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SUBJECT: 	 Audit Report on the Acquisition of the Advanced 
Antitank Weapon System-Medium (Report No. 

We are providing this final report for your information and 
use. Comments on a draft of this report were considered in 
preparing the final report. 

The report addresses matters concerning the cost and 
schedule of the Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium (AAWS-M) 
Program, the weight of the system, and cost performance data 
provided to DoD by a subcontractor. 

DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all audit recommendations 
be resolved promptly. Therefore, the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition: Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management 
and Personnel): Director, Operational Test and Evaluation: 
U.S. Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel: and Project 
Manager for the AAWS-M must provide final comments on the 
unresolved recommendations by February 18, 1992. See the "Status 
of Recommendations" section at the end of each finding for the 
unresolved recommendations and specific requirements for your 
comments. We also ask that your comments indicate concurrence or 
nonconcurrence with the internal control weakness highlighted in 
Part I. 

The courtesies extended to the audit staff are appreciated. 
If you have any questions on this audit, please contact 
Mr. Rayburn H. Stricklin at (703) 614-3965 (DSN 224-3965) or 



Internal Controls. We identified a material internal control 
weakness in the operation of a subcontractor's cost and schedule 
control system. This weakness is discussed in Finding C. Our 
review of internal controls is discussed on page 2 of this 
report. 

Potential Benefits of Audit. The principal benefits that will be 
realized from the audit are reduced uncertainty regarding the 
Program's estimated cost and schedule and a determination as to 
whether the AAWS-M can be used by the light ir.fantry and airborne 
rangers. Also, the Army will receive accurate and complete Cost 
Performance Reports (Appendix D). 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended an evaluation of the 
basis for the cost estimate in the Army's proposed restructured 
program, a determination of the cost of various alternatives to 
the proposed restructured program, and an update of the cost 
estimate for the proposed restructured program. We also 
recommended actions to determine whether the AAWS-M could be 
configured so that it can be effectively used by light infantry 
and airborne ranger organizations. Last, we recommended that an 
AAWS-M subcontractor's cost and schedule control system be 
improved. 

Management Comments. The Office of the Director for Defense 
Research and Engineering did not specifically comment on 
Recommendations A.l., A.2., and A.3., but actions taken or 
planned were responsive to the recommendations. The Office of 
the Director nonconcurred with Recommendations B.l.a. and 
B.l.b. Based on the Office of the Director, Operational Test and 
Evaluation's, response to Recommendation B.2., we added 
Recommendation B.3., which was directed to the Secretary of the 
Army. We have asked OSD to reconsider its nonconcurrences. The 
Program Executive Officer for Fire Support nonconcurred with 
Recommendations C.1. and C. 2. We asked him to reconsider his 
nonconcurrences. Management did not specifically concur or 
nonconcur on the internal control weakness highlighted in Part I, 
and we requested that they do so in response to this final 
report. Final comments must be provided by February 18, 1992. 
The complete texts of the OSD' s, Army's, and Defense Logistics 
Agency's comments are in Part IV of the report. 
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Off ice of the Inspector General 

AUDIT REPORT NO. December 17, 1991 
(Project No. OAL-0073) 

ACQUISITION OF THE ADVANCED ANTITANK WEAPON SYSTEM-MEDIUM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction. In 1984, the Army approved the concept of the 
Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium (AAWS-M), which would 
replace the Dragon Anti tank Weapon System, and projected the 
initial operational capability for the mid-1990 's. The AAWS-M 
was required to be a one-man-portable antiarmor weapon system. 

The AAWS-M is managed by the AAWS-M Project Off ice, under the 
Program Executive Officer for Fire Support. Total program cost 
was estimated at $4 billion for 58,000 missiles and 5,000 command 
launch units. 

Objectives. The audit 1 s overall objective was to evaluate the 
acquisition management of the AAWS-M Program regarding program 
management elements critical to a system in the early full-scale 
development phase. The audit also included a review of the 
adequacy and sufficiency of internal controls related to the 
audit objective. 

Audit Results. Our audit disclosed three reportable conditions. 

o The cost portion of the Army's proposal to restructure 
the AAWS-M Program was based on a contractor's estimate of 
$372 million that had not been validated by the Army. Because 
the contractor's estimate had not been validated, there was 
uncertainty as to whether the full-scale development contract 
could be completed for $372 million (Finding A). 

o The AAWS-M exceeded the weight that one person can carry 
for a reasonable distance and period of time. Therefore, the 
system is not suitable for its planned deployment in light 
infantry and airborne ranger organizations (Finding B). 

o A subcontractor had not structured its cost and schedule 
control system to provide meaningful cost performance data. 
Therefore, there was no assurance that Cost Performance Reports 
provided management with accurate and complete information for 
the management of the AAWS-M Program (Finding C). 
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PART I - INTRODUCTION 


Background 

The Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium (AAWS-M) was required 
to be a one-man-portable medium antiarmor weapon system, which 
the Army and Marine Corps plan to use to replace the Dragon 
Antitank Weapon System. The AAWS-M was to weigh 45 pounds or 
less, have a more effective range than that of the Dragon, and be 
effective against the projected armor threat. The AAWS-M was 
originally scheduled for an initial operational capability during 
the mid-1990's. 

The Army established a major acquisition program for the AAWS-M 
in 1984. The AAWS-M Project Off ice manages the AAWS-M Program 
under the direction of the Program Executive Officer for Fire 
Support, Department of the Army. Under the Program, the Army 
plans to procure 58, 000 missiles and 5, 000 missile launchers. 
Program costs for the Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
and Procurement Appropriations were estimated at $4 billion. 

The acquisition strategy that the Army established for the AAWS-M 
Program provided for two contractors to jointly develop the 
missile system and then compete for production contracts upon 
completion of low-rate initial production. In June 1989, the 
Army awarded a full-scale development, cost-plus-incentive-fee 
contract to TI/Martin AAWS-M Joint Venture (the Joint Venture) to 
develop the AAWS-M. The contract provided for a 36-month, 
$169.7 million full-scale development program. The Joint Venture 
was formed by Texas Instruments, Incorporated, and Martin 
Marietta Corporation. 

In July 1990, as a result of contract cost overruns, the full 
scale development contract was rebaselined to $236 million. The 
contract cost overruns continued into 1991, resulting in a 
proposed restructure of the AAWS-M Program. The Army proposed a 
restructured development program with a revised contract cost 
baseline of $372 million and a period of contract performance of 
48 months. The Conventional Systems Committee met on May 20 and 
29, 1991, and the Defense Acquisition Board met on June 6, 1991, 
to consider the proposed restructured AAWS-M Program. On 
September 27, 1991, the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition issued an Acquisition Decision Memorandum that 
directed a 54-month program. The contract cost was being 
negotiated as of November 1, 1991. This restructured program 
will extend the initial operational capability to the 
late 1990's. 



Objectives 

The overall audit objective was to evaluate the program 
management of the AAWS-M Program to determine the adequacy of 
efforts for development of an economical and efficient system and 
for the system's production and deployment. We performed the 
audit in accordance with our critical program management elements 
approach. Under this approach, we focused our audit on a review 
of 11 program management elements that were critical to the 
AAWS-M Program in its early full-scale development phase. Our 
review of contracting, force structure integration, 
manufacturing, detailed test planning, schedule adequacy, cost 
realism versus budget, mission critical computer resources, and 
program stability contributed to three findings presented in 
Part II of this report. The results of our review of integrated 
logistics, program management organization, and review and audit 
open items did not disclose any major weaknesses, as discussed in 
Appendix A. 

Scope 

This performance audit was conducted from June 1990 to 
April 1991 in accordance with auditing standards issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States as implemented by the 
Inspector General, DoD, and accordingly included such tests of 
internal controls as were deemed necessary. We obtained and 
reviewed data and information, dated from September 1984 through 
April 1991, to accomplish our objective in each of the 11 program 
management elements. We interviewed personnel involved in the 
acquisition of the AAWS-M and other cognizant personnel. A list 
of the activities visited or contacted during the audit is in 
Appendix E. 

Internal Controls 

We reviewed the inteLnal controls applicable to the critical 
program management elements of the AAWS-M Program. In assessing 
the internal controls, we evaluated internal control techniques, 
such as management plans, written policies and procedures, 
and management initiated reviews. The audit identified a 
material internal control weakness, as defined by Public 
Law 97-255, Office of Management and Budget Circular A-123, and 
DoD Directive 5010.38. Controls were not in place to ensure the 
effectiveness of a subcontractor's cost and schedule control 
system (Finding C). Recommendations C.l. and C.2. in this 
report, if implemented, will correct the weakness. Recommen
dations C.l. and C.2. will not result in quantifiable monetary 
benefits. However, implementation of the recornrnendat ions will 
result in more accurate and complete Cost Performance Reports, 
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which the AAWS-M Project Off ice used to monitor the cost and 
schedule of the AAWS-M Program. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

There have been four previous audits concerning the AAWS-M. The 
four audits focused on the budget requirements, the joint 
acquisition process, the acquisition status of selected systems, 
and the collection of information on joint major programs. 
Synopses of these four audit reports are in Appendix B. 
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PART I I -- FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. PROPOSED RESTRUCTURED PROGRAM 

The Army's proposal to restructure the AAWS-M Program was based 
on a contractor's estimate of $372 million, which the Army had 
not validated. The Army did not validate the contractor's 
estimate because the contractor had not developed cost data to 
support its estimate when the Army was developing its proposal to 
restructure the AAWS-M Program. Furthermore, there was not 
sufficient time for the contractor to develop detailed support 
for its estimate before the next scheduled review of the AAWS-M 
Program by the Army Acquisition Executive. Since the 
contractor's estimate had not been validated, it is uncertain as 
to whether the full-scale development contract for the AAWS-M 
Program can be completed for $372 million. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

The Army has experienced substantial contract cost growth in 
developing the AAWS-M. In June 1989, the Army awarded a contract 
to the Joint Venture for a 36-month, $169. 7 million full-scale 
development program. Cost and schedule overruns during the first 
12 months of the contract resulted in a rebaselining of the 
contract cost in July 1990. In July 1990, the Army established 
an over target baseline cost of $236 million, but the program 
schedule remained at 36 months. During the Defense Acquisition 
Board Program review on December 5, 1990, the Army reported that 
contract costs could grow to $263 million, but the Army 
considered the 36-month schedule executable. Less than 6 weeks 
later on January 14, 1991, the Joint Venture reported that the 
36-month program was no longer executable. The Joint Venture 
assessed the Program as executable at 40 months and $329 million, 
if no funding constraints were applied during FY 1991. However, 
FY 1991 funding was limited to $240 million. As a result, the 
Joint Venture revised its estimate to 48 months and 
$362 million. The Joint Venture later increased its estimate to 
$372 million over a 48-month period. 

Because of continued cost growth, the Army Acquisition Executive 
in January 1991 directed the Program Executive Officer for Fire 
Support to lay out a program that would have a high probability 
of success and would not force the Program's schedule. Also, DoD 
Directive 5000.1,-/ "Major and Non-Major Defense Acquisition 

1/ DoD Directive 5000.1 was updated and republished February 23, 
1991. 



Programs," September 1, 1987, required that DoD Components 
conduct meaningful and realistic long-range planning and 
realistically estimate, program, budget, and fund acquisition 
programs. In turn, the Program Executive Officer directed that a 
"Red Team" be formed to assess the cost and technical status of 
the AAWS-M Program. 'ro perform the assessment, the "Red Team" 
visited the contractor's site at Denton, Texas, from February 6 
through February 8, 1991, and again on February 23, 1991. 

Initially, the "Red Team" concluded that the AAWS-M full-scale 
development program could extend up to 60 months and cost 
$520 million (later refined to $423.8 million), which was higher 
than the Joint Venture's originally ~reposed 48-month, 
$362 million program. However, on February 23, 1991, the Joint 
Venture presented technical and schedule information on a 
restructured 48-month program to the "Red Team" in response to 
the "Red Team's" findings. After considering the Joint Venture's 
presentation, the "Red Team" revised its conclusions and accepted 
the technical and schedule aspects of the Joint Venture's 
proposed restructured 48-month program. This program added 
$10 million for risk abatement efforts directed by the Program 
Executive Officer, along with contractor steps for risk 
abatement, resulting in a total contractor proposed cost of 
$372 million. 

Al though the "Red Team" accepted the Joint Venture' s proposed 
program, the "Red Team's" acceptance was based on the Joint 
Venture's plan to incorporate and execute risk mitigation factors 
in the development of several components of the AAWS-M System. 
Furthermore, the "Red Team" recommended that performance 
milestones be incorporated into the restructured program on the 
components for which risk mitigation factors were applied and 
that the AAWS-M Project Manager establish a formal Government 
Action Team to monitor performance in each risk mitigation 
area. The recommendations, if adopted, should provide oversight 
of areas with development risk. 

Proposed Restructured Program 

The Program Executive Officer also accepted the Joint Venture's 
program and presented it to the Army Acquisition Executive on 
March 4, 1991. The Army Acquisition Executive also accepted the 
program, as stated in a decision memorandum dated March 6, 1991, 
and directed that the program be presented to the Conventional 
Systems Committee and the Defense Acquisition Board. 
Presentations to the Conventional Systems Committee were made on 
May 20 and 29, 1991, and to the Defense Acquisition Board on 
June 6, 1991. 
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The Army did not validate the basis for the Joint Venture' s 
$372 million estimate to complete the full-scale development 
contract. One of the objectives of the Army's "Red Team" was to 
determine the adequacy of the Joint Venture's estimate through a 
detailed review of the estimated cost by work breakdown 
structure, cost accounts, and work packages. When the ''Red Team" 
made its review, details of the Joint Venture's $372 million 
estimate were not available for review. Furthermore, there was 
not sufficient time for the Joint Venture to develop the details 
supporting the estimate before the next scheduled program 
review. Therefore, the Army accepted the Joint Venture's 
estimate based on the "Red Team's" conclusion. 

In the absence of any Army analyses of the Joint Venture' s 
estimate, we questioned the reasonableness of the Joint Venture's 
estimate and the Army's use of the estimate as the cost necessary 
to complete the full-scale development phase of the AAWS-M 
Program. 

