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October 31, 1988 

The Honorable Bill Chappell, Jr. 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense 
Committee on Appropriations 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

On October 20, 1987, you requested that we review the Army’s major 
automation efforts in the logistics and technical information area to pro- 
vide information that would assist your preparation for the fiscal year 
1989 budget cycle. As agreed with your office, our objectives were to 
address the following questions: 

. Has the Army identified the necessary interoperability and systems 
integration requirements for its many logistics and technical information 
automation initiatives? 

l How effective has the oversight been from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD), particularly the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Production and Logistics? 

l Has the Army followed Department of Defense (DOD) and General Ser- 
vices Administration (GSA) regulations concerning acquisition of major 
automated information systems? 

. Have the expected costs of these efforts been accurately reflected in the 
reviews within DOD and in its &year acquisition plans? 

. How will the Army measure the benefits or mission improvements 
resulting from these automation efforts? 

On June 2, 1988, we briefed your office on the status of our work. You 
requested that we provide a report summarizing the key facts and 
observations presented at the briefing. This report contains these facts 
and observations, as well as information obtained subsequent to the 
briefing. 

The Army’s basic logistics mission is to support worldwide operations 
with whatever materials or equipment are needed at the appropriate 
time and place, in the condition and quantity required, and at a mini- 
mum expenditure of resources. To improve logistics mission support, the 
Army has initiated numerous efforts to either modernize existing auto- 
mated logistics systems or develop new systems. 
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Eight of these initiatives are major acquisitions as defined using either 
DOD’s major automated information systems criteria,’ or the Office of 
Management and Budget’s (OMB) major Defense acquisition criteria.” 
These eight initiatives had aggregate development costs of nearly $600 
million and life-cycle costs of over $1.3 billion. Appendix I, table I. 1, lists 
the eight initiatives. 

The Army Has Not 
Completed 
Implementing Its 
System Integration 
and Interoperability 
Strategy 

Our review indicated that in March 1986, the Army issued Army Regu- 
lation 25-1, Army Information Management Program, that established a 
strategy to identify systems integration and interoperability require- 
ments for all information systems. Such a strategy is an important first 
step. Once fully implemented, a strategy of this nature should enable the 
Army to define the necessary integration and interoperability require- 
ments for their numerous automated logistics and technical information 
system initiatives. Further, GSA has issued government-wide information 
systems planning guidance3 recommending a similar approach. Each 
Army command and activity is required to implement the strategy by 
the end of fiscal year 1989 and prior to funding any new information 
systems initiative. 

Currently, key Army logistics organizations are in the process of imple- 
menting this strategy. For example, the Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics, headquarters functional manager for logistics, and the 
Army Materiel Command, principal logistics command, plan to complete 
implementation of the strategy in the second quarter of fiscal year 1989 
or later. Until these logistics organizations fully implement the required 
strategy, the Army will lack assurance that the systems integration and 
interoperability requirements for its numerous logistics and technical 
information initiatives have been fully identified. Accordingly, current 
automated logistics and technical information systems initiatives pre- 
sented in the Army’s fiscal year 1989 budget request may not contain 
the necessary system integration and interoperability requirements. 

‘Defense Directive 7920.1 requires that automated systems meeting the following criteria shall be 
classified as a major automated system: (1) anticipated costs exceed $100 million during the time 
span from mission analysis/project initiation through deployment, (2) estimated development costs 
exceed $25 million in any smgle year, or (3) it is of special interest to the Secretary of Defense. 

‘Office of Management and Budget Circular A-l 1, Data on Acquisition, Operation. and Use of Infor- 
mation Technology Systems, defines automated systems that have a B-year planned cost of more than 
$5 million as major Defense acquisitions. 

31nformation Systems Planning Handbook, Federal lnformation Resources Management Planning Sup- 
port Center, US. General Services Administration, Office of Software Development and Information 
Technology, January 1988. 
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Appendix II contains detailed information concerning the Army’s strat- 
egy for identifying integration and interoperability requirements. 

For the eight Army initiatives we reviewed, we observed no major prob- 
lems relating to the remaining four objectives. We have provided 
detailed information in appendix II concerning OSD’S oversight, Army 
compliance with acquisition regulations, reporting of expected costs, 
and measurement of project benefits. In appendix III we have provided 
an overview of the Defense life-cycle management phases for major 
automated information systems acquisition. 

