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SUBJECT: 	 Audit Report on Review of Software Development at 
Central Design Activities (Report No. 92-077) ) 

We are providing this final audit report for your 
information and use. It addresses development and maintenance of 
software at central design activities in DoD. The audit was 
initiated by the Office of the Inspector General, DoD. Comments 
provided in response to a draft of this report were considered in 
preparing the final report. 

DoD u~rective 7650.3 requires that all audit recommendations 
be resolved promptly. A "Status of Recommendations" section is 
provided at the end of the finding that ident:fies the unresolved 
recommendations and the specific requirements to be addressed in 
your comments on the final report. You may propose alternative 
methods for accomplishing desired improvements. Recommendations 
are subject to resolution in accordance with DoD Directive 7650.3 
in the event of nonconcurrence or failure to comment. All 
addressees, except the Army and the Defense Logistics Agency, are 
requested to provide comments on the unresolved recommendations 
by June 17, 1992. 

The courtesies extended to the audit staff are 
appreciated. If you have any questions on this audit, please 
contact Mr. Terry L. McKinney at 614-1692 (DSN 224-1692) or 
Mr. Carl F. Zielke at 693-0453 (DSN 223-0453). We will give you 
a formal briefing within 15 days of the date of this memorandum, 
should you desire it. This report will be distributed to the 
activities listed in Appendix F. 

!U.d-,OL.le-.­
Robert ~'Lieberman 

Assistant Inspector General 
for Auditing 

cc: 
Secretary of the Army 
Secretary of the Navy 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
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Off ice of the Inspector General 

Audit Report No. 92-077 April 17, 1992 
(Project No. lFE-0018) 

SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AT CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIES 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction. A goal of the Defense Corporate Information 
Management (CIM) initiative is to place automated data processing 
equipment operations on a fee-for-service basis. The Military 
Departments, Marine Corps, and Defense Logistics Agency have 
central design activities to develop and change their standard 
software systems. DoD Directive 7920 .1, "Life-Cycle Management 
of Automated Information Systems (AIS)," June 20, 1988, requires 
the implementation of DoD Manual 7220.9-M (the Manual), 
"Department of Defense Accounting Manual," February 1988. The 
Manual requires detailed cost accounting for all assets including 
software development. In FY 1990, the Military Departments, 
Marine Corps, and Defense Logistics Agency had 38 central design 
activities with budgets totaling about $1.0 billion. 

Objectives. The overall objective of the audit was to determine 
if the Military Departments, Marine Corps, and Defense Logistics 
Agency managed software changes in a timely, effective, and 
efficient manner and if software changes were planned and met 
users' needs. Specifically, we reviewed the central design 
activities' software development to determine whether: 

o valid user requirements existed for changes, 

o economic analyses were prepared and used in the approval 
process, 

o software project costs and elapsed time were measured and 
tracked, and 

o planned objectives and benefits were achieved for 
completed projects. 

In addition, we evaluated internal controls related to management 
of software changes. 

Audit Results. Although the audit showed that software changes 
were planned, met users' needs, and achieved the planned 
objectives, economic analyses were not prepared, costs were not 
measured and tracked, and identified benefits were not 
achieved. In addition, the Military Departments and Defense 
Logistics Agency did not comply with DoD guidance. 



Compliance with DoD Cost Accounting Standards. The Military 
Departments, Marine Corps, and Defense Logistics Agency did not 
know or charge the cost of software changes in compliance with 
the Manual (Finding A). 

Management of Software Changes. Al though software changes 
were planned and met users' needs, changes were not done within 
established deadlines. Val id user requirements existed for all 
software changes, and planned objectives were achieved; however, 
required cost analyses were not prepared and used in the approval 
process for 146 of 356 changes reviewed, costs were not measured 
and tracked, elapsed time was not measured and tracked for 
90 changes, and identified benefits valued at $18.5 million were 
not achieved. Accordingly, the DoD Components could not measure 
how effectively software changes were managed (Finding B). 

A matrix of the audit results on both findings is in Appendix c. 

Internal Controls. Procedures either did not exist or were 
ineffective to reevaluate software changes that exceeded initial 
cost estimates and to ensure that identified benefits were 
achieved for completed software changes. These internal control 
weaknesses were not considered material. A description of the 
controls assessed is on page 2 in Part I of the report. 