We were not the first to question the reasonableness of the Joint 
Venture' s estimate. In a February 12, 1991, memorandum, the 
Deputy Commander, Defense Plant Representative Office, Texas 
Instruments, advised the Commander, U.S. Army Missile Command, 
that the Joint Venture had historically reported inaccurate 
estimates for the AAWS-M Program. The Deputy Commander further 
stated that without in-depth reviews of the support behind the 
estimate, it would seem inappropriate to place much confidence in 
the validity of the estimate. 

Need for Analyses of the Joint Venture's Estimate 

Because of the absence of an Army analysis of the Joint Venture's 
estimate, we performed a limited review of the Joint Venture' s 
estimate, which was reported on the Cost Performance Report, as 
of March 31, 1991. Our limited review at Texas Instruments 
covered Cost Account ll242M (Focal Plane Array Deliveries), which 
showed an estimate of * The Cost Account reflected 
the cost of the delivery of 177 focal plane arrays. 

Our review of the Cost Account indicated that the Joint Venture's 
estimate of * was too low. Texas Instruments had 
manufactured 48 focal plane arrays. Of the 48 focal plane 
arrays, 17 were manufactured at a cost of * under 
Cost Account 11242M. As such, the 17 focal plane arrays cost 
about * each. The Cost Account also showed that an 
additional 160 focal plane arrays would be produced for 
* or about * each. Since the first 17 focal plane 
arrays cost about * each, we questioned the reasonableness 
of the Joint Venture' s estimate to produce the other 160 focal 

* Company confidential or proprietary information deleted. 
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plane arrays at a cost of about * each. Another reason for 
questioning the reasonableness of the Joint Venture' s estimate 
for the other 160 focal plane arrays was that none of the 
17 focal plane arrays that were produced met specifications. 
Other factors indicating needs for an Army analysis of the Joint 
Venture' s estimate involved the producibili ty of a key part of 
the AAWS-M and the flexibility in the schedule on which the Joint 
Venture based its cost estimate. 

Producibility of the focal plane array. The Joint Venture's 
estimate of the cost to complete the full-scale development was 
based on personal judgment rather than cost and schedule 
experience because major subcontractors had not yet demonstrated 
that the focal plane array, a key component of the AAWS-M' s 
seeker, can be produced in mass quantities and at a reasonable 
cost. The Army required 258 focal plane arrays for the full 
scale development program. The Joint Venture awarded a 
subcontract to Texas Instruments to develop and manufacture the 
258 focal plane arrays. The Joint Venture also awarded a 
subcontract to Martin Marietta Corporation for five focal plane 
arrays. The contract for the five focal plane arrays was not 
awarded to support the full-scale development program but to 
establish a second source that could be used for competition when 
the AAWS-M entered the production phase. Martin Marietta 
Corporation awarded a third tier st1bcontract to the Santa Barbara 
Research Center of the Hughes Aircraft Company for the five focal 
plane arrays. As of March 31, 1991, Texas Instruments had 
manufactured 48 focal plane arrays, but none of the focal plane 
arrays were of the required quality. As of March 31, 1991, 
Hughes Aircraft Company had manufactured one focal plane array, 
but problems existed with it. As a risk abatement procedure, the 
Joint Venture modified the contract with Martin Marietta 
Corporation to obtain 60 more focal plane arrays from the Hughes 
Aircraft Company. 

Until the Joint Venture demonstrates that it can produce quality, 
affordable focal plane arrays in quantities to satisfy 
production, there is no basis for establishing a reliable 
estimate, based on cost, to complete the full-scale development 
contract. We recognize that our review covered only 4 percent of 
the estimated contract cost. However, the cost reviewed was for 
the manufacture of focal plane arrays, which represents a high 
risk component and potential schedule slippages. 

Flexibility of schedule. The Joint Venture' s estimate of 
the cost to complete the full-scale development contract was 
based on a success oriented schedule that provided for little 
slippage. However, we believe there is high potential for 
schedule slippage for the following reasons. 

* Company confidential or proprietary information deleted. 
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Schedule for testing. It is questionable as to whether 
the contractor can manufacture enough focal plane arrays to meet 
the schedule for Production Proveout Testing and Preproduction 
Qualification Testing. A total of 258 focal plane arrays was 
required for missiles that will be used for Production Proveout 
Testing and Preproduction Qualification Testing. Texas 
Instruments has manufactured 48 focal plane arrays, which can be 
used for testing even though they do not meet required 
specifications. As a risk abatement, Martin Marietta Corporation 
awarded Hughes Aircraft Company a letter contract for 60 focal 
plane arrays. However, 150 more focal plane arrays will be 
required for the test schedule. Texas Instruments will not 
produce focal plane arrays in any significant quantities from 
April 1, 1991, to September 30, 1991, because it will be 
improving its focal plane array manufacturing process and not 
producing. Texas Instruments planned to restart its focal plane 
array manufacturing facility in October 1991, if required 
improvements are made. On the other hand, if Texas Inst ruments 
is unable to make the improvements, we question whether Texas 
Instruments will be able to restart production in October 1991 
and manufacture the required 150 focal plane arrays that meet 
specifications. Army officials told us that if Texas Instruments 
cannot produce the remaining 150 focal plane arrays, they will be 
obtained from Hughes Aircraft Company or an additional source. 
These risk abatement procedures may result in obtaining the 
required focal plane arrays. However, we believe that the time 
required to initiate necessary procurement actions would cause 
slippage in the already tight schedule. 

Array processor redesign. The Joint Venture stated 
that a complete redesign of the array processor may be needed. 
If additional redesign is needed, the redesign would not be 
completed in time to support Preproduction Qualification Testing, 
which is scheduled to begin in March 1992, because the schedule 
did not provide for additional redesign. 

Propulsion system redesign. The Joint Venture also 
stated that the propulsion system may r~quire a complete 
redesign. If additional redesign is required, it would not be 
completed in time to support Preproduction Qualification Testing 
because the schedule did not provide for additional redesign. 

Flight schedule. The Preproduction Qualification Test 
schedule, consisting of 195 flight and sled tests, was very 
optimistic. Even if the focal plane arrays, array processors, 
and propulsion systems are available to support the building of 
the test missiles, the number of flight and sled tests scheduled 
could be difficult to achieve because of potential inclement 
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weather during testing. The schedule provided for 105 tests from 
October 1992 through March 1993, when weather could delay 
scheduled testing. '11 he Program Executive Officer stated that if 
the weather delayed scheduled testing, the testing would be moved 
to the White Sands Missile Range. We agree that this action 
could be taken; however, the change in test location would take 
time and would delay the test schedule. 

Potential Effects of the Proposed Res~ructured Program 

If the AAWS-M Program is restructured based on the Joint 
Venture's estimate for completing the full-scale development 
contract, it is likely that the program will again experience 
cost overruns. Additionally, the uncertainty in the cost 
estimate for completing the full-scale development contract 
complicates the development of a realistic cost estimate for the 
total AAWS-M Program. 

Actions Taken by Management 

On March 11, 1991, the Army Acquisition Executive directed the 
establishment of a "Blue Team" to identify the problems, as well 
as the consequences of problems, with the seeker focal plane 
array, command launch unit, and tracker. The "Blue Team" 
completed its assessment of the AAWS-M Program on April 20, 
1991. Overall, the "Blue Team" concluded that, with the risk 
reducers in place the Army's restructured 48-month program was 
achievable but could cost $433 million. One of the main reasons 
for the "Blue Team" concluding that the program could be 
completed in 48 months was that the perceived progress that the 
Santa Barbara Research Center of the Hughes Aircraft Company had 
made in developing a critical component of the AAWS-M's seeker-
the focal plane array. As previously discussed, the Joint 
Venture was having much difficulty in developing focal plane 
arrays that met performance requirements. The "Blue Team" 
concluded that there was evidence that the Santa Barbara Research 
Center had progressed to a point where it would be able to 
develop enough focal plane arrays to provide 75 percent of the 
focal plane arrays needed during full-scale development. The 
"Blue Team" also suggested that the Army accept the focal plane 
array at 80 percent of the performance requirements specified in 
the contract. 

On April 30, 1991, the Acting Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition issued a memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army (Research, Development and Acquisition) stating that there 
was a need to explore programming alternatives in addition to the 
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Army's proposed 48-month program. The alternatives that the 
Under Secretary suggested ranged from terminating full-scale 
development of the AAWS-M Program to returning the Program to 
technology development. Further, the memorandum stated that 
there was a need to revisit the Cost and Operational 
Effectiveness Analysis, which was used during Milestone II in 
light of uncertainties about overall program cost. 

Additional Actions Needed on the Part of Management 

The actions initiated by management should be helpful to Defense 
mangers in deciding the most beneficial course of action for DoD 
on the AAWS-M Program. However, we believe additional actions 
are needed in order for managers to have the information to 
select the most beneficial course of action. Specifically, 
rather than considering alternatives to the proposed restructured 
program as suggested by the Acting Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, the Army needs to determine the cost of each program 
alternative so that acquisition decisionmakers can determine the 
cost consequences and benefits of their decisions. The Army also 
needs to obtain from the appropriate Defense Plant Representative 
Offices detailed analyses of the Joint Venture' s estimate and 
determine the reasonableness of the Joint Venture's estimate of 
$372 million to complete the full-scale development contract. 
Last, we believe it would be beneficial for the Army to present 
to the Defense Acquisition Board an updated estimate of the cost 
to complete the full-scale development of the AAWS-M before DoD 
releases FY 1992 funds for the AAWS-M. Providing such an update 
should not require a great deal of effort if the Army adopts the 
"Red Team's" recommendation that provided for the AAWS-M Project 
Manager to monitor risk mitigation areas, and the update would 
enable management to determine whether the risk mitigation was 
effective before releasing FY 1992 funds. 

RECOMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT COMMENTS, AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
require that the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, 
Development and Acquisition): 

1. Identify the cost of the program alternatives identified 
in the Under Secretary's April 30, 1991, memorandum, Subject: 
"Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium, 11 and present the costs 
of the alternatives to the Defense Acquisition Board. 

OSD comments. The Deputy Director (Tactical Warfare 
Programs), Office of the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering, partially concurred with the finding but did not 
specifically comment on Recommendation A.l. The full text of the 
Deputy Director's comments is in Part IV of the report. 
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Audit response. Although the Deputy Director did not 
specifically comment on Recommendation A. l., our review of 
documentation that Army officials used to brief the 
Conventional Systems Committee on May 20 and May 29, 1991, 
showed that the Army presented to the Conventional Systems 
Cammi ttee the costs of returning the program to advanced 
development and termination. Also, the officials presented 
the results of their analyses of the cost-effectiveness of 
the fire and forget approach. In addition, OSD officials 
presented Recommendation A.l. to the Conventional Systems 
Committee on May 29, 1991, and stated that the cost of 
program alternatives had been determined. These 
presentations satisfied the intent of our recommendation. As 
such, no further comments are required on Recommendation A.l. 

2. Obtain analyses of the Joint Venture's estimate from 
appropriate Defense Plant Representative Offices and use the 
results of those analyses to determine the reasonableness of the 
Joint Venture's estimate of $372 million. 

OSD comments. The Deputy Director did not express 
concurrence or nonconcurrence with Recommendation A.2. However, 
he stated that the Army's "Red Team" conducted an extensive 
assessment of the proposed 48-month restructured program. This 
assessment is documented in Volumes I and II of, "AAWS-M Cost 
Growth Red Team Final Report," March 30, 1991. The Deputy 
Director further stated that after the "Red Team's" assessment 
and publication of its final report, and as a result of 
Conventional Systems Committee reviews on May 20 and May 29, 
1991, the funding profile of $372 million for the AAWS-M Program 
may no longer be valid. Additional work and a schedule extension 
are under consideration as a result of the June 6, 1991, Defense 
Acquisition Board meeting. Among the alternatives under 
consideration is a program based on a 56-month Engineering and 
Manufacturing Development phase at a total program cost of 
$596.2 million. 

Audit response. Although not mentioned in the Deputy 
Director's comments, a "Blue Team" was established to review 
the cost and schedule of the proposed restructured AAWS-M 
Program. The actions that the "Blue Team," Conventional 
Systems Committee, and Defense Acquisition Board took to 
assess the reasonableness of the Army's proposed 48-month, 
$372 million program were responsive to the intent of 
Recommendation A.2. Therefore, no further comments are 
required on Recommendation A.2. 
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3. Present an updated estimate of the cost to complete the 
full-scale development of the Advanced Antitank Weapon System
Medium. 

OSD comments. The Deputy Director also did not express 
concurrence or nonconcurrence with Recommendation A.3. However, 
he stated that among the alternatives under consideration is a 
program based on a 56-month Engineering and Manufacturing 
Development phase at a total program cost of $596.2 million. The 
program will be reviewed by the Cost Analysis Improvement Group 
before the Defense Acquisition Board reconvenes. 

Audit response. The actions planned on this recommendation 
were responsive. As such, we revised Recommendation A.3. to 
delete that portion relating to the release of FY 1992 
funds. The Defense Acquisition Executive issued an 
Acquisition Decision Memorandum on September 27, 1991, 
directing a 54-month Engineering and Manufacturing 
Development Program (Appendix C). The contract cost was 
being negotiated as of November 1, 1991. 
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B. SYSTEM WEIGHT 

The AAWS-M was too heavy to be one-man-portable. The AAWS-M was 
too heavy because the original weight limitation for the system 
was established at too high a level, and the contractor was 
unable to stay within the weight limitation prescribed for the 
AAWS-M. As a result, the AAWS-M was not operationally suitable 
for planned deployment with light infantry and airborne rangers. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

The AAWS-M is a medium range, one-man-portable, shoulder fired, 
anti tank weapon system, which is planned to replace the Dragon 
Weapon System. The AAWS-M will be an essential part of the rifle 
squads in Infantry and Combat Engineer uni ts. The AAWS-M is a 
squad weapon that is carried by a gunner who must be able to keep 
up with the rest of the squad and negotiate distances up to 
10 kilometers and obstacles encountered by other squad members, 
that is, riflemen or automatic weapon gunners. 

According to Military Standard 1472D, "Human Engineering Design 
Criteria for Military Systems, Equipment and Facilities," 
March 14, 1989, "the total load carried by an individual, 
including clothing, weapons and equipment for close combat 
operations should not exceed 30 percent of body weight, and for 
marching 45 percent of body weight." Additionally, Field 
Manual 7-10, "The Infantry Rifle Company," chapter 8, "Combat 
Service Support," December 14, 1990, states that the amount of 
weight that a soldier must carry has the greatest impact on the 
ability of a rifle company to perform its tactical operations. 