Scope and 
Methodology 

In the course of our review, we interviewed OSD and Army officials con- 
cerning logistics support, review and management of logistics and tech- 
nical information systems acquisitions, and Army budget submissions. 
We also discussed the review and management of automated informa- 
tion system procurements with Army officials. We reviewed GSA, OSD, 

and Army guidance, directives, and regulations concerning system inte- 
gration and interoperability, and major automated information system 
acquisitions. We analyzed program, planning, approval, project status, 
and funding documents relevant to the Army’s major automated infor- 
mation systems. Our work was conducted from November 1987 through 
July 1988. Appendix I contains a detailed description of our review 
scope and methodology. 

Our work was performed in accordance with generally accepted govern- 
ment auditing standards. We discussed key facts with OSD and Army 
officials and have included their comments where appropriate. 

We are providing copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of the Army. We will also make copies available to other 
interested parties upon request. If you have any questions regarding 
this report, please contact William Franklin, Associate Director, at 
275-3188. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ralph V. Carlone 
Director 
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Scope and Methodology 

We interviewed officials from the offices of the Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense for Production and Logistics and the Comptroller at the Penta- 
gon, Washington, D.C., concerning logistics support, major automated 
logistics and technical information system acquisitions, and project 
oversight. We also held discussions with Army officials from the Office 
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics and the Directorate of Infor- 
mation Systems for Command, Control, Communications, and Com- 
puters at the Pentagon; the Army Materiel Command and the 
Information Systems Selection and Acquisition Agency in Alexandria, 
Virginia; and the Information Systems Engineering Command and the 
Army Acquisition Executive’s Project Executive Officer for Standard 
Army Military Management Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, 
Virginia. 

To identify and confirm features of a prudent comprehensive integra- 
tion strategy, we reviewed regulations, directives, and guidance concern- 
ing the development of system integration strategies issued by OSD, the 
Department of the Army, and GSA. We also reviewed industry reports 
and articles on systems integration and interoperability, and assessed 
key Army logistics activities’ implementation of the Army Information 
Management Program, which mandates a strategy to identify systems 
integration and interoperability requirements. 

Our review focused on the major Army logistics and technical informa- 
tion initiatives. We selected the eight initiatives listed in the Army’s 
Logistics Automation Master Plan that met DOD or OMB criteria for classi- 
fication as a major automated information system initiative. Table I. 1 
shows the eight Army logistics and technical information initiatives that 
are subject to either or both of these criteria. 

Table 1.1: Army’s Major Logistics and 
Technical information Initiatives 

Initiatives 
Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Support 

Commoditv Command Standard System 

Acquisition criteria 
DOD OMB 

X X 

X 

Dept. of the Army Movements Management System 
Redesign 

Integrated Procurement System 
Logistics Application of Automated Marking and Reading 
Symbols 
Standard Depot System Modernization 

Test and Evaluation Analysis Management Uniformity Plan 

Unit Level Logistics System 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 
X 

X 
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For our work concerning Defense oversight and Army life-cycle manage- 
ment, we focused on the five Army initiatives that met the Defense defi- 
nition of major automated information systems as contained in Defense 
Directive 7920.1. The directive states that automated information sys- 
terns meeting the following criteria shall be classified as major: (1) antic- 
ipated costs exceed $100 million during the time span from mission 
analysis/project initiation through deployment, (2) estimated costs 
exceed $25 million in any single year, or (3) it is designated as being of 
special interest to the Secretary of Defense. 

For our work concerning the Army’s compliance with General Services 
Administration acquisition regulations, we focused on the six Army ini- 
tiatives that met the OMB criteria for major acquisitions. All six had pro- 
curement obligations presented in the Army’s combined Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 Information Technology Systems President’s Budget. 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A- 11, Data On Acquisition, 
Operation, and Use of Information Technology Systems, requires agen- 
cies, as part of their budget submissions, to prepare special exhibit 43A 
of their information technology activities and resource requirements 
when those requirements will be more than $100,000 in the past, cur- 
rent, or budget year covered by the budget. Major automated informa- 
tion system acquisitions, for this exhibit, are defined in the circular as 
acquisitions having a 5year estimated cost exceeding $5 million.’ 