Potential Benefits of Audit. Because data were unreliable, this 
audit does not identify any quantifiable monetary benefits. 
Implementation of standard cost accounting will allow comparisons 
of software development costs at the 38 central design 
activities. In addition, the implementation of our 
recommendation for a standard cost system will provide a reliable 
charge-back mechanism for accomplishing the CIM fee-for-service 
initiative (Appendix D). 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended that a standard cost 
accounting system be developed and implemented by the central 
design activities. Also, we made recommendations relating to 
procedures for preparing and using economic analyses, recording 
labor hours, measuring cost, and achieving identified benefits. 

Management Comments. The Comptroller of the Department of 
Defense did not provide comments on our recommendation to develop 
and implement a single cost accounting system that complies with 
the DoD Accounting Manual. The Director for Defense Information 
disagreed with requiring all central design activities to use a 
standard project management system for recording labor hours. 
The Army and Defense Logistics Agency agreed with all 
recommendations. The Navy and Air Force agreed with most of the 
recommendations. All addressees, except the Army and the Defense 
Logistics Agency, should provide comments on the final report by 
June 17, 1992. Management comments are discussed in Part II, and 
the complete texts of management comments are in Part IV. 
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PART I - INTRODUCTION 


Background 

In November 1989, the Secretary of Defense directed that a team 
of representatives from the Military Departments, Defense 
Logistics Agency (DLA), and OSD be formed to study the 
feasibility of consolidating the computer operations centers and 
consolidating the software design centers within DoD. The team 
recommended that the individual data processing installations and 
the functional software design centers be consolidated into DoD 
central design activities. In addition, the team recommended 
that all data processing centers and central design activities 
operate on an industrial funded (cost recovery) basis. 

In January 1991, the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved a plan 
to implement Corporate Information Management ( CIM) principles 
throughout the Department of Defense. The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence) 
established a Director for Defense Information with 
responsibility for implementing the CIM program throughout DoD. 
This responsibility included the development and implementation 
of information management policies, programs, and standards; 
oversight of all information management, technology, and systems; 
and the integration of the principles of information management 
into all of the Department's functional activities. 

DoD Directive 7920.1, "Life-Cycle Management of Automated 
Information Systems (AIS), 11 June 20, 1988, provides guidance on 
capturing all costs relating to the design, development, 
deployment, and operation of automated information systems that 
support the DoD mission. The Directive also requires that the 
life-cycle cost be the actual cost and that the actual cost be 
accounted for in accordance with DoD Manual 7220.9-M, "Department 
of Defense Accounting Manual," February 1988. 

At the time of our audit, the Military Departments, the Marine 
Corps, and the DLA (the entities) had 38 central design 
activities and an annual budget of about $1.0 billion for 
developing and maintaining software systems. 

Objectives 

The overall objective of the audit was to determine if the 
entities managed software changes in a timely, effective, and 
efficient manner, and if software changes were planned and met 
user needs. Specifically, we reviewed the central design 
activities' software development to determine if: 



o valid user requirements existed for software changes, 

o economic analyses were prepared and used in the software 
project approval process, 

o software project costs and elapsed time were measured and 
tracked, and 

o planned objectives and benefits were achieved for 
completed projects. 

We also evaluated internal controls relating to the management of 
software changes. 

Scope 

We visited 8 of the entities' 38 central design activities (CDAs) 
(Appendix A). The eight CDAs had $506. 6 million of the total 
$953.7 million budget for FY 1990. The audit was limited to 
software changes completed in calendar year (CY) 1990. We 
reviewed the policy guidance issued by the DoD, Military 
Departments, Marine Corps, and DLA; the software planning and 
approval documents for software changes completed in CY 1990; the 
software change process including measuring and tracking costs 
and elapsed time; and procedures and practices for ensuring that 
planned objectives and benefits were achieved for completed 
projects. 

We randomly selected 356 of the 4,087 software changes completed 
by the 8 CDAs. We visited the CDAs and activities (Appendix E) 
responsible for planning, approving, developing, monitoring, 
implementing, and following up on software changes. 

This economy and efficiency audit was performed from December 
1990 through July 1991. The audit was made in accordance with 
the auditing standards issued by the Comptroller of the United 
States as implemented by the Inspector General, DoD, and 
accordingly included such tests of the internal controls as were 
considered necessary. 

