Defense Acqulsitlon Program (ACAT IC> by the Defense
Acquisition Executlve in July 1991, This is the highest
category that can by assigned to RD&A programs and was given
to the AGS program In splte of the fact that !t dld not meet
the minlmum budgetary threshholds speclifled In DOD S000.1.
Congressional and 0SD Interest In the AGS program was the
sole reason why the program was placed In thls category of
acquisition programs. Thls designation and the mandatory
requirements placed by statute and regulation on an ACAT IC
program definitely affected the degree to which the program
could be stream!lined by the PM and the Army acquisition

chain of command.

The AAE was brlefed on the results of the market survey
in January 1991. At that time, the acqulisition strategy
implementing a modiflied NDI approach to integrate existing
components, subsystems or modules into a vehicle that could
meet the ROC speciflicatlions was verbally approved. A
General Officer Review held In March 1991 supported the
streaml ined acquisition strategy that was later adopted by

the Vice Chief of Staff, Army on 19 March 1991.

While the AGS Program Offlice (PMO) was belng
establ ished, the documentation for the Phase 1 contract for
the "development” and hardware to meet the AGS acquisition

plans and schedule was begun simultaneously. The dlirectlion
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to the PM to release a draft RFP only lntensifled those
efforts. The draft RFP was completed In May 1991, but prlor
to release a scrub of the document was conducted by
personnel from AMC, TACOM, and the PEO/PM QOfflices. The RFP
scrub Is a tool that can be used to reduce or tallor
functional requirements contained In the document. It can
also detect and correct shortcomlngs or lnconsistencles In
the package prior to retease to industry. Numerous
requlirements were clarlfled, reduced ln scope, and
unnecessary ones were eliminated by this review of the AGS

draft RFP.

Throughout this entlire process, user particlpation was
a critical element In ensuring the purchase descriptlion in
the RFP accurately reflected the performance requirements
and system characterlics as stated in the ROC. This
continuous and open flow of communicatlion and involvement
between the combat developement community, the materiel
development community, and iIn some instances even the
prospective gaining military troop units, was unlque,
Invaluable, and greatly faclliitated the approval of all
benefical streamlining initiatives proposed during the early

gtages of program formulation.

After the changes suggested by the group that examlned
this document were Incorporated, the actual draft RFP was

released to lndustry on 29 May 1991. Twenty-nine defense
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Industry contractors from around the world responded to the
government with over 500 comments on the document and |ts
content. Two major changes to the purchase description were
made relating to the performance requirements of the power
train and the primary optical sight recognition as a result
of contractor questions and suggestions. Numerous other
clarifications and minor changes in areas such as loglstics,
test and evaluatlon, preogram management, and englneerling
were also made at this time. The effort expended by all
interested partlies produced as an end result a better

document and a more streamlined procurement.16

The PM, AGS had planned to release the formal Phase [
RFP to industry in late July 1991. However, Congress again
became Involved by presenting the Army a serles of questions
about the program that had to be expedlously addressed and
at the same time temporarily withheld the funds needed to
support the contract award. It was during this period of
time that the final direction was recelved from Congress to
GFE the EX35 Gun for use as the maln armament for the AGS.
Once these Congressional |ssues were resolved, the PM
released the RFP on 26 August 1991. This RFP, and the
program management philosophy it embodled, was revolutlonary
and innovatlive. It had been developed using a team approach
that Included many government agenclies and early interactlon

with the defense lndustry. The RFP, and the acquisition
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strategy upon which it was based, allowed the contractor to
submlt many specifled reports and required
data‘/documentation in thelr own or generally accepted
commerical formats. It simplified the qualilty assurance
system, and reduced the rellablllty and malntalnabllity
tasks to only the essentlal ones required to manage the
conformance of the program with the speclflicatlions.
Reliance on contractor produced information in commercially
accepted standard or non-standard formats was a major
monetary and time/schedule savings Initlative. Many
potential contractors requested additlonal information or
provided comments to the TACOM procurement activity after
reviewing the RFP. 1In splte of havlng conducted a market
survey, performing cross-walks between the ROC and the RFP,
and having released and reviewed a draft RFP, the final RFP
stll] was not a totally clear or error free document.
However, the inquirles were minimal when compared to other
major defense system RFPs. All questions and requests were
expeditlously and adequately addressed by the government

procur i ng command.