Our review identified applicable GSA regulations and Defense directives 
and instructions issued to help ensure that major automated information 
systems are designed, acquired, evaluated, and operated in an effective 
manner and at the lowest cost. We compared available systems’ life- 
cycle management and procurement documentation of the Army’s initia- 
tives with these requirements to measure the degree to which the Army 
has been in compliance. OSD oversight provided for these initiatives was 
also reviewed to determine whether any noncompliance with DOD life- 
cycle management principles has been or was likely to be identified. 

We reviewed documentation of the Army’s logistics and technical infor- 
mation system projects designated as major acquisitions by Defense to 
identify stated benefits and to document established measurement crite- 
ria and evaluation plans. Our review included comparing estimated pro- 
ject costs reported in the Army’s budget submissions with those in the 

‘The Defense Budget Guidance Manual, DOD 7110-M, expands on OMB Circular A-l 1 by requiring 
exhibits for planned acquisitions that exceed $2 million in the budget year or $8 million cumulative 
cost over 5 years. 
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DOD 5-year acquisition plans for the Army’s major logistics and technical 
information systems projects. 

As agreed with your staff, we limited our work to gathering and review- 
ing information concerning the various aspects of the Army’s automated 
logistics and technical information initiatives. 

At the close of our review in July 1988, we discussed key facts with OSD 

and Army officials and have incorporated their comments where appro- 
priate. Our review was conducted from November 1987 through July 
1988, in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. 
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Army Efforts to Identify Systems Integration 
and Interoperability Requirements 

Our review of the Army’s efforts to identify the integration and inter- 
operability requirements for its automated logistics and technical infor- 
mation initiatives showed that in March 1986 it issued Army Regulation 
25-1, the Army Information Management Program. This regulation man- 
dates a strategy for the Army commands and activities to identify their 
systems integration and interoperability requirements prior to funding 
any new information systems initiatives. Army activities have until the 
end of the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1989 to complete these require- 
ments. The Army’s development of such a strategy is an important first 
step towards ensuring the required level of systems integration and 
interoperability in the Army logistics community. 

At the conclusion of our review in July 1988, Army logistics organiza- 
tions had not completed their implementation of the mandated strategy. 
However, Army logistics activities had submitted fiscal year 1989 fund- 
ing requests for several logistics and technical information automation 
initiatives that would ultimately have to be consistent with their imple- 
mentation of the mandated strategy. Until the Army activities complete 
their implementation of the strategy, they lack assurance that the neces- 
sary systems integration and interoperability requirements among their 
numerous automated logistics and technical information system initia- 
tives have been identified. 

Army definitions of systems integration and interoperability emphasize 
the relationships among information systems and their respective com- 
ponents necessary to meet the Army’s missions. For example, the 
Army’s working definition for systems integration is: 

“To make whole or complete by adding or fitting together into an agreed upon 
framework (architecture) the information requirements, data, applications, hard- 
ware, and systems software required to support the Army in peace, transition, and 
conflict.” 

Similarly, the Army’s definition of systems interoperability describes 
the extent to which systems can work together by employing standards 
in the interfaces between them. Thus, identifying systems integration 
and interoperability requirements involves defining the relationships 
among information systems and their interface standards, within the 
context of an overall framework or architecture. 
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, 

In the past the Army did not have an overall strategy to guide the 
design and development of automated logistics support systems. Conse- 
quently, as Army logistics systems were designed and developed to sup- 
port various aspects of Army mission operations, no criteria (standards 
or procedures) were in place that would assure that systems would work 
together and effectively exchange data and information. Accordingly, 
Army decision makers have experienced difficulty in acquiring timely, 
accurate, and complete information on key aspects of Army mission 
operations. This information often had to be obtained through ad-hoc 
system modifications, procedures, and practices. 