Internal Controls 

Controls assessed. At the CDAs and higher level 
commands, we reviewed policies and procedures for approving, 
planning, and monitoring software changes. We also evaluated 
internal controls for ensuring that changes were based on valid 
user requirements, required economic analyses were prepared and 
used in the approval process, costs and elapsed time were 
accurately measured and tracked, and that planned objectives and 
identified benefits were achieved. 
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Internal control weaknesses. The audit identified no 
1naterial internal control weaknesses as defined by Public 
Law 97-255, Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) A-123, 
and DoD Directive 5010.38. Overall, internal controls were 
effective. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

We identified eight prior audits completed from June 1986 through 
March 1990 that were related to software development at CDAs in 
DoD. The audits were performed by the audit activities listed in 
Appendix B. The prior audits showed problems similar to those 
found in our audit, even though the Military Departments, Marine 
Corps, and DLA reported that corrective actions had been 
implemented. We found the following specific, recurring 
problems: 

o economic analyses were not performed, 
o costs were not tracked for software changes, 
o follow-up was not done on benefits for completed 

projects, and 
o compliance with regulations was not enforced by 

management. 
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PART II - FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. COMPLIANCE WITH DOD COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 

The CDAs did not measure and track the cost of software 
development. This condition occurred because the Military 
Departments, the Marine Corps, and the DLA (the entities) did not 
require the CDAs to comply with DoD Directive 7920.1, "Life-Cycle 
Management of Automated Information Systems (AIS)," June 20, 
1988, which states that actual automated information systems 
costs shall be accounted for in accordance with DoD Manual 
7220.9-M, "Department of Defense Accounting Manual" (Manual), 
February 1988. As a result, the entities did not know the cost 
of software changes, and the planned fee-for-service initiative 
cannot be fully implemented by the Director for Defense 
Information. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

OMB Circular A-130, "Management of Federal Information 
Resources," December 12, 1985, requires Government agencies to 
account for all costs for operating information technology 
facilities and CDAs and to recover the costs from the functional 
users. Functional users include supply, contract administration, 
and payroll. 

DoD Directive 7920 .1 governs all DoD programs, projects, and 
activities involved with the design, development, deployment, and 
operation of automated information systems that support DoD 
mission areas (including mission-critical applications). DoD 
policy is to control expenditures on software systems by ensuring 
that the benefits derived satisfy mission needs to the greatest 
extent possible and in the most cost-effective manner. The 
Directive tasks the Comptroller of the Department of Defense to 
ensure implementation by the Military Departments and the Defense 
agencies. 

DoD Directive 7920.1 also requires that the head of each DoD 
Component develop policies and operating procedures that are 
consistent with provisions of the Directive and ensure their 
implementation and the effective application of automated 
information system life-cycle management principles. 

Cost accounting policy. Chapter 71, "Cost Identification," 
of the Manual states that the objective of cost accounting is to 
accumulate and record all costs incurred to accomplish a cost 
objective, such as to carry on an activity or operation or to 
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complete a unit of work of a specific job. Chapter 75, "Cost 
Distribution for Information Technology Facilities," provides 
accounting requirements and guidance applicable to cost 
distribution for information technology facilities. Costs that 
are to be allocated to users include direct and indirect charges, 
overhead, computer software, space occupancy, supplies, and 
contracted services. 

Accounting for Software Costs 

Life-cycle costs. Contrary to the requirements in DoD 
Directive 7920.1, none of the entities had developed and 
implemented an appropriate cost accounting system to capture the 
total life-cycle costs incurred for software development 
changes. Operation and support costs were not identified and 
allocated for overhead, amortization, and general and 
administrative expenses for software changes. The Directive 
requires that expenditures on modernization of existing software 
systems and maintenance be minimized. 

Implementation of the Manual. None of the CDAs visited had 
a cost accounting system in compliance with the Manual for 
capturing and allocating all of the costs incurred for software 
development changes. For example, three of the CDAs (the Marine 
Corps Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia; the Army ·Software 
Development Center, Fort Lee, Virginia; and the Army~ Systems 
Information Management Activity, St. Louis, Misso~ri) e!ther did 
not track labor hours or discontinued tracking:labor ljqurs after 
the projects were 2 years old. The Air Force,•.J;ggist1cs Command 
(AFLC) used an accelerated hourly labor rate,·:;j:idtjc~,~pplied".it to 
~he actual hours expended for each softwar~,1°;(.·' i'~ge I?erformed 
in-house. The Navy Management Systems S~ f Office (the 
Support Office) prorated operating budget" ~~ (excluding 
computer operations costs) to the major automated information 
system associated with the software change. A fee-for-service 
system for information services in DoD cannot be implemented 
until a standard cost accounting system is implemented in 
compliance with the Manual. 

Action Initiated within OSD 

OSD had initiated action toward improving cost accounting 
operations. 