One important streamlining technique that is often
overlooked that can significantly affect a program scheduie
Is the source selection plan and criteria. The AGS program
provided a very clear and conclse source selection plan and

appllicable criteria to the prospective industry competitors
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in the RFP documentation. Involvement of the government
functlional area experts, the user, and even the some of the
actual members of the source selectlon board, when
avallable, iIs vital durlng the preparation of this plan.
This helps ensure the decision criteria are properly

portrayed in a fair and impartal manner in the RFP.

Mr. Stephen K. Conver, the AAE, made acquisition
streamlining a priority initiative for the Army acquisition
community In the early 1990s. The Army RD&A hlerarchy
repeatedly emphasized to all acqulsition agencles that it
was their responsibllity and duty to challenge the
functlional requirements Imposed on all levels of
acqulsitlon.17 This messsage was clear, but the reallty was
something else again. The Army had to change the way in
which it conducted its acquisition business in order to
implement meaningful improvement in the RD&A process.
Functlional requirements that deserved closer study Included
elements in the areas of acquisition management, reports,
tests, data items, military speciflications, and military
standards. These types of items are normally lmposed on the
system acquisition program and contractors by functional and
executive layers of the government. Many of these
requlrements are not based on leglslative statute or
service/DOD regulation. The AAE properly felt that the Army

was Its own worst enemy in this area. Reducling the amount

26




and complexity of the functional requirements to only those
that added value to the procurement would save money and
expedite the delivery of the product to the soldier In the

fleld.

The AAE and hls staff after the release of the formal
AGS RFP determlined that the sollcitation stlill might contain
unnecessary and potentially costly requirements that could
be eliminated. Therefore, in October 1991, The AAE directed
a second scrub be conducted of the AGS RFP. The same team
of acquisition experts that reviewed the document previously
was agaln utlllzed. The focus of thls second review was to
ensure that all no-value-added requirements belng imposed on
the potential contractors would cost the PM excesslive money
or time. Mr Conver stated, "My own view ls that we have
burdened the (AGS) acquisition strategy with excessive
requirements that are not necessary, that Increase the cost
of the program, that lengthen the time to fleld It to our
contlingency forces, and that simply don’t make sense for an
[off-the-shelf) acquisition of only 300 vehicles,d8
Therefore, the PM, AGS delayed the recelpt of proposals from
industry for thirty days, untll 13 December 1991. Durlng
this period the RFP scrub was held and time was alloted for
amending the RFP, if required. The approach taken by the
review team was simple and straight forward. The burden of

proof as to the merit of any functional requirement should
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reside with the person or agency that would lmpose it on the
acqulsition system or strategy, and not wlith the PM or other
persons committed to streamlining the process and the

gollicitation itself.

The results of this top-to-bottom examination of the
RFP were rather impreasive. Over 270 contractual statements
of work (SOW) were reviewed. Of these, 65 were changed or
deleted entirely. Initial government estimates placed the
potentlal savings from these actlons at over $400,000.
However, the overall program acquisistion strategy and
schedule were not altered beyond the thirty day delay
imposed to allow additlon proposal preparation time. The
fact that this major RFP review could occurr and only affect
the program baseline parameters In a minor way ls a credlt
to the extensive work done earl!ler by the PM and hls entlre
team durling the development of the acquisitlion strategy, the
market surveys, and the orginal preparation of the draft and

final RFPs.

This RFP review/scrub took place In late October 1991.
Some of the more signiflcant changes to the document are
l1isted below.
1. Eliminated the requlirement for level III
technical drawings in lieu of contractor performance

gspec]flcatlions.

28




2. Reduced the number of contractor dellverables
in the NBC area.

3. Removed MIL-Q-9858 and replaced it with
commonly accepted commerclial practices.

4. Resulted in 90 contract changes that were
Incorporated into RFP Amendments #3 and #4.

5. Elilmlnated other no-value added contractor and
government reports and management procedures ln many
functional areas. Increased the requirement to use
face-to-face meetlngs to resolve program chalienges In a

more timely manner.