To ensure that Army decision makers would have complete, accurate, 
and timely information regarding mission operations and to avoid the 
additional expenditures associated with post-development modifica- 
tions, the Army, as mentioned, issued Army Regulation 25-l in March 
1986. Army automated information system acquisitions were intended 
to be consistent with the mandatory strategy for obtaining funding 
approval. Specifically, Army Regulation 25-l and the accompanying 
information management planning guidance,’ requires Army organiza- 
tions to 

l develop an information model that describes the organization’s total 
information needs in terms of the relationships among classes of infor- 
mation, functional processes, and activities needed to successfully sup- 
port its mission; 

l develop an information architecture that further refines the information 
model by documenting detailed data relationships, relationships among 
applications (systems), and defining an optimum technical framework to 
meet these information needs; 

. determine whether existing systems or those under development meet 
the information needs, including integration and interoperability 
requirements, defined in the information architecture; and 

l develop a plan to logically acquire information resources to satisfy 
unmet information needs identified when comparing the information 
needs defined in the organization’s architecture with its existing and 
planned information systems. 

The regulation requires Army activities to ensure that their defined 
information architectures contain (1) the results of a comprehensive 

‘The information management planning guidance (hex C), as authorized in Army Regulation 25-1, 
provides the Army’s annual information management planning goals and objectives for its commands 
and activities, with respect to the development of information architecture. 
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information requirements analysis and (2) a plan that logically describes 
the movement from the existing to the future information system envi- 
ronment. Further, Army headquarters managers for functional areas 
such as logistics are to develop Army-wide information architectures. 
The Army’s efforts in this area have favorably influenced GSA to issue 
government-wide guidance, Information Systems Planning Handbook, 
recommending an approach to planning for information systems devel- 
opment very similar to the Army’s. Annex C of the Army’s information 
management planning guidance, dated January 28, 1988, requires com- 
mands to have completed their architectures by the end of fiscal year 
1989. 

Our review of Army logistics organizations’ implementation of the Army 
Information Management Program indicated that they have completed 
the required information models. However, key organizations have not 
fully developed the required information architectures. For example, the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSm), the functional manager for 
all Army logistics activities, has completed the required information 
model and architecture for just the Office of the DCSJBG and two of its 
support activities. It has not completed the required information archi- 
tecture needed for identifying Army-wide logistics system integration 
and interoperability requirements among the Army’s numerous logistics 
initiatives. According to the DCSLOG Director for Information Manage- 
ment, his staff is currently working with staff from the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics to develop 
this Army-wide logistics architecture. Officials from the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics estimated 
that the project will be completed in January 1989. 

We also found that the Army Materiel Command (.~Mc), the Army’s prin- 
cipal logistics command, had also developed its required information 
model, but not the architecture. The director of the AIK Standard Sys- 
tems Office, responsible for architecture development, indicated that 
AMC had contracted for the development of the required information 
architecture. The contractor’s work was estimated to be completed 
sometime during calendar year 1989. 

OSD Oversight of 
Army’s Initiatives 

Our review of oversight for the Army’s automation initiatives shows 
that OSD provided initial oversight reviews for two of the five Army 
logistics and technical information initiatives that were included in our 
review. One initiative was scheduled for review in late 1988. The 
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Army Efforts to Identify Systems Integration 
and Interoperability Requirements 

remaining two initiatives subject to the review criteria for major sys- 
tems were not scheduled to receive oversight because OSD delegated 
review authority for them to the Army. 

The Major Automated Information Systems Review Council (MAISRC) 
process, as prescribed in DOD Instruction 7920.2, Major Automated Infor- 
mation Systems Approval Process, is the principal mechanism through 
which Defense provides oversight for the acquisition of major general- 
purpose automated information systems, including those for logistics 
and technical information. The Council serves as Defense’s senior man- 
agement oversight and decision-making body. It approves, redirects, or 
recommends cancellation of the system projects on the basis of reviews 
prior to each of five broad phases covering the system’s life cycle. 
Appendix III contains an overview of these life-cycle phases. 

MAISRC reviews only those automated information system acquisitions 
defined as major under DOD Directive 7920.1, Life Cycle Management of 
Automated Information Systems. Of the eight automated information 
systems included in our review, the following five met this criteria: 

. Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Support, 

. Department of the Army Movements Management System Redesign, 
l Integrated Procurement System, 
l Standard Depot System Modernization, and 
l Unit Level Logistics System. 