Combat Load 

The total weight of the AAWS-M and other equipment (combat load) 
that a soldier must carry in combat exceeded the recommended 
weight that all soldiers could carry in combat and be effective. 
We determined the weight of the AAWS-M to be 49. 25 pounds by 
reviewing the Joint Venture Monthly Progress Report for 
December 1990. 

Component Pounds 
Missile 26.50 
Command Launch Unit 13.91 
Launch Tube Assembly 8.84 
Total System 49.25 
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However, the 49.25 pounds did not include the weight of 
replacement batteries for the Command Launch Unit (2.25 pounds) 
or Launch Tube Assembly (l.06 pounds). The batteries provide the 
energy to operate the cooling subsystem for the AAWS-M system, 
and if the batteries are not available, the AAWS-M system becomes 
inoperable. If the weight of the batteries is added to the 
projected weight of the system, the system would weigh 
52. 56 pounds. However, we excluded the weight of the batteries 
from our analyses because the batteries could be carried by the 
assistant gunner, not hy the primary gunner. 

We determined the weight of the other equipment that a soldier 
would carry in combat by using Military Standard 14720, 
table XXVI, "Human Engineering Design Criteria for Military 
Systems, Equipment and Facilities." We found that the weight of 
the typical combat 1oad (temper ate zone) consisted of clothing 
and equipment at 53.19 pounds. The AAWS-M gunner would carry the 
combat load as well as the 49.25 pounds for a total of 
102. 44 pounds. This weight does not include 31. 24 pounds of 
subsistence that a soldier would be required to carry in 
instances where mechanized support cannot be provided. 

Soldiers' Abilities to Carry Combat __~~oads 

To determine how much a soldier could carry, we used the most 
recent "Anthropometric Survey of the U.S. Army Personnel, Methods 
and Summary Statistics," September 1989, and Military 
Standard 14720. The Anthropometric Survey shows that male 
soldiers in the 5th percentile weighed about 136 pounds, 
50th percentile weighed about 171 pounds, and 95th percentile 
weighed about 216 pounds. Military Standard 14720 states that 
soldiers should not carry more than 30 percent of their body 
weight when in contact with the enemy or 45 percent in field 
marches. Further, Field Manual 7-10 states that for each pound 
over 30 percent, the soldier loses a proportional amount of his 
functional ability. The Joint Service Operational Requirement 
for the AAWS-M was that male soldiers in the 5th to 
95th percentile be able to carry the AAWS-M. 

By comparing the total equipment weight to various body weights 
of soldiers, we concluded that the AAWS-M could be carried by 
only 5 percent of the soldiers if the system's weight was 35 to 
42 pounds and could not be carried by a soldier without risk of 
injury to the soldier or degradation of the soldier's mission if 
the system's weight exceeded 45 pounds, as shown on the following 
schedule. 
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Sold i t:ro,' Ab i Ii f-y to Can-y Combat Loads 

SOLDIERS BODY WEIGHT 
PERCENTILE POUNDS 

POUNDS SOLDIER 
CAN CARRY 

MARCHING COMBAT 

CAN SOLDIER CARRY A COMBAT LOAD 
AND THE AAWS-M? 

--- 
7 88. 19 _!_! 95.19 '?. 98.19 F 102.44 y 

5 135.78 40. 73 NO NO NO NO 
61. 1(1 NO NO NO NO 

50 171 .27 s l. 38 N() NO NO NO 
Tl .O I NO NO NO NO 

95 216.21 64.86 NO NO NO NO 
97./9 YES YES NO NO 

1/ 	 Combat load soldier would be carrying: clothing 19.47 pounds, equipment 33.72 pounds, 
AAWS-M system at 35 pounds. 

21 	 Combat load soldier would be carrying: clothing 19.47 pounds, equipment 33.72 pounds, 
AAWS-M system at 42 pounds. 

3/ 	 Combat load soldier would be t.arrying: clothing 19.47 pounds, equipment 33.72 pounds, 
AAWS-M system at 45 pounds. 

4/ 	 Combat load soldier would be carrying: clothing 19.47 pounds, equipment 33.72 pounds, 
AAWS-M system at 49.25 pounds. 

The combat load does not include the 31.24 pound subsistence load 
the soldier would be required to carry when mtchanized support is 
not available. 

Reasons for Excess Weight 

The AAWS-M was too heavy for two reasons. First, the original 
weight requirement for the AAWS-M was too high. The Joint Ser
vice Operational Requirement, April 4, 1986, required "the weight 
of one complete system (includes command launch unit, one round, 
consumable and carrying equipment for at least four hours of 
operation) shall be no greater than 45 pounds (35 desired)." The 
AAWS-M Acquisition Decision Memorandum, December 7, 1990, 
approved a baseline threshold change in the weight to 
49. 5 pounds. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Manage
ment and Personnel), who is responsible for personnel safety 
issues, and the U.S. Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, 
who is responsible for issues related to soldiers' combat loads, 
were not aware that weight issues were being addressed during the 
Defense Acquisition Board review. Second, the contractor was 
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unable to maintain the maximum weight of 45 pounds. The weight 
of the AAWS-M had grown to 49.25 pounds, as shown in the December 
1990 Joint Venture progress report. 

Results of Excess Weight 

The soldier's load is a crucial concern in deciding if the AAWS-M 
system will be operationally suitable for planned deployment. A 
typical soldier cannot be expected to carry an amount exceeding 
30 percent of his body weight and still retain a high percentage 
of his agility, stamina, alertness, and mobility. For each pound 
over 30 percent, the soldier loses a proportional amount of his 
functional ability. Therefore, the success and survival of the 
gunner depends largely on his ability to carry the system. The 
system at 49.25 pounds fails to meet the Joint Service 
Operational Requirement that male soldiers in the 5th to 
95th percentile be able to carry the system. As such, we 
question whether the AAWS-M is operationRlly effective and 
operationally suitabJe for use by light infantry and airborne 
rangers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT COMMENTS, AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

1. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, in conjunction with Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Force Management and Personnel) and the U.S. Army Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Personnel: 

a. Revise the requirements documentation to show that the 
Advanced Anti tank Weapon System-Medium at 49. 25 pounds is not 
one-man-portable. 

OSD comments. 'rhe Deputy Di rector (Tactical War fare 
Programs), Office of the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering, nonconcurred with the finding, upon which we based 
Recommendation B.l.a. He stated that on December 5, 1990, the 
Defense Acquisition Board reviewed and approved a weight of 
49. 5 pounds for the AAWS-M. He further stated that any weight 
growth beyond 49.5 pounds will result in program termination. 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Requirements and 
Resources), Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force 
Management and Personnel), also commented on the proposed actions 
and stated that some OSD off ices share our opinion. He further 
stated that he has been informed that the term "one-man-portable" 
now refers to single man operation, not to how the weapon is to 
be transported. Also, the Deputy Assistant Secretary stated that 
the AAWS-M Project Manager suggested that he expects the AAWS-M 

18 




to be disassembled and divided among the soldiers during 
transit. He encouraged Army efforts to clarify portability 
terminology and/or doctrine regarding distribution or balance of 
soldiers' loads. The full text of the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary's comments is in Part IV of the report. 

Audit response. We disagree with the Deputy Director's 
position on Recommendation B.l.a. The weight that an 
individual can carry is constrained by physiological factors 
that cannot be changed by the Defense Acquisition Board. As 
discussed on pages 16 and 17 of this report, the weight of 
the AAWS-M, when combined with a soldier's combat load, 
exceeds the weight that soldiers in the 5th to 
95th percentile can carry. 

Other officials have also questioned the weight of the 
AAWS-M. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
{Requirements and Resources), in a May 28, 1991, memorandum 
to the Chairman, Conventional Systems Committee, stated that 
the AAWS-M's weight posed a risk to system performance and 
soldier safety. The Deputy Assistant Secretary referred to 
Military Standard 1472 weight data developed by the Army 
Human Engineering Laboratory and the Early User Test and 
Evaluation of the AAWS-M to support his position. We have 
not been made aware of any data presented to the Defense 
Acquisition Board that would refute our or the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary's position. Also, the Commander, I 
Corps, stated in a July 1991 message to the Commander in 
Chief, U.S. Army Forces Command, and the Commanding General, 
Training and Doctrine Command, that "Light divisions must 
have a truly airlifted anti-armor system that can defeat 
every armor vehicle. AAWS-M may be too heavy for our light 
infantry." Therefore, we believe that our recommendation is 
still valid and ask that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition comment again on the recommendation. Also, we 
request that the Assistant Secretary of Defense {Force 
Management and Personnel) and the U.S. Army Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel comment on the proposed action. 

b. Reduce the impact of the weight of the Advanced Antitank 
Weapon System-Medium on individual soldiers to an allowable level 
either by making the system crew-portable rather than one-man
portable or by developing a means for transporting the system 
rather than carrying the system. 

OSD comments. The Deputy Di rector nonconcurred with the 
finding, upon which we based the recommendation. He stated that 
there is no intention to reconfigure the Army's force structure 
to make AAWS-M a crew-served weapon. 

19 




The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Requirements and 
Resources) stated that his off ice has urged the adoption of a 
formal weight reduction effort. He further stated that he has 
learned that the other factors contributing to the weight issue, 
such as the contents and weight of the soldier's combat and 
sustainment loads, are being explored for possible reduction. 

Audit response. The Deputy Director's comments to 
Recommendation B.l.b. indicated that he did not fully 
understand the intent of the recommendation. The intent of 
the recommendation was to add reality to the system being 
portable, not to change the Army's force structure, as 
interpreted by the Deputy Director. As such, we ask the 
Deputy Director to reconsider his position on the 
recommendation. We also ask the Deputy Director to consider 
other officials' comments on the recommendations when 
reconsidering his position. The Deputy Assistant Secretary 
(Requirements and Resources) stated that he encouraged Army 
efforts to clarify portability terminology and/or doctrine 
regarding distribution of soldiers loads. The Staff 
Assistant for Army Aviation Programs, Office of the 
Director, Operational Test and Evaluation, stated that very 
few soldiers are heavy enough to carry 49.5 pounds or even 
45 pounds. In view of the Deputy Assistant Secretary's and 
Staff Assistant's position, we have difficulty understanding 
why the Deputy Director would nonconcur with Recommendations 
B.l.a. and B.l.b. We also request responses on the proposed 
action from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force 
Management and Personnel) and the U.S. Army Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel. The responses should cover the areas 
specified in the "Status of Recommendations" section at the 
end of the finding. 

2. We reconunend that the Director, Operational Test and 
Evaluation, require that the Army fully test, before approval of 
Milestone III, the operational effectiveness and operational 
suitability of the method or procedure established as a result of 
actions taken on Reconunendation B.l.b. Furthermore, the test 
should be conducted with soldiers ranging in the 5th to 
95th percentile size and transporting the AAWS-M for 
10 kilometers over all types of terrains. 

OSD conunents. rI'he Staff Assistant for Army Aviation 
Programs, Office of the Director, Operational Test and 
Evaluation, generally concurred with the recommendation. He 
stated that the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation, 
planned a thorough evaluation of the portability issues 
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associated with the AAWS-M, as proposed in the draft audit 
report. However, he further stated that, under current weight 
restriction policies, it will be extremely difficult to fully 
evaluate the portability of the AAWS-M because the current policy 
restricts soldiers participating in tests to carrying no more 
than 45 percent of their body weight. Very few soldiers are 
heavy enough to carry 49.5 pounds or even 45 pounds. An 
exception to this policy can only be granted from a personal 
request by the Service Secretary to OSD. Even with the 
exemption, severe restrictions still exist. The full text of the 
Staff Assistant's comments is in Part IV of the report. 

Audit response. We consider the Staff Assistant's comments 
to be generally responsive to the finding and 
recommendation. The fact that the AAWS-M is too heavy for 
adequate operational testing indicates that there is a 
serious problem with the system's weight. We have added a 
recommendation that the Secretary of the Army request an 
exemption from the weight restrictions so that the AAWS-M 
can be tested realistically. Therefore, we request that the 
Director, Operational Test and Evaluation, provide a 
response to this final report that covers the areas 
specified in the "Status of Recommendations" section at the 
end of this finding. 

3. We recommend that the Secretary of the Army request an 
exemption to the weight restriction policies for the operational 
testing of the Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium. 
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STATUS OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Number Addressee 

Response Should Cover: 
Concur/ Proposed Completion 

Nonconcur Action Date 

l.a. Under Secretary 
of Defense for 
Acquisition 

x x x 

Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Force 
Management and 
Personnel) 

x 

U.S. Army Deputy 
Chief of Staff 
for Personnel 

x 

1. b. Under Secretary 
of Defense for 
Acquisition 

x x x 

Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Force 
Management and 
Personnel) 

x 

U.S. Army Deputy 
Chief of Staff 
for Personnel 

x 

2. Director, Operational 
Test and Evaluation 

x x x 

3. Secretary of the Army x x x 
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C. COST AND SCHEDULE CONTROL SYSTEM 

Texas Instruments' cost and schedule control system was not 
structured to provide meaningful cost performance data on the 
development of focal plane arrays. This condition was caused by 
a lack of monitoring of the cost and schedule control system. 
Until corrections are made to Texas Instruments' cost and 
schedule control system, the Army will not be able to monitor and 
assess the cost and schedule for focal plane arrays. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

The full-scale development contract for the AAWS-M required that 
the prime contractor, the Joint Venture, as well as two major 
subcontractors, Texas Instruments and Martin Marietta 
Corporation, have cost and schedule control systems th~t 
satisfied the requirements of DoD Instruction 7000.2,_/ 
"Performance Measurement for Selected Acquisition Systems," 
June 10, 1977. According to DoD Instruction 7000.2, the 
contractors' system should be designed to provide the information 
necessary to facilitate the objective measur":!ment of work. In 
this regard, the Instruction specifies that the contractors' 
systems should identify budgeted cost of work scheduled, budgeted 
cost of work performed, and actual cost of work performed at the 
cost account level on a monthly basis. Further, the Instruction 
requires that work packages be limited to relatively short time 
spans assignable to a single organizational element, or 
subdivided by discrete value milestones, to facilitate the 
objective measurement of work performed. 