Corporate Information Management (CIM). On October 4, 1989, 
in response to the Secretary of Defense "Report to the President 
on Defense Management," the Deputy Secretary of Defense issued a 
memorandum to the DoD Components, creating the DoD CIM. The 
memorandum stated that the Off ice of Information Resource 
Management, Comptroller of the Department of Defense, would be 
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responsible for developing a plan to integrate information 
systems. The goal was to reduce the cost of DoD' s management 
information systems. More specifically, Defense Management 
Review Directive (DMRD} 924, "Consolidate ADP Operations and 
Design Centers in DoD," called for the transition of the 
Department's automated data processing equipment (ADPE) 
operations to a fee-for-service operation. On January 14, 1991, 
DoD issued its approved "Implementation Plan for Corporate 
Information Management." 

Fee-for-service. In the approved CIM implementation plan, 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense assigned the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence) 
(ASD[ C3I]) as the DoD Senior Information Resources Management 
Official. Responsibilities include: 

o developing and managing a program DoD-wide for the 
implementation, execution, and oversight of CIM principles; 

o promoting the CIM initiative; 

0 reviewing and overseeing the development, 
acquisition, and operation of ADPE programs and information 
services; 

o providing assessment of information system 
life-cycle and functional planning and performance; 

o establishing policies and programs DoD-wide t:6r the 
-';!:·;:'

execution of a fee-for-service process; and .:·,~ ·· '· 

o developing fee-for-service policy and guidance for 
information services in DoD and monitoring the DoD transition to 
fee-for-service. 

In conjunction with the Comptroller, the ASD(C3I) was to develop 
a plan for transitioning to a fee-for-service operation. A 
fee-for-service operation charges its customers the full cost of 
providing the services. The Deputy Secretary of Defense set a 
deadline of August 1991 for developing a comprehensive 
fee-for-service proposal. In a memorandum to the DoD Components 
on March 18, 1991, the Principal Deputy Comptroller assigned the 
responsibility for developing the fee-for-service system to the 
Directorate for Automated Data Processing Systems of the Off ice 
of the Comptroller. The Principal Deputy Comptroller anticipated 
that the DoD would go to a fee-for-service system during FY 1992 
and required the involvement of the DoD Components. We noted 
during visits to audit sites that the DoD Components had 
developed plans to start implementing fee-for-service operations 
at selected CDAs. For example, the Air Force Standard Systems 
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Center implemented notional (identifying the cost of the service 
provided to the customer) billing in October 1991. As of June 
1991, the Air Force Standard Systems Center planned to implement 
a full-cost accounting system with rate charges by October 1, 
1992, and an industrial fund operation with full-cost recovery by 
October 1, 1993. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

We recommend that the Comptroller of the Department of Defense 
direct the Military Departments, the Marine Corps, and the 
Defense agencies to develop and implement a single cost 
accounting system for software development and maintenance that 
complies with DoD Manual 7220.9-M, "Department of Defense 
Accounting Manual," February 1988. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

The Comptroller of the Department of Defense did not provide 
comments on the draft audit report. 

AUDIT RESPONSE 

Comments on this final audit report are required by May 30, 
1992. As required by DoD Directive 7650.3, the comments should 
indicate concurrence or nonconcurrence in the finding and the 
recommendation. The specific requirements for your comments are 
shown in the chart below. 

STATUS OF RECOMMENDATION 

Number Addressee 

Response Should Cover: 
Concur or 
Nonconcur 

Proposed 
Action 

Completion 
Date 

A Comptroller, DoD x x x 
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B. MANAGEMENT OF SOFTWARE CHANGES 

Our review of 356 software changes showed that all were valid 
requirements, all changes were planned and met users' needs, and 
planned objectives were achieved. However, 150 changes exceeded 
their estimated completion dates, required cost analyses were not 
prepared for 146 changes, costs were not measured and tracked, 
elapsed time was not effectively measured and tracked for 
90 changes, and identified benefits valued at $18.5 million were 
not achieved. The problems occurred because software change 
procedures either were not established or were not followed. As 
a result, management could not measure how effectively and 
efficiently software changes were managed. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

The CDAs in DoD were established to meet software and system 
design needs of specific groups and organizations within each of 
the Military Departments, the Marine Corps, and the Defense 
agencies. Software changes, which are requested or directed, are 
made because of changes in processing requirements, deficiencies 
in software, or improvements to programs for greater 
efficiency. The five entities had similar procedures for 
processing software changes. Change proposal forms were used to 
request software changes. The forms show the priority of the 
change, the nature of the problem or enhancement, a brief 
description of the benefits to be achieved, and the action 
taken. Software changes followed a set approval process: 

o The requester filled out and forwarded a change 
request to the major command. 