We found that as of July 1988, two of the five initiatives had received 
an initial MAISRC review. MAISRC reviewed the Computer-aided Acquisi- 
tion and Logistics Support project in May 1988 and granted approval 
contingent on the Army providing more precise descriptions of how the 
project will meet its needs and appointing a project manager. For the 
Integrated Procurement System project, MAISRC provided, on June 10, 
1988, a combined review of its first two life-cycle phases. It granted 
approval for these phases and directed the Army to complete specific 
actions prior to the next review. The third project, the Unit Level Logis- 
tics System, was scheduled for an oversight review in late 1988. In May 
1987, because the Secretary of Defense expressed special interest, 
Defense designated the project, currently in its fourth life-cycle phase, 
as a major automated information system acquisition. During the pro- 
ject’s first three life-cycle phases, it was not designated as such, and 
thus was not subject to MAISRC review until after May 1987. 
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The remaining two acquisitions, the Department of the Army Movement 
Management System Redesign and the Standard Depot System Moderni- 
zation, were not scheduled to receive MAISRC review because OSD dele- 
gated all review authority for these initiatives to the Army. OSD may 
delegate review authority to the agency if (1) planning continues to be 
comprehensive and sound, (2) action has been taken to ensure that the 
most effective system alternative has been selected, (3) the system 
development is within schedule and cost, and (4) program management 
and acquisition strategy remain sound and stable. Our review did not 
identify any basis on which to question these delegations. 

Army Compliance 
With Acquisition 
Policies and 
Regulations 

Our review of the Army’s eight major logistics and technical information 
initiatives indicated that the Army has followed or was in the process of 
preparing required documentation to comply with DOD and GSA major 
systems acquisition policies and regulations, The Army must follow DUD 
major systems acquisition policies for five of its eight initiatives and GSA 
regulations for the six that met OMB criteria for major acquisitions. Both 
DOD policies and GSA regulations apply to three of the eight initiatives. 

Compliance With Defense OSD has issued policies to ensure that major automated information sys- 

Policies terns are effectively and efficiently managed. Defense Directive 7920.1, 
Life Cycle Management of Automated Information Systems, and the 
accompanying Department of Defense Instruction 7920.2, Major Auto- 
mated Information Systems Approval Process, directs the use of a life- 
cycle management approach that incorporates phased system design 
and development and establishes documentation requirements by phase 
for the life of an automated information system. Appendix III contains a 
more detailed description of the documentation and action requirements 
for each life-cycle phase. 

Our review of the five Army initiatives subject to DOD major automated 
information system acquisition policies found that 

l one initiative-Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Support-was 
in full compliance, 

l another initiative-Integrated Procurement System-had recently 
received a MAISRC review and was directed to make changes to be in com- 
pliance, and 

l for the three remaining initiatives-Department of the Army Movement 
Management System Redesign, Standard Depot System Modernization, 
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and Unit Level Logistics System-the Army was preparing documenta- 
tion to bring them into compliance. 

The Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Support project began its 
second life-cycle phase in May 1988. At this development stage, it is 
required to have a mission element needs statement. Our examination of 
project documentation identified that the Army had developed this 
statement. 

The Integrated Procurement System project received a combined review 
covering its first two life-cycle phases on June IO, 1988. Defense acqui- 
sition policies require a mission element need statement for approval of 
the first life-cycle phase. We found that the Army had prepared a mis- 
sion element need statement. For approval of the second phase, a project 
management charter, plan of action, system alternatives, economic anal- 
ysis, acquisition strategy, and general functional requirements are all 
required. These life-cycle management documents were to be reviewed 
as part of the June 1988 MAISRC. Although the MAISRC granted approval 
of the project’s second phase, it directed the Army to complete life-cycle 
documentation needed to bring the Integrated Procurement System into 
full compliance with DOD acquisition policies. 

The remaining three projects- Department of the Army Movement 
Management System Redesign, Standard Depot System Modernization, 
and Unit Level Logistics System-were ongoing when they exceeded the 
dollar thresholds or became of special interest to the Secretary of 
Defense and were designated by Defense as major information system 
acquisitions. Our review of these projects indicated that the Army was 
preparing life-cycle management documentation required to bring them 
into compliance with DOD policies. For example, the Standard Depot Sys- 
tem Modification was designated a major system acquisition subject to 
DOD'S life-cycle management regulations in late 1987. As of June 1988, 
the Army had justified the mission requirements defined the system’s 
requirements, established central approval and coordination controls, 
and was in the process of validating the project’s economic analysis. 