The full-scale development contract for the AAWS-M also requires 
that the contractors provide monthly cost reports on performance. 
Separate Cost Performance Reports were prepared by the Joint 
Venture, Texas Instruments, and Martin Marietta Corporation; 
these reports were consolidated into an overall Cost Performance 
Report by the Joint Venture. 

Operations of Texas Instruments' System 

Texas Instruments' cost and schedule control system was not 
operating in accordance with the Cost Schedule Control System 
Criteria set forth in DoD Instruction 7000.2. 

~/ As of February 23, 1991, DoD Instruction 7000.2 was 
incorporated into DoD Instruction 5000.2, part 11, section B. 
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During the initial period of contract performance, the 
subcontractor had established cost accounts for the manufacture 
of focal plane arrays that met the requirements of the 
Instruction. These cost accounts related to the processes of 
focal plane array manufacturing, that is

* However, during our review, 
we found that the subcontractor's work packages for Work 
Breakdown Structure 11242, Seeker, Cost Account 11242M, Focal 
Plane Array Deliveries, did not meet the requirements of DoD 
Instruction 7000.2. The manufacturing process 
involved 
* for each focal plane array; 
however, the subcontractor established work packages within Cost 
Account 11242M for monthly deliveries of focal plane arrays. 
There was a work package for each month's delivery through April 
1991 and a planning package for the remaining deliveries. The 
Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled for each work package was the 
estimated manufacturing cost of the focal plane arrays to be 
delivered during the month covered by the work package. 
Therefore, the work packages did not meet the work package 
requirement that they be limited to relatively short time spans 
assignable to a single organizational element, or subdivided by 
discrete value milestones to facilitate the objective measurement 
of work performed. 

In addition, actual cost of work performed and budgeted cost of 
work performed for focal plane array manufacturing were not 
reported monthly. Manufacturing costs for focal plane arrays 
were initially entered into a holding account. These costs 
remained in the holding account until the focal plane array was 
delivered, when an amount calculated to be the actual cost 
related to the delivery was allocated to actual cost of work 
performed. Also, budgeted cost of work performed was entered 
into the system when the actual cost of work performed entry was 
made. However, deliveries of focal plane arrays were not made as 
scheduled, which resulted in Cost Performance Reports reflecting 
budgeted cost of work scheduled with no entry for budgeted cost 
of work performed or actual cost of work performed. As of 
December 31, 1990, approximately * was in the holding 
account and had not been reflected as actual cost of work 
performed in the Cost Performance Report. As of March 22, 1991, 
Texas Instruments developed a procedure to allocate actual cost 
of work performed on a monthly basis; however, it had not 
developed a procedure for calculating budgeted cost of work 
performed on a monthly basis. 

Cost Performance Reports submitted by the Joint Venture were 
inaccurate and incomplete because the Army did not adequately 

* Company confidential or proprietary information deleted. 
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monitor Texas Instruments' system. until corrections are made to 
Texas Instruments' system, the Army will not be able to monitor 
and assess the cost and schedule system for the focal plane 
array. 

RECOMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT COMMENTS, AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

We recommend that the Project Manager for the Advanced Antitank 
Weapon System-Medium require that: 

1. Texas Instruments properly establish and report costs in 
Cost Account 11242M. 

Army comments. The Program Executive Officer for Fire 
Support responded for the Project Manager for the AAWS-M and 
nonconcurred. He stated that work packages met the requirements 
in DoD Instruction 7000. 2. He further stated that it is true 
that Texas Instruments, Incorporated, has not come up with a 
procedure to calculate Budgeted Cost of Work Performed that is 
acceptable to the Government, but that the problem should be 
solved before the focal plane array manufacturing facility is 
restarted in October 1991. Also, he stated that during January 
1991, the Project Manager directed Texas Instruments, 
Incorporated, to change its reporting on cost of focal plane 
arrays. Texas Instruments, Incorporated, immediately took action 
to include all work-in-process incurred from the focal plane 
array holding account and include those costs in the Cost 
Performance Report. The full text of the Program Executive 
Officer for Fire Support's comments is in Part IV of the report. 

Audit response. The Program Executive Officer's comments 
regarding Recommendation C.1. were not responsive. Work 
packages and cost reporting procedures did not meet the 
requirements of DoD Instruction 7000.2, as was discussed in 
the finding. We agree that corrective actions were 
initiated during January 1991; however, as stated by the 
Program Executive Officer, an acceptable procedure for the 
calculation of Budgeted Cost of Work Performed for Cost 
Account 11242M had not been established as of the date of 
the Program Executive Officer's comments. In addition, when 
the draft audit report was issued, not all costs in the 
focal plane array holding account had been included in the 
Cost Performance Report. As such, we ask the Program 
Executive Officer to reconsider his position on 
Recommendation C.l. Also, we ask the Program Executive 
Officer to consider other officials' comments on the 
recommendation when reconsidering his position. 
Management's response should cover the areas specified in 
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the "Status of Recommendations" section at the end of the 
finding. 

OSD comments. Although the recommendation was not directed 
to OSD, the Deputy Director (Tactical Warfare Programs), Office 
of the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, concurred 
with the finding. He stated that the weakness in the cost and 
schedule control system was identified before the release of the 
draft report. He further stated that during January 1991, the 
Project Manager directed Texas Instruments, Incorporated, to 
change its reporting on cost of focal plane arrays, and Texas 
Instruments, Incorporated, took action to include all work-in
process incurred for the focal plane array holding account and 
include these costs in the Cost Performance Report. Also, the 
Project Manager instituted monthly cost account reviews, and in 
May 1991, the Project Manager/Program Executive Officer 
established designated people at each contractor site to monitor 
contractor performance. The Deputy Director stated that current 
indications are that cost and schedule data being provided to the 
Army are more accurate and timely, and the focal plane array 
holding account has been dissolved. The full text of the Deputy 
Director's comments is in Part IV of the report. 

Defense Logistics Agency comments. Although the 
recommendation was not directed to the Defense Logistics Agency, 
the Deputy Comptroller responded and concurred. He stated that 
Texas Instruments, Incorporated, is in the midst of establishing 
a method to report costs in Cost Account 11242M. He further 
stated that the Defense Plant Representative Office and the 
Defense Contract Audit Agency have had numerous meetings since 
the audit to correct the reporting problem, and revised 
procedures should be in place by the end of July 1991. The full 
text of the Deputy Comptroller's comments is in Part IV of the 
report. 

2. The Defense Plant Representative Office at Texas 
Instruments periodically review the reestablished cost account 
and ensure that the cost account accurately reflects the cost and 
schedule for focal plane arrays. 

Army comments. The Program Executive Officer for Fire 
Support responded for the Project Manager for the AAWS-M and 
nonconcurred. He stated that the Defense Plant Representative 
Office and the Defense Contract Audit Agency are responsible for 
periodically reviewing all cost accounts. The recommendation is 
not changing the way business is normally conducted. He further 
stated that, in May 1991, the Proiect Manager/Program Executive 
Officer designated personnel at each contractor site to monitor 
contractor performance. 
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Audit response. We believe this recommendation is still 
valid because revised procedures for Cost Account 11242M 
have not been implemented to correct the deficiencies 
described in the finding. As such, we ask the Program 
Executive Officer to reconsider his position on 
Recommendation C.2. While reconsidering his position, we 
also ask the Program Executive Officer to consider the 
Defense Logistics Agency's comments on the recommendation. 
Management's response should cover the areas specified in 
the "Status of Recommendations" section at the end of the 
finding. 

Defense Logistics Agency comments. Although the 
recommendation was not directed to the Defense Logistics Agency, 
the Deputy Comptroller responded and concurred. He stated that 
the Defense Plant Representative Off ice will continue to provide 
monthly cost/schedule surveillance in the focal plane array 
manufacturing area as well as in all other aspects of the AAWS-M 
Program. 

STATUS OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Number Addressee 

Response should cover: 

Concur/ 
Nonconcur 

Proposed 
Action 

Completion 
Date 

1. Project Manager for the 
Advanced Antitank Weapon 
System-Medium 

X x x 

2. Project Manager for the 
Advanced Antitank Weapon 
System-Medium 

X x x 
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APPENDIX A: AUDIT CONCLUSIONS 

We did not identify any significant problems curing our review of 
the critical program management elements of integrated logistics, 
program management organization, and review and audit open 
items. A discussion of these areas follows. 

Integrated logistics. We reviewed the AAWS-M Program 
Office's draft Integrated Logistics Support Plan, dated 
December 1990. We concluded that the draft plan adequately 
addressed logistics issues, such as reliability, availability, 
and maintainability. 

Program management organization. We reviewed the AAWS-M 
Program Office charter and organizational structure. The charter 
delegated the Program Executive Officer's full line of authority 
to the Project Manager to provide stable and adequate 
management. The AAWS-M Program Office was staffed with 
specialists, such as contracting and engineering personnel, 
needed for the management of the Program. In addition, the 
AAWS-M Program Office was supported by elements of the U.S. Army 
Missile Command, such as the Procurement Directorate, Missile 
Logistics Center, Product Assurance Directorate, and Research and 
Engineering Directorate. Also, the AAWS-M Program office had a 
low rate of personnel turnover. 

Review and audit open items. We reviewed documents that the 
AAWS-M Program Office used to control open issues and monitor 
major areas of concern. We used these documents to determine 
whether problem areas were identified and how often reviews were 
being accomplished. These reviews included the Program Executive 
Review, Product Assurance Review, Design Reviews, and system 
engineering working group meetings. We concluded that program 
reviews were being accomplished and adequate actions were being 
taken to track and follow-up on open issues. 
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APPENDIX B: PRIOR AUDITS AND OTHER REVIEWS 

Department of Defense Inspector General Audit Report No. 88-109, 
"DoD Joint Acquisition Programs," March 21, 1989. The audit 
objective was to identify impediments that hindered the Services 
from achieving successful acquisition of joint programs or caused 
duplicate research and development efforts. The audit found that 
although the program had been a joint development, the Services 
had not established a program charter, a memorandum of agreement, 
or joint operating procedures. The report noted that the Marine 
Corps had requested $32 million for research and development for 
the program. Because of a lack of a formal agreement between the 
Marine Corps and the Army, the funding would be subjected to 
redirection within the Marine Corps, which could have an impact 
on the program's success. The audit acknowledged that the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development and 
Acquisition) initiated actions to establish joint Service 
agreements for the AAWS-M Program. The Army considered this 
action responsive. We noted in our survey that charters have 
been established among the AAWS-M project managers, and that a 
memorandum of agreement had been established between the Army and 
the Marine Corps. 

Department of Defense Inspector General Audit Report No. 86-119, 
"Report on the Audit of the Army Advanced Antitank Weapon System
Medium as Part of the Audit of the Effectiveness of the Defense 
Systems Acquisition Review Council Process-FY 1986," 
August 20, 1986. The audit objective was to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council 
as it related to the Advanced Medium System through a review of 
key program documents for the Milestone I review. The audit 
focused on the adequacy of the Advanced Medium System 
documentation prepared for Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council purposes. In addition, the audit examined how various 
elements of the OSD staff performed their oversight of the 
system. The audit found that budgetary requirements to develop 
the Advanced Medium and Heavy Systems did not agree with key 
acquisition documents. Recommendations were made to bring into 
agreement key acquisition and budget documents for the Medium 
System and the Justification for Major System New Start budget 
documents for the Heavy System. Also, a recommendation was made 
to delete all work from the request for proposals for the 
Advanced Anti tank Weapon System-Heavy. Another recommendation 
required, after the Milestone I meeting on the Advanced Medium 
System, that the Army submit documentation to show that funding 
and acquisition strategy issues were resolved. The Army 
concurred with the recommendations and resolved budget issues by 
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issuing an errata sheet relating to program documentation and the 
Congressional Descriptive Summary. The Advanced Antitank Weapon 
System-Heavy was deleted from the request for proposals. No 
further action was considered necessary. 

General Accounting Office Audit Report No. GAO/NSIAD 88-160 (OSD 
Case No. 7590), "DoD Acquisition Programs Status of Selected 
Systems," June 1988. The General Accounting Off ice (GAO) audit 
report was accomplished to provide current information on each 
program's requirements, schedule, performance, cost, and funding 
support. The audit reviewed 23 programs with a main focus on 
programs approaching full-scale development or a production 
decision. There were no findings in the report, which pertained 
to AAWS-M, although GAO did observe that the AAWS-M Program 
included cost uncertainties. GAO estimated that the combined 
Army and Marine Corps requirement would cost $5. 5 billion. At 
the time of the audit, the Army was investigating three system 
technologies. GAO noted that critical tests remained for the 
demonstration phase; however, through January 1988, there were no 
significant schedule changes or technical problems. The report 
stated that DoD considered the program a high priority and that 
it would offer significant improvements over the Dragon. 

General Accounting Office Audit Report No. GAO/NSIAD 89-158 (OSD 
Case No. 7918), "DoD Acquisition Information on Joint Major 
Programs," July 1989. The objectives of the GAO audit were to 
collect descriptive data on joint major programs, address 
specific questions concerning memorandums of agreement, and 
review OSD's role as well as the roles of other DoD organizations 
in joint major programs. GAO reviewed 34 joint major programs, 
which met the dollar threshold as defined in DoD Directive 
5000.1. The GAO audit observed that the only agreement between 
the joint Services was the Joint Services' Operational 
Requirement. Also, the Army and the Marine Corps established a 
Joint Test and Evaluation Master Plan. When the report was 
issued, the AAWS-M Program was in the technology demonstration 
phase in which three concepts were under consideration. The Army 
estimated the AAWS-M cost to be about $5.5 billion with 
$535 million for research and development and $4. 9 billion for 
procurement. 
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Appendix C: Acquisition Decision Memorandum for 
Advanced Antitank Weapons System-Medium 

THE UNO(~ stCRETAltY O' OEFEHSI 

WASHINGTON, DC ltHI 

.._.