o The major command either approved the request 
and forwarded it to the functional manager or disapproved the 
request and returned it to the requester. 

o The functional manager either approved or 
disapproved the request. 

o If approved, the request went to the software 
change control board where it was either approved or disapproved. 

o If approved, the request was prioritized, 
funded, and sent to the CDA to be worked and implemented. 

o After programming was completed, the change was 
tested and certified by the programmer. 
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o The software change then went to the quality 
assurance group for testing and certification. 

o If accepted, the change was either tested and 
certified by the user before it was implemented or implemented 
without user testing. 

Software Changes 

Validation of user needs. All the entities had developed 
adequate procedures to ensure that valid requirements existed for 
requested software changes. Our review of 356 software change 
requests showed that, although cost analyses were not performed, 
the requests were supported by valid needs. The need for each 
change was validated in the approval process. Procedures 
required that all levels of management (major command, functional 
manager, CDA personnel, and software change control board) be 
involved in the process. 

Planning software changes. Software changes were adequately 
planned. The Navy's Fleet Material Support Office (FMSO) and the 
DLA Systems Automation Center (Automation Center) had formal 
detailed plans showing software projects that would be worked 
during the planned cycle. Both activities had tracking systems 
that provided oversight of the status of each change. DLA 
required that the Automation Center send a monthly status report 
on each project to its headquarters, and the FMSO generated 
reports when requested by Navy management. The reports showed 
the activities' progress on each project and any anticipated 
changes to the planned estimates. Procedures were established to 
modify plans when priorities or requirements changed. During the 
audit, the Marine Corps was in the process of developing a formal 
plan. At the other four entities, the planning process was done 
informally by the functional managers who determined the priority 
in which software changes would be worked. 

Planned objectives and benefits. Planned objectives were 
achieved, but seven of the eight activities did not monitor 
identified benefits associated with software changes to ensure 
the benefits were achieved. There were 43 software changes with 
about $18.5 million in identified benefits. Only the Army's 
Systems Integrated Management Activity (the Army's Management 
Activity), with $17.1 million of the $18.5 million in identified 
benefits, followed up on the identified benefits. However, based 
on our discussion with management at the Army's Management 
Activity, the identified benefits provided no real cost savings 
(e.g., cuts in personnel strength, etc.). As a result, none of 
the $18.5 million in identified benefits provided any real 
savings. 
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Except for the Air Force, the entities had not established 
procedures for reevaluating changes that would exceed initial 
estimates. Air Force Regulation 700-4, "Communications-Computer 
Systems Program Management and Acquisition Communications 
Computer Systems Program Management," March 15, 1985, establishes 
that the requiring command information system officer be notified 
if the cost exceeds the original estimate by 15 percent. On one 
project, DLA identified benefits of $35,019; however, costs 
incurred on the project increased by $52,254--$17,235 more than 
the estimated benefits of the change. In another case, a change 
proposal showed an initial estimate of 200 staff hours to 
complete a change with estimated savings of more than $200,000. 
When an in-depth estimate of the change was made by the CDA, it 
was determined that the change would require 8,727 hours to 
complete the project, eliminating the estimated savings. 
However, the change was approved based on the initial estimate. 

Timeliness of software changes. We found that 150 software 
changes had not been completed within the established time 
frames. Sixteen of those changes exceeded initial estimated 
completion dates by more than 1 year. The DLA Automation Center 
spent $586,000 in overtime during CY 1990 and $999,000 in 
overtime between January 1, 1991, and August 31, 1991, to meet 
assigned milestones. Overtime costs in CY 1990 for the other 
seven CDAs ranged from $15,000 to $235,000. For the 50 software 
changes reviewed at the DLA Automation Center, 24 had overtime 
totaling 4,060 hours. Fourteen of those 24 changes (which 
exceeded the estimated completion dates by as much as 273 days) 
used 3,411 hours of overtime. Conversely, overtime was also used 
on changes completed as many as 248 days ahead of the estimated 
completion dates. Overtime should be used to meet milestones 
that are cost-effective or hotline or mission priorities. 