Compliance With GSA 
Regulations 

The Federal Information Resources Management Regulations (FIRMR) are 
the primary GSA regulations governing federal agencies’ acquisition of 
automated data processing resources. Among other provisions, they 
require agencies to obtain prior GSA approval when their procurements 
(1) are not from established GSA requirements or schedule contracts, and 
(2) have a purchase price that exceed established dollar thresholds. 
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These thresholds vary according to the type and method of planned pro- 
curement. For example, a delegation of procurement authority is 
required when an agency plans to competitively acquire hardware val- 
ued at more than $2.5 million or software costing more than $1 million. 
For non-competitive procurements, these thresholds are $250,000 for 
hardware and $100,000 for software. 

Of the six major initiatives that we identified as subject to GSA acquisi- 
tion regulations, we found that four were required to obtain a GSA dele- 
gation of procurement authority: the Computer-aided Acquisition and 
Logistics Support, Commodity Command Standard System, Logistics 
Applications of Automated Marking and Reading Symbols, and Standard 
Depot System Modernization initiatives. Our review of the procurement 
contracts and requests for proposals for these initiatives found that the 
Army had obtained the required prior GSA approvals. Neither of the 
remaining two initiatives, the Test and Evaluation Analysis Manage- 
ment Uniformity Plan or Integrated Procurement System, had ongoing 
or planned procurements that met the thresholds requiring a GSA delega- 
tion of procurement authority. 

Project Cost Reporting Expected costs for seven of the Army’s eight major logistics and techni- 
cal information initiatives reported in the Army’s fiscal year 1988 infor- 
mation system technology budget matched those reported in Defense’s 
June 1987,5-year plans. The Standard Depot System Modernization ini- 
tiative was not reported in either document because the Army had erro- 
neously incorporated the modernization costs with the operation and 
maintenance costs of the operational Standard Depot System. Addition- 
ally, we cannot comment on the overall accuracy of the expected costs 
reported in the budget exhibits or the Defense 5-year plans because only 
the Integrated Procurement System initiative had a current validated 
economic analysis at the conclusion of our review in July 1988.2 

As mentioned, OMB Circular A-l 1, Data on Acquisition, Operation, and 
Use of Information Technology Systems, requires agencies to prepare a 
special exhibit (43B) of their Major Information Technology Acquisition 
Plans. This exhibit presents expected costs for each activity that has 
planned acquisition of services and equipment exceeding $2 million in 

‘DOD Directive 7920.1, Life Cycle Management of Automated Information Systems, requires an eco- 
nomic analysis for major acquisitions to be completed prior to system’s third life-cycle phase. The 
analysis is to show all costs required to achieve the stated system objectives. 
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the budget year or planned costs of more that $8 million over a 5-year 
period. 

Our review of the 43B exhibit for the Army logistics and technical infor- 
mation initiatives found that it presented estimated costs on seven of 
the eight initiatives defined as major acquisitions by either Defense or 
OMB. See table 1.1 for identification of these eight initiatives. We com- 
pared the expected costs presented for these seven initiatives with ’ 
expected costs presented in the Defense section of the June 1987 Five 
Year Plan for Meeting Automatic Data Processing and Telecommunica- 

The expected costs for the Standard Depot System Modernization were 
not separately presented in either the budget exhibits or Defense’s 5- 
year acquisition plans. The Army had erroneously included its cost esti- 
mates with the operation and maintenance costs of the operational 
Standard Depot System. This problem, identified in a prior GAO report,z 
has been corrected. The Army established a budget reporting indicator 
specifically for the project to require it to be reported separately in the 
next budget submission. The project was separately reported in the 
Army’s fiscal year 1989 updated budget submission. 

Army Measurement of We did not determine how the Army plans to specifically measure the 

Stated Benefits 
stated benefits for each of its major logistics and technical information 
acquisitions because project management documents that are to specify 
measurement criteria have not yet been prepared. However, the Army 
has established a formal process through which planned quantified dol- 
lar benefits for automated information system acquisitions are verified 
and automatically removed from the appropriate budget once the sys- 
tem is fully operational. The Army has not established a process to mea- 
sure nonmonetary benefits. 