~·•ITION 17 SEP 1991 

MEMORANDUM POR S~CRET.UY 01 TB! AJOIY 

SUBJECT: 	 Acquisition Oecl1ion Memorandua for Advanced Anti-tank 
Weapons System-Mediua (AAWS-M) 

On June 6, 1991, tht Defense Acquisition Board met at tht 
req~est of the Army Acquisition Executive to review the Army's
proposal to restructure the AAWS-M developa:ent pr09ram. AAWS-M 
has experienced cost and schedule grovtb in the !n9ineerin9 and 
Manufacturing Development (EMO) contract. No decision v11 
reached at the DAB; but I asked tht Joint Requirements Over
sight Council (JROC) to reviev the MWS·M r~irement and 
determine 1f •A• level focal plane arrays (FPAs) are r~uired. 
I also tasked the Chairman, Conventional Systems CoC11111ittee 
(CSC) to vork with the Ar•y to define IA !.MD pr09raa with 
reduced r11k that vould also assure producibility of affordable 
FPAs. The JROC confirm~ the require•ent tor AAWS-M but 
concluded that a ca~bility less than tbe objective 11 a 
satisfactory near tera solution if affordability and/or
producibility dictate. 

I approve the Army•a restructured SC-1DOnth EM.D pr09r.a
vhlch includes an initial risk reduction phase and delays the 
initiation of pre-production qualification test (PPQT) by siz 
months. S•tistactory c011pletlon of eacb successive •ilestont 
event identified ln the attached charts -- with their attendant 
exit criteria -- will be require<! prior to eontinuin9 to..,ard 
the next allestone event. DDOR6£(TWP) vlth CASD(PR) will 
review the AAWS-M pr09r1• at each event to insure th•t adequate
pr09re11 11 being aade in FPA produciblllty and performance. A 
princi~l lte. ot interest will be the pr09res1 that 11 bein9 
made toward insurin9 the avera9e unit production cost tor the 
tactical 1PA/0£WAll asseably ls well below $12,500 in FY92 
dollars. 

The Aray 1hall alsoJrovlde the follovln9 lteas vithln 90 
dayss a revised Test a !valuation Master Plan1 an updated
pr09ra. ba1tllne1 an updated plan that specifically ldentifies 
cost reduction initiatlves tor the 1PA tor the selected process
and establlshea a learnln9 curve objective; and a plan of 
action which alnlaiie1 transition time to an alternative system 
concept if cost 9oals are not met. The Army vill provide to 
DDDR•E(TWP), prior to the initial •ilestone event mentioned 
above, a complete technical statement of the characteristics 
required for the focal plane array that meets the potentially 
red~ced p~rfor~ance require~ents validated by the JROC. 

35 


http:S~CRET.UY


Appendix C: Aeqularuon o.eftk>n Memorandum tor 

Advanced Antttank Weapont System-Medium (continued) 


On the i11ue of 1y1t•• veight, the Dece~r 5, 1990, DAI 
decision ot 49.5 pound• re~ln1 th• fir• threshold. Ani_ bre1ch 
of the vtight threshold vill trigger a rtviev by th• JROC ind 
DAS 1nd ~y retult ln pr09r&a ttcmin1tion. 

Attacl\!Tlents 
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APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT 


Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

A.l. Program Results. Will 
provide acquisition 
decisionmakers costs 
related to alternatives 
for the system. 

Nonmonetary. 

A.2. Program Results. Will 
provide acquisition 
decisionmakers realistic 
cost data. 

Nonmonetary. 

A. 3. Program Results. Will 
provide realistic cost 
to Defense Acquisition 
Board. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.l.a. Economy and Efficiency. 
Will protect personnel 
resources. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.l.b. Economy and Efficiency. 
Will protect personnel 
resources. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.2. Economy and Efficiency. 
Will protect personnel 
resources. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.3. Economy and Efficiency. 
Will provide for improved 
operational test and 
evaluation. 

Nonmonetary. 

C.l. Program Results. Will 
establish accurate cost 
reporting. 

Nonmonetary. 

C.2. Program Results. Will 
ensure accurate cost 
and schedule reporting. 

Nonmonetary. 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Off ice of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Washington, DC 

Off ice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management 
and Personnel), Washington, DC 

Office of the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation, 
Washington, DC 

Off ice of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Resource 
Analysis), Washington, DC 

Department of the Army 

Off ice of the Secretary of the Army (Chief of Legislative 
Liaison), Washington, DC 

Off ice of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, 
Development and Acquisition), Washington, DC 

U.S. 	Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, 
Washington, DC 

U.S. Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Washington, DC 
U.S. Army Missile Command, Redstone Arsenal, AL 
U.S. Army Infantry School, Fort Benning, GA 
U.S. 	Army Missile and Space Intelligence Center, Redstone 

Arsenal, AL 
U.S. Army Cost and Economic Analysis Center, Washington, DC 
U.S. 	 Army Materiel Systems Analysis Activity, Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 
U.S. 	Army Ballistics Research Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 
U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Command, Alexandria, VA 
Program Executive Office for Fire Support, Redstone Arsenal, AL 
U.S. Army Program Manager for Training Devices, Orlando, FL 

Department of the Navy 

Naval Audit Service, Arlington, VA 
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, VA 
Marine Corps Research Development and Acquisition Command, 

Quantico, VA 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (cont'd) 

Defense Agencies 

Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, Arlington, VA 
Defense Plant Representative Offices: 

Texas Instruments, Incorporated, Dallas, TX 
Martin Marietta Corporation, Orlando, FL 

Defense Contract Audit Agency Resident Offices: 
Texas Instruments, Incorporated, Dallas, TX 
Martin Marietta Corporation, Orlando, FL 

Non-Defense Activities 

General Accounting Office: 
Headquarters, Washington, DC 
Regional Office, Dallas, TX 
Sublocation, Huntsville, AL 

Non-Government Activities 

Martin Marietta Corporation, Orlando, FL 
Texas Instruments, Incorporated, Dallas, TX 
TI/Martin AAWS-M Joint Venture, Huntsville, AL 
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APPENDIX F: REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evaluation) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel) 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense 
Chairman, Conventional Systems Committee 
Director, Operational Test and Evaluation 

Department of the Army 

Secretary of the Army 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development and 

Acquisition) 
U.S. Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel 
Commanding General, U.S. Army Missile Command 
Commander, U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Agency 
Commandant, U.S. Army Infantry School 
Program Executive Officer for Fire Support 
Project Manager for the Advanced Antitank Weapon System-Medium 

Department of the Navy 

Commanding General, Marine Corps Combat Development Command 

Defense Agencies 

Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Plant Representative Off ice Texas Instruments 
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PART IV - MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Department of the Army 

Defense Logistics Agency 





MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Off'ICE Of' THE DIRECTOR~ 

DEFENSE R£SCARCH ANO ENGINEC"ING 


WASHINGTON. OC UJOI 

2 • J!.L lSSl 

Ir. Donald I. Reed 
Director, Acqultltlon Mana9ement Directorate 
rns~ctor General 
400 Army Navy Drive 
Arlinqton, Virqinia 22202-2884 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

In accordance vith your request of M.ly 16, 1991, re9ardin9 
the draft report on the audit of the acquisition of the Advanced 
Anti-Tank Weapon System--Medium, project OAL-0073, attached art 
ay or9anization'1 coaunents on your report. Please be aware that 
the AAWS-M pr09ram has chan9ed 1i9nif icantly 1inct your staff 
performed their audit in the spring ti•e-!raat. My ttaff will 
continue to interact with your• in order to insure the 
appropriate flow of infoc~tion. 

Sincerely, 

thl~ 
Deputy Di rector 

(Tactical Narrart Pco9rams) 


Attach 
a/1 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


PINDINC As 14-oposed Restructured Prograa. 

The Ar~'s propos1l to restructure the AAWS-M Pr09r1m vis based 
on a contractor's estimate of $372.0 million, which had not been 
validated by the Army. The Army did not validate the 
contractor's estimate because the contractor had not developed 
cost data to support it• estimate at the tiae that the Army waa 
developing it• proposal to restructure the AAWS-M Pr09raa. 
turther~ore, there was not sufficient time for tht contractor to 
develop detailed support for its estimate before the next 
scheduled review of the AA~S-M Program by the Arzy Acquisition 
Executive. Since the contractor's estimate had not been 
validated, there is uncertainty 11 to whether the full-scale 
developcnent contract for the AAWS-M Pr09raa can be completed for 
$372.0 •illion. 

DOD POSITION. The OoD partially concurs vith the IG'a finding
relative to the restructured pr09ra.a. The Aray's Red Tea• 
conducted an extensive assessment ot the proposed ca-eonth 
restructured pr09ram. Thi• assessment 11 docuaented in Volumes 
I and II, •AJ.wS-M Cost Growth Red Tea. Pinal Report•, 30 M.arch 
1991. However, subsequent to the Aray 1 1 R~ Te.ia 1ssessment and 
the publication of their fin1l report, and 11 a result of 
Conventional Systems Committee (CSCJ review1 on 20 and 29 ~y 
1991 and a Defense Acquisition Board (OAS} review on 6 June 
1991, the .a.AWS-K pr09raa based on a fundin9 profile of $372.0M 
may no lon9er be valid. Additional •cope ot vock ind an 
extension in schedule ire under consideration a1 a result o! the 

· 6 June 1991 DAB. An updated cost estimate to c0111plet• the 
extended program was provided on 11 July 1,91. A.Gong th• 
alternatives under consideration is a pr09r.ut based on 1 56
aonth Engineering Manufacturing Development phase at a total 
progra• cost of $S96.2M. The pr09ram vill be reviewed by the 
Cost Analysi1 Improve~ent Group prior to the DAB's reconvening.
The DAS is currently scheduled tor 19 August 1991. 

PINOING 81 SYSTFJC WEJGH'T, 

The AAWS-M was too heavy to be one-man-portable. The .a.AWS-M vas 

too heavy because the original ~ei9ht limitation for the system 

vas established at too high a level, and the contractor va1 

unable to stay vlthin the weight li•ltation prescribed tor the 

AAWS-M. As 1 result, the AAWS-M was not operationally suitable 

for planned deployment vith li9ht infantry and airborne rangers. 


OOD POSITIOlt. The OoD does not concur with the IG'1 finding

relative to system weight. The Joint Service Op~rational 

Requirement Document specified the maxim~m weiq~t for a full-up

AAWS-M as 45 pounds. Bowevec, when it beca~e obvious that the 
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MANAGEMENT COt-,4MENTS FROM OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

~aximum wei9ht requirement was 9oin9 to be exceeded, the Ar•y
obtained tht necessary approval for an increase in system wei9ht 
to 49.S pounds. The new wei9ht of 49.5 pounds was reviewed and 
approved by the DAB on 5 December 1990. The Army has stated at 
both the 10 and 29 May 1991 CSC reviellfs tl'"t any vei9ht grcwth
beyond 49.S pounds will result in pc09raa teraination. There is 
no intention to reconfigure the Army's force 1tructurt to aakt 
AAWS-M a crew-served weapon. 

FINDINC C: COST AND SCB!OO'L! CONTROL SYSTP'.Jll 

Texas Instruments' cost and schedule control system was not 
structured to provide meanin9ful cost performance data on the 
development of focal plane arrays. This condition was caused by 
a lack of •onitorin9 of the cost and schedule control syste•.
Until corrections are made to Texas Instruments' cost and 
schedule control system, the Ar•y will not be able to aonitor 
and assess the cost and schedule for focal plane arrays. 

000 POSI~ION. The OoO concurs with tht IC's finding relative to 
the cost and schedule control syste•. The weakness in the cost 
and schedule control syste•, however, was identified prior to 
the release of the draft report. The action• taken by the 
Project Manager were as follow11 

o The Project Manager, in January 1991, directed Texas 
Instruments (TI) to change their reportin9 on co1t1 of focal 
plane arrays (fPA). Tl iawtediately took action to include all 
~ork in process costs incurred fro.a the FPA holdin9 account and 
included these costs in the Cost Performance Report. 

o The Project Off ice instituted monthly cost account 
reviews. 

o In May 1991, the Project Mana9er/Pr09ram Executive 
Officer established designated ~oplt at each contractor site to 
DOnitor contractor performance. 

Current lndicatlont art that the cost and schedule data 
beln9 provided to the Aray are aore accurate and tiaely. The 
focal plane array holdin9 account has been dissolved. 

47 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM OFFICE Of THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

>•Cl WAHAOCWllltT 

THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT UCltETAltY ~ OUENSI 

WAIHllltOTOM. 0 C UHl-'tff 

It AUG 1991 
AHO Pl•IOfClltll. 

Hr. Oonald E. ~eed 

Director, Acquisition Management Directorate 

Ir.spector ~neral 

400 Army Navy Orive 

Arlington, Virginia 22202-2884 


Dear Mr. Reed: 

Mr. William D. Van Hoose, of your office, verbally requested 
that ve respond directly to you on specific findings and 
corrective actior.s contained in your draft report on the audit of 
the acquisition of the Advanced Arlti-Tank Weapon System - Medium, 
project 0"1.·0073. Mr. Van Hoose requested that an FM'P input be 
furnished on •rinding 8: System Weight•. 

Your finding that >..\WS-M is too heavy to be one-man 
portable, and may not be operationally suitable for planned 
deployment to light infantry and airborne rangers, is shared by 
some offices vithin the Army and 050. Assessments performed by 
t~e Army Hanpover and Personnel Integration <MANPRINT> 
Directorate, and my H~man Systems Integration Oiv1s1on in s~pport 
of Army Syscems Acquisition ~eviev Counci! (ASAP.Cl, OSO 
Conventior.al Syste~s Co!Tlllittee tCSCl and Ce!ense Acquisition 
Beard <DAB> deliberatior.s concluded that AA.WS-M vei9ht 
co~stitutes a aode~ate risk to soldier safety and total system 
performance. The ASD<FM,Pl input to the DAB is enclosed. 