Other important areas of the program were also
reviewed, such as software dellverables, loglstics support
methodology, and testing plans/schedule. As a result of the
AAE‘s direction to further streamline the AGS program, a
detalled study was undertaken to determine whether or not
contractor logistics support (CLS) should be adopted as the
method used to provide logistics to the Army for the AGS
system throughout its llfe cycle. This study was undertaken
by two separate teams whlich reported their findings to the
PM, AGS. The conduct of these studies did not Impact the
performance of Phase I of the program. A further study of
this compiex lssue of supportling a ground close combat
vehicle system with CLS suppllied loglistics services and

materiel will be conducted during the first phase of the

29




program in time for the proposed recommendations to be

included In the Phase 11 AGS contract.

The PM, AGS had long recommended the replacement of the
M551A1 live fire test requirement by a lower cost
demonstratlion as a walver of Publilc Law, 10 USC 2362. The
group that congducted the RFP review supported this
initiative and action was taken to formalize this positlion
to DOD and Congress. This one action alone could
potentlally save the program over three million dollars and
some valuable time on the program’s test and evaulation

schedule.

After this final RFP scrub was completed and Amendments
#3 and #4 were released, the responses from lndustry were
very favorable. Some industry sources stated, "We are
pleased with the Army’s responslveness and are |mpressed
with the speed with which the scrub took place.... This |Is

the falrest competition I have ever seen." 19

During the summer of 1991, another very important event
took place that held tremendous potential to modify and
further stream)line the AGS acqulisitlon strategy and overall
program. The AGS was selected by the AAE to be the Army’s
acquisition program participant in the Commercial Practices
Pilot Program (CP3>. This program has since been renamed

the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program, but the purpose and
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concepts remain unchanged. Thls program was establlshed by
Congress, with the encouragement of the 0SD staff, under the
provisions of Public Law 101-510 (Natlional Defense
Authorlizatlion Act for Fiscal Year 1991)>., This law allowed
the Secretary of Defense to select a small number of major
acqulislition programg to participate In a new streamlining
initiatlive with significant Congressional statutory and
regulatory support. One of the goals of the program was to
reduce the amount and level of overslght and documentatlon
required as participating programs translition through
successlve acquisitlion phases. This CP3 concept would allow
a designated program to request waivere or exemption from
statutes or regulations that the service belleved were

impediments to program accompl ishment.

The number of formal program milestones required for
CP3 participating programs were reduced to two and the
amount of required documentation for these reviews was
significantly streamlined. Formal acquisitlon reports were
el lminated except for the annual program baseline parameter
analysis. The AGS Program Office believed this initiative
of fered tremendous potential to reduce the adminlstrative
burden on the entire program team, save money, and
potentlially shorten the acquisition schedule., However, the
AGS program was moving much faster than the CP3 approval

cycle was at Army level, at DOD, or in Congress. Ideally, a
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particlipating CP3 program should be 30 deslignated prior to
entering the Demonstratlion and Valldation Phase. The
requests for walvers from regulations and/or statutes should
be Incorporated Into the preparation of the program’s
acquisition strategy and basellne. The AGS program was
already past these major mlliestone events and could not
easlly reap the potential beneflts offered by partlcipatlion
in this radical and innovative acquisltlon approach.
However, the PM attempted to use thlis process to the benefit
of the Army community during the preparation phases for the
program’s Milestone 1 and II Army Systems Acquisition Review

Councll! (ASARC) in early 1992.

The unique NDI integratlion acquisition strategy of the
AGS program was designed to allow It to streamline the
basellne schedule by combining the Milestones I and I1I
reviews at the time of awarding the Englneering and
Manufacturlng Development (EMD) contract. By skipplng the
Concept Exploratlion and Definition (Phase 0) and the
Demonstration and Valldation (Phase I) portlions of the DOD
acqulsltions mllestone process, the AGS program was able to
save significant time and cost in fielding this important
combat system. Therefore, the PM, AGS attempted to further
leverage the program streamlining Initlatlive by trying to
obtain some of the beneflits from the CP3 designation during