DOD Directive 7920.1, Life Cycle Management of Automated Information 
Systems, requires that system objectives be expressed in terms of per- 
formance measures and supported by economic analysis prepared in 

“ADP Modernization: Army Plans to Improve Budget Disclosure for Its Standard Depot System 
(~A0/7MTEC-8&30, May25,1988). 
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Army Extorts to Identify Systems Jntegration 
and Interoperability Requirements 

accordance with DOD Instruction 7041.3, Economic Analysis and Fro- 
gram Evaluation for Resource Management. This instruction requires 
agencies to complete economic analyses by systematically identifying 
system benefits and costs associated with alternative approaches for 
satisfying project objectives. However, a completed economic analysis is 
not required until the system acquisition ends its third life-cycle phase. 
Appendix III contains the Defense acquisition manage,ment phases, 

As discussed previously, our review identified that only five of the 
Army’s eight major logistics and technical information initiatives were 
subject to M)D major system acquisition regulations. Of these five initia- 
tives, none had received the MAISRC approval necessary for it to begin its 
fourth life-cycle phase. As a result, none of the initiatives are required 
to have a complete economic analysis. 

In lieu of specific documentation, we asked Army officials responsible 
for management and oversight of these initiatives how system benefits 
were to be measured. According to these officials, all dollar quantified 
benefits would be measured under the Army’s budget process. This pro- 
cess is to integrate information systems requirements, costing, program- 
ming, budgeting, and execution. As part of the process, (1) project 
benefits are to be quantified whenever possible to the same level of 
detail as project costs, and (2) dollar-quantified benefits are to be identi- 
fied in the appropriation and fiscal year of the expected savings. Once a 
system is fully operational, these realized dollar benefits, upon verifica- 
tion, are to be automatically removed from the appropriate budget. 
Army officials stated that, since estimated dollar savings are automati- 
cally removed from activity budgets, individual project managers are 
allowed the discretion to implement their own procedures for measuring 
non-monetary benefits. 
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Appendix III 

Defense Acquisition Management Phases 

This appendix provides an overview of the Defense life-cycle manage- 
ment phases. It shows the documents and actions required and the mile- 
stone review approval points for each phase. 

Phase 
Mission analysis/project 
initiation Concept development Definition/design System development Deployment/operation 
burpoae - 
Identify mission element Synthesize and evaluate Define functional needs 
need (set of,,,requirements) (solicit) alternative ways to (system and subsystem 

Develop, integrate, test, Install the system(s), 
and evaluate the system 

specifications) and design 
continue approved 

meet need ,, 
an operational system 

operations, budget 
adequately, control 
changes, and maintain the 
system for its remaining 
life 

Vabdate need Recommend one or more 
Recommend exploration concepts for further study 
of ways to meet need 

Documentation and 
action 
Mission element need Project management Functional description Users’ manual Periodic reviews 
statement charter 

Plan of actions and Data requirements Computer operations 
milestones manual 

System alternatives System/subsystem 
specifications 

Program maintenance 
manuat 

Economic analysis 
Acauisition strateav 

Program specifications Prototype testing 

Data base SDecifications Svstem intearation testina 

General functional 
requirements 
Validation of user needs 

Test and evaluation plan 

Mission element need System Decision Paper I System Decision Paper II System Decision Paper Ill System Decision Paper IV 
statement 
Revi~sw points 
Milestone 0 review and Milestone I review and Milestone II review and Milestone III review and Milestone IV review and 
approval ends Dhase one aDDroval ends phase two approval ends phase three approval ends chase four approval ends phase five 
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Ap@endix IV 

Major Contributors to This Report 

Information 1 
Carl M. Urie, Group Director 

Management and Sanford Rei$le, E&w&or-in-Charge 

Technology Division, Wiley Poindexter, Site Senior 

Washington, D.C. 

Page 19 GAO/lMTEC-?39-10 Army’s Logistics and Technical Information 



‘. 
i 

3, 
‘.., 

‘j ,, 

‘, 



Requests for copies of GAO reports should be sent to: 

US. General Accounting Office 
Post Office Box 6015 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 

Telephone 202-275-6241 

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copies are 
$2.00 each. 

There is a 25% discount on orders for 100 or more copies mailed to a 
single address. 

Orders must be prepaid by cash or by check or money order made out to 
the Superintendent of Documents. 



\ 

United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20648 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use $300 