Your first recoll\ll\endation for corrective action concerns 
revising the AAWS-M or.e-•an portability reQ'~irement. Accordin9 
to representatives fiom the TRADOC System Mana9er's Office, the 
term •one-man portabl~· nov refers to AA.WS-M's single man 
operation, not to hov the weapon is to be transported. This 
interpretation vas also provided to representatives from GAO 
during their recent visit to the Infantry School. The AAWS-H 
Pro9ram Manager has also su9gested that he expects >.>.WS-M to be 
broken into pieces during transit. These remarks su99est some 
operational flexibility at the unit level to allov distribution 
or rotation of the weapon between soldiers. We encourage Army
efforts to clarify portability terminolo9y and/or doctrine 
regarding distribution or balance of soldier loads. 
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Your second recolllftlendation for corrective action concerns 
reducin9 the i~pact of the veight to an allowable level. Our 
inputs to the decision review process ur9ed thf adoption of a 
for•al vei9ht reduction effort. While A>.WS-H pr09raa
representatives continue to discuss vei9ht reduction pre-planned
product improvements <P3I), no such efforts have been formalized. 
We have also learned that the other factors contributin9 to the 
.v.ws-H vei9ht issue - such as the contents and weight of soldier 
combat and sustainment loads - are bein9 explored for possible
reduction. Implementation of either of these efforts would help 
red~ce the vei9ht to an allowable level. 

If additional information is needed, p!ease contact 
Hs. Nina ~ichlnan-too, of my H'-"'!an Systems Integration Division, 
at 697-9380. 

Sinferely, 

rou.:dt~/&fa-
Carl J. Oahl1Hn 


Oeputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

<~equirements and ~esour~es> 


Enclosure 
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ASSISTANT HCUT,ut Y OI D£rtkSE 

...U. I 8 1991 
,.Cl MAIUOIMINT 

.... o "'"'°"'.. '" 

MEMOP>..~OUM FOR UNO£~ SECRET>.lt.Y or OEFtNSt (ACQUISITION> 


SUBJECT: A.UfS-H Ce!ense Acq\Jisition Board Oeli~rations 

Curin9 tvo recent A>.NS-H Conventional Systems Co111mittee 
CCSC> met:in9s, r~'P concerns re91rdin9 system vei9ht vere 
discussed. Risks associated vith fieldin9 a 49.5 pound anti-tar.k 
system to infantry squad soldiers vere si•ilarly echoed in the 
draft ooo IG report on the AANS-M acquisition which vas provided 
to your office for reviev and comment. 

Durin9 CSC discussions about tht wei9ht issue, HG leltson, 
Oeputy for Systems Mana9ement, Office o! th• Assistant Secretary
o! the Ar3y, ~esearch, Developaent &nd Acquisition, •~vised 
Frank ~endall that the Ar2y will terainatt AAWS-M if it 9rovs 
beyond its cur:ent 49.S pound requirei.ent. Wt applaud this 
colMlitment. Further, MC Beltson invited ay DASO !or ~eq\lirements 
and Resources, C•rl Oahl•ua, to •onitor lrlty pro9ress in 
investi9atin9 and implt~tntin9 A>.WS-H weight rtd~ction t!!orts. 
Dr. Oah:~an and his staff velcoee the opportunity to aonitor the 
mana9e~ent of .a.>.~S-M vei9ht and art workin9 on 1 plan to quantify 
experi~entally the relationships and trade-offs between vei9ht, 
soldier li3it&tior.s, and systea ~r!onaanct. 

In your delibe:ations conctrnin9 ter2in&tion, rtstr~c:Jre, 
or continu1tion of .a.>.~S-M full scale development, please consider 
t~e contribution o! syste~ veight to tht overall desirability of 
the system. While I &9ree vitb Frink Kendall's 1ssess:21ent that 
>.AWS-M vei9ht is not a •shew-stopper•, lt should be regarded as 
&nother area o! moderate pro9rui risk. 
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OFFtCE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTOH. OC 20301·1100 

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GEN!R>.L, DEPARTMENT or DEF!NS!, 

(ATTN: MR. WILLIAX VAN HOOSE) 


SUBJECT: .V.WS-M System Weight 000 IG Report 

Reference Drift POP IG Beport rinding 1.- The .V.WS-M is not 

operationally suitable for planned deployment with light 

infantry, airborne and ran9er units. 


POT~! Response. DOT'E plans 1 thorough evaluation of the 
poctability issues associated vith .V.WS-M during IOT'! as 
proposed in paragraph 2 of the DOD IG Draft Audit Report. 
However, under curcent weight restriction policies it will be 
e1tremely difficult to fully evaluate the portability of A>.WS-M 
using soldiers fcoa the 5th to the 95th percentile to transport 
the >.>.WS-M for 10 kilometers as suggested in the DOD Drift 
Report. Current policy, b1sed on milit1ry standard 147ZD 
restricts soldiers p1rticip1tin9 in tests to carrying no more 
than 45\ of their body weight. Very few soldiers are heavy 
enough to carry 49.S lbs or even 45 lbs. !ze111ptions to this 
restriction are granted only after • personal vritten request 
by the Service Secretary to OSO. Even with the e1emption, 
severe restrictions still eaist. As an eaample, only 
volunteers could be used in the recently complet~ SitV.TS 
portability test. After receivin9 the eaemption. severe 
restriction remained on the rite •~d di1t1nce soldiers were 
allowed to ~arch while c1rryin9 the Dragon or Bofor Bill 
Anti-tank weapons durin9 the SIMATS te•t. 

The restrictions outlined above do not apply to units in 
training or on operations, only durin9 testing. Jf DOT'! is to 
conduct 1 realistic evaluation of the portabilitr of .V.WS-M and 
other Man-portable systems, the current restrictions will have 
to be lifted or !90dified. 

d~~~f Asst for Army 
Aviation Pco9rams 

51 






MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM DEPARTMENT OF THE 

ARMY 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY"""°°"'°' LltC\IT•Yf O""ICI. ,,.. ~ 
llOIC.TOO<I AllllltoA"- ... ._. .... ,.,. - 

(36•Zl 1 July 1991 

/1rter1. Oeptrt•ent of tht Ar•y. 
ct of Assfst111t Secretar1 for Research. 

evtlop•ent and Acqufsftfon. ATTM: SARD•SF. 
Vash1ngton. o.c. 20310•0103 

MEMORANDUM THRU 

MEMORANDUM FOR Depart•ent of Defense. Offfce of Inspector
General. ATTN: OOOIG/AIG(A),
400 Ar•y N1vy Drfvt. ArlfngtoA. YA 22202-2884 

SUBJECT: DOOIG Drift Report. Audft of the Acqufs1tfon of the 
Advanced Antitank Weapon Syste•-Mtdfu• (AAVS ... M) Syste• 
Project No. OALw0073 

1. Ve apprecftte the opportunity to rerfew 1nd co••ent on the 
subject report. However. tt fs faportut to nott that .UVS•M 
prograa h1s been changfnt r1fldl1 and that auch of what fs 
covered In this report has a ready been overcoat by events. 

2. Based 011 our rtvfew of the draft report. we subaft the 
enclosed coHents on the 1ccur1cy of several of the ff ndlngs,
f1ets, co11clusfo11s, and rieoHendatfons (£ncl I). The .uvs ... M 
Project Offfce posftfon on Reco•aendatfons C•l and C-2 1s 1t 
uclosure z. 
3. ln 1ddttlon. the Project Office nonconcurs with the 
0001,'s ffndfn~ of an fntern11 control we1tness that 
•1de11tfffed controls wtrt not fn pl1ct to ensure tht 
effectiveness of a subcontractor's cost and schedule control 
s1stea.• This nonconcurrence ts based on the fact that what 
the OOOJG perce1vtd as • weakness had alre1d1 been addressed 
by t"t Project Offfce prfor to the rtlust of the dr.ft 
report. The actfons taken by the Project Office were as 
fol lows: 

1. The Project Manager. fn January 1991. dfrected Tuu 
tnstruaents (TJ) to change their reporting Oft costs of Focal 
Pline Arrays (FPA). Tl fHedhtel1 toot act101 to fnclude 
all wort fA process costs fncurred fro• the FPA holdfnt 
account and fncluded these costs fn the Cost Perfora1nct 
Report. 

b. The Project Office Instituted •onthly cost account 
rerfews. 
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AMSMJ·U ( 36-2)
SU9JECT: DOOJG Or1ft Report, Audft of t~ Acqufsition of tht 
AdYtnctd Ant1ttnk Ve1pon S1stra-Med1u• (AAVS-M) Systt• 
'roJtct No. OAL-0073 

c. Jn M1y 1991, tht Project M1n19•r/Pro9r1• titcutfvt 
Offfcer tst1blfshed desf9n1ted ptoplt 1t tlch contr1ctor sfte 
to aonitor contractor perfor•anct. 

'· It f s requested th1t the enclosed co••tnts be consfdtrtd 
fn prep1rfn9 the ffn1l tudft report. 

~ <'~ \ 
2 Encts GEOR~6. VlllIAHS 

Pro9r1M Executive Officer 
Fi re Support 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS f ROM DEPARTMENT Of THE ARMY 

DODIC DRAFT Jt.IJUtT 

Audit of th• Ac<l'Jilition of th• Advanced Antitank Weapon Sy1t.. • 
Kedit1a (AAMS-K) Sy1t.. (Project lo. OAL-0073) 

The foll.ovin9 co1111•nt1, k•yed to ~clfic para9raph1 of th• draft 
report, are provided for accuracy and cla.rificationa 

1. 3rd para of becutiv• Sunnary. Chan9• •co1t-type contract• 
to •co1t plu1 incentive f•• contract•. 

2. 4th para of becutive Sumaary. Add the follovin9 for 
thorou9h covera9• of what tranapir~ in the way of decilion 
reviev11 A Joint Requir&JMnt1 Overview Council convened on 29 
Hov 90 and approved a change in the acceptable 1yatea wi9ht 
threehold froa 4S to 0. 5 lba. A Defenae AC<l'Jhitlon Board waa 
held on S Dec 90 to exAAln• progru coat grovt.h and technical 
~rfol'"JDoSnce. The Board approved th• progra.a buelln• change on 
1y1tec veight (via Pr09ra.J1 Oeviat.lon Report), allowed the progru 
to continue along it• current 36 80nth achedule, and planned for 
a 1ubuquent progra.a reviev in the May 91 tiM-fra... to again 
a11eaa FPA producibility and contract co1t and achedul• 
~cfonn.snce. 

3. 6th para of !xecutive SW1Ull4ry. Th• fint line belon91 up 
under the introduction aection. Th• Aray •nd OSD initiated 
action• independently of the OOOIG audit. Audit re•ulta did not 
turn up any new i1suee/area1 needin9 attention. 

4. Page 11, para l of the Executive SWlllMry. Th• DOOIG 11ay be 
contusing a ntalber of different coat eati.Jll4t••· Th• Arwry BCI 11 
based on an auu.ption that the contractor'• actual portion of 
progra11 coat vill not be belov the contractor•• eatl.&6te of $372 
aillion. The Ar8y'I independent "Red Tea.a• Co8t Group prepared 
an independent eltiJnaU of the contractor'• co•t and CAM up 
with a figure l>elov $350 •illlon for the contractor'• new 48 
month progra.a. Bated on the Red Tea.a report a figure of $372 
•il lion vu eat!Aated for • pI'09rU1 of U aonth• vith rilJt 
reduction•. Th• PHO cho•• to accept the $372 ail lion figure u 
the nev contract baseline and pre1ented lt to th• ASAAC on 4 Kar 
91. The BCI used the nev contr•ct v•lue for each WBS line itea aa 
a ain'i.ua valu• for that line ltaa. Adju1uient• wre made to 
each WBS ite11 u a re1ult of th• Red Tea.a eatlaate and PM 
analy•i•. Th• resulting PK BC! had an estimated contract coat of 
$420 aillion. The DOOIC wae present at the OSD CAIG review S Apr
91 when the $420 •illion f l9"Jr8 wa• shown and alto when a copy of 
the PX BC! WAI provided. 

Reference •validity• of the utl..ll4te1 The Array toolt cauful 
1tep• to evaluate and validate th• contractor'• bottoa•1 up 
Latest Revised !atlmate both at a review on 14 Jan tl •• vell aa 
through subsequent Red TeAll effort• through 15 Feb 91. The Red 
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Fi.o~ Rcpon 
Page No. 

5 

Tea.a review vu conducted by e.u.aination of Heh WB$ 11...nt. 
ThU followed bf the Arrf CIAC' 1 concurrent devtlopaent of • 
coe~tible cott potition in Kar tl, ltadiDCJ t.o th• CA.IC on S 
April. 

S. Page ii, p.ra 2. Th• A.ray and the JROC refute tbll. 
ttatea.nt, (SH coaaent f 2). 

6. Pa9• 11, para 3. Th• Coat, Schedule Control Syat... Criteria 
(C/SCSC) 1y1ua used vaa in place and totally 1ufficitnt u 
intended. Th• 1y1tea wu validated by botll the OC:.U and DPRO 
representativH. Additionally, it 11 l19nificant to eraphui11 
tut at the reporting ltvtl required, by contract, th• Colt 
Performanc• Report (CPR) provided aanageaent coapl•t• and 
accurate infonution. Within the Work 8reakdovn Stnacture (WBS) 
reportin9 levell, th• CPR (Level 3) did not provide 1uff1cient 
vilibility into the ·rPAM Holdinq Account•. Since thh •l&JMnt 
11 at Level 6 vithin the WBS, the CPR did not ••plicitly identify 
the Focal Plan• Array (lPA) yield deficiency affectin9 the 
•future• deliverie1 for both coet and 1chedole. Thie prevented 

the aa9ni tude of co1t growth froa being accurately reflected at 

Level 3 on th• CPR. Once thi1 vat di1covered, action va1 taken 

to liquidate th• account. The contractor YOluntarily commenced 

re1tructurinq the aethod ot reportinq to 111ure appropriate 

visibility vu provided in reporting to 9onrnment aanagement. 

In th• aa1ae ti•efra11e, the A>.WS-K PM directed a change in 

reporting of colt on FPA.t. Therefore, in DO vay •hould it be 

con1tnaed that the entire C/SCSC and Coat Perfonaance Reportinq 

Systea(a) veu inaufficient and uaele11 for ret'lectin9 current 

autu1 and deteraininq variance1. Thia total 1ituation vaa 

identified and ln the procea1 of be1n9 rectlfi.S before the OOOIG 

audit began. 


7. Page 11, para 4, Internal Control•. Tour use of the vord 
•identified• should avoid Lllplyin9 discover')'. The problu had 
already been identified by the A.rwy and vu being corrected 
before OODIG began to exaJ11in•. 

8. Page ii, para 5, Potential 8enefltl of Audit. All tindin91 
that we concur vith vere identified prior to DODIG inapection. 
Corrective action• were already undeNay. It i• erroneou1 to 
attribute benefit• to the reault1 of thi1 audit. Thia audit ha1 
not changed the coura• of th• pr09raa. 