the preparation of the ASARC documentation. A proposal was
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gent to the Army staff requesting the AGS undergo a
"tallored" Mllestone [ and Il review Instead of the complete
process as speclfled In DODD 5000.1. Thls proposal, If
adopted, would have limited the number of pre-ASARC reviews
the PM had to present, provide a flexlble schedule for the
development of Milestone Il test and manpower documentatlon
during the EMD phase, and allow long lead time (LLT)
decisions to be made prior to the next major milestone
review by the Program Executive Offlcer, Armored Systems
Modernization. The AAE recognized the uniqueness of the AGS
program and directed the Army staff and acqulsition
communlity to streamline the ASARC documentalon process to
meet the aggressive sachedule of the program. However, no
formal approval actlion was taken on the PM’s request to
Implement some of the potentlal provisions offered by the
CP3 optlon. Therefore, the program proceded with the ASARC

without the beneflts afforded by CP3 membership.

The Milestone 1 and II ASARC for the AGS program was
held on 6 May 1991. Based on this high levei creview and
subsequent discussions, the AAE approved the program’s entry
into EMD, reaffirmed its acquisition strategy, and
authorlized the award of the Phase I contract. These
actlions virtually made AGS designation as a CP3 program
meaningless because the program had proceded to a point

beyond which the benefits could not substantially help the

33




program over the short term. Subsequently, AGS was removed
at the request of the Army by OSD from the Defense
Acquisition Pilot Program. To provide additional program
streamlining assistance the AGS was reclassifled as an ACAT
11 program. Thls designation helped the program
streamlining effort by reducing the statutorily and
regulatorily required reports and events it must undergo
based in Its classiflication as a non-major detense system.
Flexiblity ln such areas as side-by-side llve flre testling
with the MS551A1 are now open to negotlation and are not
required by law. This designation as an ACAT II program
will potentially offer the AGS program as much streamllnling
latltude as would membership in the Defense Acquisition

Pilot Program.

CURRENT AGS PROGRAM STATUS

Contractor proposals were received from lndustry on 13
December 1991. PM, AGS had cocperated with the entire
acquisition community to establlsh an efficlent source
selection board (SSEB) procedure prior to that date.
Therefore, the SSEB process was completed in April 1992
prlor to the 6 May 1992 ASARC. Once approval for EMD
contract award was given by the AAE, the contract was
awarded on 4 June 1992 to the FMC Corporation. The system

had been previously designated by TRADOC and AMC as the XM8,
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Armored Gun System. The vehlcle selected ls based on an
improved version of an FMC vehicle first developed In the
mld-80s and later demonstrated for the user community at
Fort Bragg In 1987. The XM8 has the deployabllity,
survivablllity, lethallty, and sustainablllty characterlistics
to meet or exceed all user requirements as speclfled In the
ORD. FMC immediately began work to ensure the December 1997
First Unit Equipped (FUE) date would be met.

Therefore, after many previous false starts, numerous
program name changes, and more than a decade after the
origlinal concept for a light air-deployable armored vehicle
was first concelved, the Army had taken a positive step to
remedy this critical combat equipment need. The XM8 will
provide the Army an operationally and tactlcally moblile
direct-flre lnfantry support vehlcle that can raplidly be

moved by tactical ailr transport.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Armored Gun System program was developed and

approved using a non-deve!opment ltem ¢(NDI)> approach. This
set It on a course which departs from the classical
“"New-Start" development pattern. Many of the acquisition
streaml inlng techniques and initlatives mentlioned previously
are particular to a NDI-type system. Since NDI is one of

the preferred alternative methods of obtalning new or
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improved equipment for the military, It can be used to
advantage when taillorling and streamlining an acqulsition
strategy. However, many other methods employed by the AGS
program can be adopted or adapted for all types of
Army/military acquisition programs. Of particular potential
benefit are the Inltlatlives listed below.

1. Use of NDI as a preferred acquisition
approach.

2. Skepticlism of all functlonal requirements
throughout the entire acquisitlon process.

3. Rlgorous comparison of the user’s operatlional
requirements as specifled In the ORD and all materlel
development documentation.

4. Detailed scrub of the program RFPs and use of
draft RFPs with industry participation, iIf possible.

S. Use of commerclially accepted standard,
documentatlion and practlices in lleu of government
speclflications and formats.