9. Page ii, para 6, Su1111ary of Recol1\Jllendation1. The AAWS-M 
pr09ra.. h currently acheduled for another DAB review in late 
July/early Au9u1t 91. Coat e1ti..aatee have been deemed acceptable 
in DOD reviev1 leadin9 up to tb• present, and the coat and 
achedule control 1y1tu hu been 1.aproved. Systea weight below 
0.5 lb• 11 not r99arded a Service or OSD hsue. 

The following are comment• to the Draft Report. 

10. Page 5, 1indin9 A. ·A9ain the Army'a (PH) BC! licU $420 
111illlon for the contractor'• eatimate, not $172. OODIG waa 
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pruent when thil f19ure vu pcH•nted. TM •ed 'feu bottou -up 
••ti..t• confi~ that the coatractor'• ••ti.Alt• vaa r•a•onable. 

In the 1.eond ••nt•nce the OOOtC 1tete1 that • th• contractor 
had not d•v•lo5*1 co1t ~t.a to nppon it'• Hti.Nte ••• • but 
do•1n•t aentlon what ty~ of data the coatractor hll-4 to 
dev•lop. Whea th• Jted Teu vat la Dentoa oa , • ., reb th• 
contractor had wpreadthHU Wt lald out. ti.. required 11&1\powllf 
by the lowett. level WBS UM lt... 1'7 wonth ff>r the entire 
r..ainder of th• pr09r&a. Alto, data on aaterl1l1, 1\lbcofttr1ct1, 
etc., was avUlAble and rev lewd by tile Aid 'l'NJI, Th• DOOIC would 
be aore corr.ct to 1tat1 that the contractor dld not have 111 th• 
data available and incorporated into their co1t/1chedule/control•r• t•H • t th• ti•• th• .lr8y wu dev1lopi n9 1t '• plant to 
rutructur• the pr09ra.a. Ia fact it took the contractor a fev 
•onth1 to correctly incorporate all the new data into the 
report1n9 1y1t... 

Hovever, the contractor'• ••ti.Mt• h&t 1lnc• been r••1eved, 
evaluated, and conf i.nl'ed at a r11ult of an independent •tti.llate. 

11. Pa9• 5, 8.tck9round. Another l1ne could be added tomevhere in 
th• p.ara9raph that ttat•• that in AUIJUlt at,th• PJI •1tl.aat1, and 
budg•t for, t.h• contract co1t wu $263 ai lllon •v•n thou9h the 
contract wat 1!9ned for under $170 aillion. 

12. Pa9• 1, fint para. The hit aentenc• la th• para9raph 

1hould conv•r inforNtion tut two trlpa wn ude by the Red 

Teaa to the contractor 11te. Su9911t that thi• ••ntenc• be 

llOdifled to rHd1 To perfona the uuu..nt the "Red Tea.a• 

•hlted the contractor'• 1itt at Denton, hut froa F•bruuy ' 

through February t, lt'l and a9•1n on February 23, lttl. 


13. Page 1, aiddl• para. Thh p.aragrapll in fire that the Red 
Tea.a useued th• $312 ailllon co1t of t.h• Joint Ventur•'• 23 
FebnJary propo1ed re1tructured progru. Th• Red Tea.a dJd uuu 
technical and 1chedule rltk of th• contractor-propo1•d 
rettructured pr09raa on 23 Febni.try, tNt the lted Tea.a vu not 
provided coat e1tiaate1 nor ta1lted to addr••• co1t of the 
rutruct.ured pr09ra..11 H preunted. lho, the $520 ailllon coet 
for the 60-aont.h progru "aa a prelWnaq HtiMt• which wu 
later refined to $Ul.I ailllon. Su99Hted 90'-11flcation1 (note 
relocation of la1t ••ntenc•) to thla paragraph are •• follCl'li9a 

ln1thllJ, the "Red Tea• concluded that the MWS-JC full• 
acal• developeent prograa C0'11d extend up t.o 60 llOntha and co1t 
It •uch 11 $S20.0 aillion (l•t•r r•flntd to S123.I ailllon1, vhlch 
vaa higher then th• Joint Ventur•'• orlglnally proposed 48-aonth, 
$362.0 ailllon prograa. Ro..-.yer, Oft Febru•ry 23 1 ltfl, the Joint 
Venture prennted ltcbnl~tl and acbtdylt lnforaatlon on I 
rettrvcture<S 48-.onth $37210 atllleA pr09raa to the "Red Tea.a• 1D. 
reaponu to "ll!'d Tea..• findlngtL After cont1derln9 th• Joint 
Ventur•'• preaentetion, the "Red Teu• reviled itl conclulion 
and accepted the technict1 end tchedule upectf of tt11 Joint 
Venture'• propoaed rettrvctum 48-.onth $372.0 ailU-OA pr09ra•. 
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7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

8 

Thll pr~raa added tlO.O a1111oo for r11k l~teaent effortl 

d1~t9d b)' the Pr09raa liecutive Officer, 1lon9 vith contractor 

eupe for rhk abetwnt, ruylUog in a total eontrtctor

propotfd coet of 1372.0 •illlon4 


14. Pa9e I, fir•t para. Th• Red Te&a r.conaend1t1on• r99•rdin9 

p•rforaanc• a1le1tone1 and th• e1tabl11haent of • foral"t 

Governm.nt Action Teua ha1 been initiated. 


is. Pa9• I, la1t para. Th• firat 1tateJMnt hu been repeated 

throughout th• report and i• refuted by the Arsy. Th• DODIG 11 

apparently confu1in9 th• contractor'• ••tlmate with th• 

contractor' 1 requireJHntl under the co1t reporting tytteiu. Th• 

Red Tea.a Coit Group did deterain• the adequacy of th• 48 90nth 

LRJ and did validate t.h• contractor'• etti.aate. Th• OOOIG hu a 

copy of th• final Red Tea.a report• which outline what wa1 done. 


In the next sentence OOOIG added •coat account•, and work 
package•• to the end of vhat vu the true Red Tea.a objective. 
"9ain, thia c:an be checked by lookln9 baclt at th• Red Teaa 
briefin91 that are contained in volume III of the final Red Teaa 
Report. Thi• again illustrate• th• confusion that th• OODIG has 
ti.tween the contractor cost eat1ut• and cost reportln<J 1y1tee 
reoquire1Mnt1. 

16. Page t, firtt para. When the Red Te&ll initially conducted it• 
review, it looked at dollar• spent, work completed, and work 
reMlnin9 and then aade 1 u ovn estimate. In addition, the lut 
sentence of the paragraph etatH that "the Army accepted th• 
Joint Venture•• ($372.0 •illion) eetimate baaed on th• "Red 
Te&Jl'I" conclueion, b\it the $372.0 aillion was not a Red Te&JI n~r. 

17. Page 9, aiddle para. Both 1tatement1 are incorrect. OOOIG haa 
t.he Jted Tea. report• vhich outline hov the A.nay evaluated or 
•validated• the contractor'• eatimat• and the PX BC! ' C.AIC 
briefing which ehov that the PM e1ti111ate i• $420 aillion. 

18. Page t, laet para. The aecond 1tate111ent 11entioned a Febniary 
12, 1991, JMll'IOrandua vhich 1• before the Red Te&Ja completed it• 
detailed review. 

lt. Page 10, firtt para. See coJID'Dent 4,10, and 14. Both th• Red 
Teu and th• PX felt that the .JV Htimate for rPA 111anufacturin9 
va1 too lov. On 6-8 Feb '1, the Red Teu eatlm.ate vu already 
higher than the JV eati.Aate. The BCI waa even higher than the Red 
Teu e1ti111&te in the FPA area. 

While true that the TI FPA coat va1 aore than planned and va1 
below the required quality, the governJMtnt on 15 Jan 91 ceased 
additional fundin9 for the FPAM facility until the <l'J&lity vaa up 
to a 1pecified level for reatartin9. 

20. Page 12, firet para. The first 1tatement that, •As a risk 
abatement procedure, the Joint Venture ~odified the contract with 
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final Rcport 
Page No.• 

8 

9 

9 

10 

10 

11 

Martin xarietu Corpontioo t.o obtain an additional fO focal 
plane array• fr09 th• Ru9hH Aircraft Co.pany• vu don• •• a 
9overnaent r~ir...nt. Th• S&nta Barbara lea.arch Corporation 
(SBl'C) hat 11nce built an 1rray having 11n1ltivity 1l9ftlficantly 
greater than nquir...ntl with no probl..,. 

21. Page 12, 1econd para. OOOIG 1tate1 "Ontll th• JV d..on1trate1 
that it can produce focal plan• arrar-- 1D qu.-rrtitiH to uthfy 
prodtretion, there 1• no ba1i1 for ettablhhin9 a r•li•ble 
utiuu, b.ued 01r colt, to coaplete PSD contnct. • T'hi• aJ.9ht be 
tr'1e wer• it not for th• 1econd 1ource, saac. 
22. Page 13, fir•t para. Th• •tateaent that "Texa1 In1truJDent1 
ha1 delivered 48 focal plan• arrays, which ca.n be u1ed in 48 teat 
ale1ile1 even thou9h they do not aeet required 1peclflcation1• ii 
incorrect. TI dell vered U focal plane array• but only 32 are 
flight worthy. Th• remalnln9 arrays will be u1ed for captiva 
flight aeehra and lab teat reaultl. In addition, re<Jardin9 TI 
and their focal plane array aanufacturl1l9 facility, SBRC haa been 
11ad• the pri..llary eource for focal plane arrays. Finally, the 
OOOIG atatH that •th• tt.e required to initiate necessary 
procure.inent 1ction1 would cause alippag• in the already tight 
achedule. • Ru9he1 ii already under contract with MM. Th• 
current contract contain• option• to produce the total required 
rso quantity. 

23. Pa91 13, second para. The Joint Venture never 1tated that a 
complete redeli9n of the array proceuor aay be needed. The Arsy 
vanta aore aar9ln, and ha• directed a parallel davelop11ent 
effort. 

24. Page 14, Propultion 1y1tea redeelqn. The DODIG •tatement that 
"The Joint Venture alto 1tated that the propul1lon 1yate11 uy 
require a coaplet• rede1iqn• la not true. The propul1ion 1y1tea 
will not require a co•plet• redesign. 

25. Page 15, Potential lffect1 of t.he Propoud Reatructured 
Pro9raa. Tht Project Office que1tion1 the rationale for the 
1tatement, •If the A>.WS-X Progrui 1• re1tructured b4aed on the 
Joint Ventur•'• e1tlaat1 for coapleting the full-acale 
development contract, it ii likely that the pr~raa wlll again 
experience coat overruns.• 

26. Page 15, Action• Taken by Management. The Blue Te4.ll did not 
atate that th• contract co1t would be $433 aillion but rather 
added $13 llilllon to th• A.ray Coat Politlon (ACP). The ACP 
contained an additional $60 ail lion above the $433 ail lion in 
TR.A.Cl fundift9 to cover the contract up to 60 .onth1. In addition 
th• $433 a1111on contained $24 •illion of the contractor'• 
funding for co1t 1harin9. 

27. Page 11, Additional Actions Needed on the Part of Management. 
Firet, the DOOIG etate• that th• ~)' •hould coat out each 
pr09raJ1 alternative. Thia vaa already completed by the PM under 
Arnay direction. Also, the JV estimate la considered valid ae a 

5 

59 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM DEPARTMENT Of THE ARMY 

f"IJ)aJ Re pon 
Pye No.• 

11 

15 

18 

23 

23 

24 

rHult of th• led ha.a and PM Hti.NtH/revieva. r1nally, an 
updated .. tl.Mte for t.h• coat. t.o coaphte rso va1 preHnted at 
the Defen•• Acqu11ition to.rd (DAB), f JW'l• lt,1. 

2t. P19e 11, k~oaaendation• for Corrective Action. 

( 1) Th• ArrrJ coaplied vi th 9'Jldanc• frOll OSD a1\d. pruented sue 
at CSC 29 Kay 91 and DAI 6 Jun tl. 

( 2) Th• JV Htiaat• ha• been uunsi •ely reviewed to th• 
uthfaction of DA and OSD. Th• PX allo now hu a dedicated 
9overNMnt AAWS-M representative at bot.h t.he Orlando and Denton 
contractor tit•• to provide a better level of over1i9ht. 

(3) rso eati.Aatel have been updated. Additionally, there 11 
already a vehicle ln place that allo 1.apleJMtntl th• 3rd OOOIG 
recoD1111endat1on. 'l'he Arrt requlree that th• PK/PEO prepare a 
aonthly Defense Acqui•it!on !iecutive Swiwary (DA.!S) report each 
aonth. Both the contractor'• own eetim.ate and the PK'• ••tLeate 
of total contract coet ii entered 110nthly. 

None of the OOOIG reco11111:1endation1 req\lire any additional 
corrective action•. 

2'. Pa9e1 22·23, Co•b•t Load. !rror in firat para9raph.
Wordin9 on pages 22 and 23 need• to 1tate that the report conteat 
involve• only •replacement• batteries. Th• weight of the 1y1tea
doe• in hct include battery vei9ht for t houn of operating 
which i• th• •r•tea oper•tional requireJDent. It i• only true that 
•replacement• batteries are not included in the 1y1tea weiqht. 

30. Page 27, RecoDl.ll'lenda ti on• for Corrective Act ion. TheH 
concerns vere addres aed •• out lined above in comment 2 by two 
aeparat• OSD-level coauaittee1. 

31. Page 29, Findin9 c. Tl'• coat and achedule control 1y1tea i• 
1tructured to provide •eaningful data but in the ca•• of .v.ws-x 
it vaa not i•plemented in • manner which provided total 
vilibility of all eleMntl. Th• uH of the holdin9 account wu 
approved by th• government and had been uaed by Tl on other 
pr09raJ111. In retrospect, thit practice wa1 a Njor factor in 
the lack of Yitibility of contract coet grovth and hat been 
diacontinued. 

32. Page 30, Operation of Texas Inatrumentt' Syatea. OODIG atate1 
that •Texas InttC\llllentt' co1t and 1chedule control 1yatea va1 not 
operating in accordance vi th th• Coit Schedule Control Syatea
Criteria set forth in DoD Instruction 7000.2.• The Tl 1y1tea has 
been reviewed by KICOIC, AMC, DPRO and DCM and found to be 
operating in accordance vith the criteria. Alto TI hu 
1ucceaafully paaeed over nine 1u.bsequent application revieva. 

33. Page 32, last para. The flrat 1tate10ent in the paragraph 11 
c0tnpletely falae. The PM/PEO, OPRO, DC.AA and Coat A.nalyai1 have 
all been heavily involved in D10nitorin9 and analy&ing the Texas 
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25 

37 

In1truaent1' 1y1tu. Th• ..cond Hntence 11 alao fa lie. DCM 
and DPRO have ~•n providin9 data Hparate frota the CPll on the 
PPA holdin9 account by conduet1n9 audi ti of all the internal TI 
co1t account• that are t>.1n9 uaed ln the account. 

34. Pa<;• 33, Rec0111Dendatl..ou for Corrective Action. The PX hu 
already directed TI to chan9• th•ir reportin9 of the coat of 
PPM. TI 1.Jlmediately included all th• previoualy incurred rPA 
hold1r19 account coat• in th• narrative 1ection of the CPR. In 
addition, they are doin9 1w1y with the holding account. 

Th• PM/PIO have e1tabliah9<1 d•1i9nated people at each 
contractor •it• to aonitor contractor perfonr.ance. 

35. Appendix C, page 41. Th• title of the page ii ailleadin9, 
• .•. And Other Benefits Reaultin9 Froa Audit•. All reconunendation1 
under A. or C. vere al ready in place or in th• procea 1 of l>e1n9 
i•ple11ented without the DODIG audit. DODIG ii claiain9 a 
recommendation under A that vu aent to the PX by th• DAI u 
pro9raa direction. You ahould recon1ider claiain9 benefit• 
resultin9 from the audit if the sa.ae action• vould/already have 
occurred. 
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DODIC Draft ae,on, Audit tf the Acquhtt1oa tf tM AdYuce4 Allt1tut 
¥eapoa S~i. • Mt-dfl.9 (AAWS-lt) SJ"t. (Proj.ct ... °"1.-QUl) 

fUIDlllC: 9Tuas I111t~ts· cost &M schedv1t eottr91 SJ'ta •s •t 

operttf"t ta tcil_l"diftC.t w1Ut the ~t Sthedv1t"'thtro1 SJ'ta Crfterft 

set forUt ta-. lastrvctfoas 7000.2. • 


•0urfftf the f1ltf11 period of contract performftet, tM s.kontr1ctor 
~ e-st..ab1h~ cost acCOUftts for the 11t11uf1cture ef foe.al phM arr..,a 
lhlt • t the requ, ~ts 0 f the IftS l rvct toa. ThKt cost ICCCKU\lS rtla i.cl 
to the pl"OCHsts for foul plue arrq •nvf1cwr1.,. tMt h, sfdebolNI 
electronfes, fl"Oftt·encf procuus. &ftd •M~t. liowftf', durf1 o.ir 
rnfew, w fOVltd t.Mt the subcOfttractor's .ort p.cuges ,.,. Wort rtaldcM\ 
StMKwre 1124Z, Sffler, C.Ost Account 11242", foc.1 Plane lrl"IJ' Delherfes. 
dfd not lftt t)e requfr8eftts of 000 !nslrvctfot1 7000.2. The aanufJclllr1nt 
pn>eeu fo'f'Olft'd nr1ous Ofitnfut10N1 elesie11u ud rtqVtT'ff 1pp1"0x1Mte11 
9 S)ftt.Jls for Hell foul pl&M 1rr1.1• ~ver, the subcOfttrtctor est..abl hhed 
wrt P'CU~S rith1n Cost Accouet l1Z421C for 11>ntll1 delh~rfes of foul 
plane 1rrl.)"S. The,.. "IS 1 wrt p.1chge foretell alfttl's 4elher1 tllrovglt 
AprfJ 1991 11'4 a phnnfnt p.1cbge for the ra1faf11 delherfH. The 
~tH Cost of Wort Sdaedvled for Hell 11110rt p.1<b91 •s Uw estfNt.ed 
&ll\tf•ct11rfnt cost of the focal plane arnys to be delhered dvrf19 
the month cottred by the wrt p.1ctagie. Therefore, the .rt P'<llges 
dfd not 1ett tJle .on ~cuge re-Q\lf~t that tJ1e1 lie 1f•fted to relathely 
short tf• sp.as usfgNble to 1 sf1t9lt or9ufzatf0Nl ele.Ht, or subdhfded 
by dfscrete nlue •fltst.ones to f1cflftate the ~,Jecthe 1euvraeAt 
of wrl perfoniec. • 

•ta 1ddftf0fl. KW.1 cost of llll)rt perlot'Wd 1n4 ~tH cost of wrt 
perlo.-.ed for focal pluw 1rr11 mnvfacturfft9 •rt ROt l't{!Orted 90fttJ\1J. 
"-nvf•ctur1nt costs for foul plane trT&ys •rt faftf1l11 entered f• 
I 11oldint •ccocmt. These CO\ls ~fnied .., the holding KCOUftt until 
the delhery., 1 focal plane arra,. lliheft 111 ..:>1at ulc•hted to lie 
Uie Ktval ~t related to the delheey wu all~ted to ect!H1 cost 
of wrt perfol'W'd. Also, budgetH cost of 110rt perlol"Wled .as etiltrecl 
fnto the s11ta ~ t.he Ktu&l cost of wort perlonie4 eelrJ was •dt. 
fbiieYer, dtlhtrfes of f~l plane trr1.1 Wrt ftOt •de as 1<hedule, 
lllhfcll rtt111U4 b Cost 'erfo,..l'IU Reports renectfng budgeted cost 
of t10rt scheduled w1 UI no entr1 for bud9etH ust tf 11110rl perfo.--4 
or 1ct111l cost of ..ort perfo,..... As of Oe-cmber JI. 1990, 1Pf-roxf1111t.l1 
Su.a a11Hoa vas fft the holdfng 1cc~nt 1ftd Md aot tie. rene<ted 
IS •dual cost of .ork perfoniied tn the Cost Ptrlor111ft<t ll:port. As 
of ~n:h tt. 1991, Texts tnstna1ents developed a ,,-OC~rt to alloctte 
1ctutl cost of -.ort perlorwd Oft 1 mftthl1 ~Sfsi "°"'ver• ft "'d not 
de•elope-d 1 proce-dure for c:11cvhtfng budgeted cost of •rt perforwd 
oe a 10t1tJ\ly ..sts. • 

R£catoDimm C·l: 9Ve ~oaend th.t the Pro,Ject ~Nftr for Ult 
Advu1ced AAtf~nt Wetpoft S)"Stett-Me<lha require Tex.as lastwi.nts to 
properly esublfsh and ~port costs fit Cost AccOUftt 1124211. • 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


ACTICll TA~: Jloftcoenr. Mort pt<Ups did ..t requfraeftts of DOOi 

1000.1. 111lest.Qnes foir delherfes •rt MtarH fat. tM snta • • 

-.U1l1 buh ..tittll •t tha short ti• spu ~I~. 


Abo..-..nt tt ts trw thlt Tl bu 10t u. • w1~ a ,,.oce-dvre t.. caleulata 
8CW U..t h aecept.'11 to the gowenme11t, Tl w111 eot .. restutfftl 
the FPAIC ftcflft.J wf~ goW't,,,_..t fUbd1.. untt1 Oc~. Tht probl• 
ts befng t1110rted now w-UOU14 be sotw4 '' tha Octoeler ate. 
la 1ddftfCMt, tM Project Jtarw~r, t1 Jlnu&f'7, 4trect.H Te.us lastl'\mftts 

(Tl) to eti.• Ulefr ~rtf~ • costs of F~l '1"" Arn.rs (FPA).

Tl t~htel1 toot tctf<Mt to Include all wrt la proc.HS ~ts f1K11rred 
fNJ9 tha FPA. holdfng tecount and 11Kluded these costs f1 the Cost Ptrfol"'Unet 
Report (CPI). T1'1s ICC~ftt his beetl Hqutdat.H. 

fllOillC: •eost Perlol"lllnce Reports wt.fttH br the Jofat Yenture wre 
fNccunte and fnc011plet.e be(aust of a ltd of ~ftorf~ Texu (11st~nts' 
S)'\ta. Untfl correctfoH are aade to Texu hst.~ts sni.e.. the 
Anq wf11 not be able to a::>nftor and u~ss the cost 1ftd sc~ule for 
the foc•l pl1nt 1rr.,.• 

REcatt:MMT ICll C·2: 9We recom.nd that the Project ,..,..r.r for Ult 
Adnnced MlfUnt °Welpoft SnU.-~tia require DefHst P Int Repruenulht 
Offtce at Teus lnstn.ments to per1od1u111 revfew Ult reesubltshed 
c01t 1ccount and tll$411"t th.It the cost account 1ccur1~l1 reflects the 
cost and schedtllt for focal pl&ne &1Tt1'· • 

ACTJ<»t TAJ:II: llotlcOftCur. DPRO Ind DCM hot respotts1~tlfty to per1od1u111 
rufew alt cost 1ccovnts. The re<o•end.tf0tt fs not ~fnv the .., 
bus f ness no r111 l11 ts conducted. 

lblieYtr, flt "''• the PJVP[O aho HUblhhed desfg~t.eod people It Hell 
coe1tr1ctor site to .:>nftor contractor perfof"M~. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY 

OttENH L~ISTICt AGENCY 
Mv.oqu.uTUI 


C-UllAOM ITA1'lOll 

AUIAHoalA.. 't\KlflCIA '"°'-4100 
-

.. ""' DLA•CI ...u .. 	 llM• 

MEMORANDUM ,OR UNDER SECRITAlJ OF DEFEMSI CACQOJSJTJOW> 

SUBJECT: 	 Draft Report on tb• Aequ111t1on of the Advanced 
Antitank Weapon Syttta·M•d1u. <ProJtet Wo. OAL·0073) 

In r11pon11 to DoD IQ'• ataor&ndua d&ttd le May lPPI, att&ebtd•r• our co1111111nt1 to ~1eo11U111ndat1on A.2. Tbt only othtr 
r1eo111t1ndat1on1 that hav• any 1ap&ct on DLA are l1co~1ndat1on1 
C.1 and C.2. Wt concur with both r1eoaa1ndatlon1 and provide 
tht followinC Ctntral COlblltntt: 

a. heo!Mltndation C.1: Ttxu lnHru111nt1 U 1n the aidtt 
of 11tabll1h1nc a ••thod to report eo1t1 1n Cott Account Jl242M. 
Tht D1!1n1e Plant l1pr11tntatlve Ollie•. DCAA and Texa1 
ln1tru111nt1 hav• had nu11erou1 .. ttinC• •lnee tb• DoD 10 audit \o 
correct the rtport1nC problta. The rtv11ed rtportinf proctdur11 
thould bt 1n place by th• end of July 1991. 

b. l1eo1M11ndat1on C.2: The Def1n11 Plant l1pr111ntat1v1 
Office •111 continue to provide aontbly co1tt1ebtdule 
•~rv11llane1 in the focal plan array aanufactur1nc area •• ••11 
&I 1n all other a1peet1 of \ht Adv&netd Antitank Wt&pon 
Sy1t1m·Med1ua CAAWS·M> pro1r&a. 

1 Encl 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS FROM DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 


DATI or POSITIOI: l Jul 81.ti OF l!POH: lQJUT 

PUIPOSI or IIPUT: lMITIAL POSITIO• 

AUDIT TITLI 1ID IO.: 	 lcqul1l\1on ot th• Advanced lntltank Weapon 
Sy1tea-lffdiua <ProJ•et lo. OlL-0073) 

R£COMMIWDAT101 IVWBEB l.2: .. r•eoaa.nd \bat the Onder Secr•tary of 
Otten•• tor Acqul•it1on require that the l11l1tant Secretary of the 
Arll)' <B•••arch, DevelopiMnt, and Acqui•ition) obtain analy••• of the 
Joint Ventur•'• tltimat• fro• appropriate Defen1e Plant lepre1entat1ve 
Offlc•• and u1• the re1ult1 of tho•• analy••• to dtttr•ine th• 
rta1onablent11 of th• Joint Ventur•'• ••tta&t• of 1372.0 aJllton. 

DLA COMMENTS: Cone\IJ'. lnaly••• of the Joint T•ntur•'• utimate at. 
coapletlon of 1372 a1111on uy b• premat\IJ'e at th11 point. The 
Deten•• lequ111t1on Boal'd <DAI) ha• 'lven 1u1dance 1lnce tbe DoD IO 
rtpol't wa1 WJ'lt.ten to take aetlon1 to col'l'ect focal plant array 
probleiu a11oc1ated •ltb tb1 Advanced Antitank Weapon Sy1tea-Wedlua 
(AAWS-K>. 11nc1 tbil action could etfeo\ pro,raa 1chtdule1 and coat, 
lt would be prudent to allow the contractor to J't·1valu1t1 th• 
l1tfaate at Coapletlon <IAC> in concert •itb recent. DAI dec11ion1 and 
then have th• Dtftn•• Plant lepr•••ntatlve Ollie• d1t1r•ln• th• 
rea1onablent11 of the llC. 

Dl SPOS ITIOI: 
( ) Action 11 on,01n1: Final l1t1iuted CoapletSon Dau: 
<X> Action 11 con1fdtred eoaplete. 

WOXITAAY BEMiFlTS: lone. 
DLA COWMEWTS: 
ISTIM.ATID l£ALl2ATIOM DATI: 
AWOUMT IEALIZID: 
DATI BEMEFITS 1£ALl21D: 

ACTJOW OF1ICll: lo,tr lel1on, DLA-IP, 77200 
PSI RiVIEWIAPPlOYll..: lADM Bickm.a.n, lxeeutSve Director, Directorate ot 

Procr•• and Technical Suppor\, 21 JUl'I 81 
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LIST OF AUDIT TEAM MEMBERS 

Donald E. Reed, Director 
Rayburn H. Stricklin, Program Director 
William D. VanHoose, Project Manager 
Delpha w. Martin, Team Leader 
Lawrence N. Heller, Auditor 
Julie C. Oliver, Auditor 
Carrie A. Pelczar, Auditor 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