6. Participatlon In streamlining Initlatives,
such as the Defense Acquisition Plilot Program for all high
vislibillity/priority programs.

7. Designation of the program at the lowest ACAT
status poasible based of guidance provided in DODI 5000.2.

8. A program management offlce team of
“vislonary" professlonals not tied to the old ways of dolng

business. This iIs especlally critical during the formatlive
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gstages of the acquisition strategy and the program

basel ines.

The AGS program was Intentionally structured by the PM in a
streaml ined manner. The program beneflted from substantlal
high level Army leadership attention and priority. This
provided the program the clout needed to overcome some of
the entrenched functlonal bias, but also at times restricted
the PM from executing his own program agenda. However,no
steaml ining effort can be successful without the complete

support of the Army acqulsition community leadership.

The AGS program is an excellent example of what types
of acqulsitlion streamlining concepts can be developed and
implemented 1f the entlire RD&A community cooperates to
accomplish a priority task. The recently published AMC }lsat
of Acqulisition Improvement Priciplies mirrors many of the
techniques used by the AGS team. From that stand-point
alone, the AGS program provides a baselline model for future
Army acquisitio. efforts. But more Importantly than this,
the AGS program broke the mold. Its early program success
clearly demonstrates that all of the bureaucratic verbage
contained in the acquisition regulations which places
priority on lnnovative procedures and tallored technliques
really means something. However, these principles can only

be implemented when the PM and his team get commitment and
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support from all program particlpants to Include the user,

the Army and 0SD staffs, and the Congress.

The Army’s procurement funds have declined by over S0%
to just over 87 billion in the early years of the 1990s.
The FY 1994 military budget wlll be even smalier.
Consequently, the procurement funding will be further
reduced. It is increasingly more lmportant to our soldlers
that the acquisition community fleld the quality products
and services required, ln a timely manner and at a

reasgsonable price,

Mr. Joel W. Marsh, a senlor United Technology
Corporatlon officlal, stated the following on 4 February
1993 about DOD acquisition procedures. "Existing DOD
acquisiton policy does not need to be streamlined. It must
be rewrlitten to correspond more closely to or exactly with
the policies controlling commercial business practices.*
These jdeas are shared by most defense industrial

executlves.

Thls has been a DOD goal for years. However, the
bureaucratlc welght of the existing system has prevented
most meanlngful acquisitlion streamlining inltiatives from
proceeding further than the study phase or proposal
formulation. This simply cannot continue In the future of

reduced personnel and budgetary resources and escalating
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requirements for new and ever more gsophlsticated millitary

hardware.

The AGS program as restructured beginning in 1989 |is
unique. It Is speclal because of its strong user support,
early lndustry particlpation, adopted NDI iIntegratlon
strategy, and its employment of talented personnel not
constralned by traditional program methodology. All of
these factors contributed to the successful start of this
important program. Its beginning fosters an expectatlon,
based on a streamlined acquisition strategy, of a totally
successful effort that meets all program objectives and
delivers a new combat vehicle to the fleld on schedule in

1997.

If the Army acquisition community 1s to meet the users’
ldentlfied requirements for new or technlically improved
equipment, satlisfy the demands of Congress and the American
people for less wasteful procurements, and still maintain a
productive and active commerclal industrlal base, radlical
acquisiton system reform |s needed. Many of the techniques
and procedures used by the PM, AGS accomplished these goals.
The Army -cquisition community must rigorously regist the
use of unnecessary/non-value added functional requirements
and place the user’s prlority requirements ahead of
bureaucratic "“rice bowis." The AGS program lg a flrst

small, but important step in the right direction. It is
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incumbent on the system to ensure |t 18 not the only step

towards that objectlve,

If the AGS program Is allowed to execute its
streaml Ined and innovative acquisition strategy, the RD8A
community should learn from the lts successes as well as its
disappointments. And above all, the Army acquisition
communlty must adopt those productlve techniques that
improve the way that the it procures systems to meet urgent

user requirements.
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APPENDIX 1:
AGS PROGRAM SCHEDULE
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APPENDIX TII:
ACQUISITION MILESTONES AND PHASES
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