Preparation and use of cost analyses. Required cost 
analyses were not prepared and used in the approval process for 
146 of the 356 software changes reviewed. DoD Instruction 
7041. 3, "Economic Analysis Program Evaluation for Resource 
Management," October 18, 1972, requires the preparation and use 
of cost analyses in the approval process for software change 
requests. Furthermore, the Military Departments' regulations 
require an economic analysis if the estimated cost of a software 
change exceeds $100,000 and a cost benefits analysis if the 
estimated cost is $100,000 or less. The requirement for a cost 
analysis was not enforced because managers either did not know 
the requirement existed or they chose not to enforce it. 
Therefore, the software changes were approved without knowledge 
of the costs and benefits associated with making the changes. 

Measurement and tracking of elapsed time. Elapsed time was 
not tracked for 90 software changes. At the Marine Corps 
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Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, only 13 of the 26 completed 
projects we reviewed had labor hours charged to them. At the 
Software Development Center at Fort Lee, Virginia, none of the 
50 completed changes had elapsed time charged to them. Except 
for the Software Development Center at Fort Lee, Virginia, the 
CDAs had automated systems for tracking time and labor hours. 
The tracking system at the Air Force Standard Systems Center 
showed the project control number, project title, estimated start 
date, scheduled start date, actual completion date, estimated 
hours, and expended hours. The other CDAs had similar tracking 
systems. Reliable data were not available for managing 
programmer and analyst resources. 

Management of approved software changes. All of the 
entities had project management systems. However, no standard 
project management system had been established among the 
entities. Because DoD plans to have a fee-for-service operation, 
standardization is needed to ensure that each CDA is consistent 
in charging labor hours to each project. Our review showed a 
lack of compliance with instructions and regulations relating to 
the accuracy of data in the project management systems. The 
accuracy of time charged to projects was not validated by 
management. Projects were shown as active when they had been 
completed for more than a year. One CDA used two automated 
systems, one for project management and the other for tracking 
paperwork on each software request. A comparison between the 
systems showed projects listed on one system but not on the 
other. At another CDA, personnel charged time to the wrong 
projects, which showed completed projects with no time charged to 
them. These deficiencies occurred because management did not 
provide effective oversight of the projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

1. We recommend that the Director for Defense Information, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence), require the Military Departments, Marine 
Corps, and the Defense agencies to use a standard project 
management system. 

2. We recommend that the Comptrollers of the Military 
Departments; the Fiscal Director of the Marine Corps; and the 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency, establish procedures to 
follow up on identified economic benefits associated with 
software changes to ensure that those benefits are achieved. 

3. We recommend that the Commandant of the Marine Corps; the 
Army Director of Information Systems for Command, Control, 
Communications and Computers; the Navy Commanding Officer, Naval 
Information Systems Management Center; the Air Force Deputy Chief 
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of Staff, Command, Control, Communications and Computers; and the 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency: 

a. require that management prepare and use cost 
analyses in the approval process for software change requests as 
required by DoD Instruction 7041. 3, "Economic Analysis Program 
Evaluation for Resource Management," October 18, 1972. 

b. verify recorded labor hours, and use them in 
making future project estimates. 

c. require that overtime be used to meet 
milestones that are cost-effective and to meet hotline and 
mission priority needs. 

4. We recommend that the Commandant of the Marine Corps; the 
Army Director of Information Systems for Command, Control, 
Communications and Computers; the Navy Commanding Officer, Naval 
Information Systems Management Center; and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, develop procedures to reevaluate approved 
software changes, similar to the Air Force, when software 
development costs will exceed the latest estimate by 15 percent. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

The Director for Defense Information disagreed with 
Recommendation B.1., stating that a single project management 
system is not needed. As part of ongoing fee-for-service 
efforts, the DoD working group is developing a standard set of 
definitions that classify activities performed within CDAs as 
direct, indirect, or general administrative. These definitions 
will ensure the consistent application of costs to all CDA 
projects. 

The Army and Defense Logistics Agency agreed with all 
recommendations. The Navy and the Air Force agreed with all 
recommendations addressed to them except Recommendation B.3.c., 
stating that limiting overtime only to those milestones that are 
cost-effective is too restrictive. 

AUDIT RESPONSE 

We disagree that a standard project management system is not 
needed. The use of a single cost system is required as 
recommended in Finding A; however, a standard project management 
system is also needed to track productive and nonproductive hours 
and to show the labor applied on each project. Labor hours 
should be applied to specific tasks, such as analysis, 
flowcharting, training, programming, and documentation. Data on 
those tasks are needed for planning future work loads, staff 
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assignments (all employees do not perform equally at each task), 
project estimating, performance evaluation, etc. Because 
fee-for-service is being implemented DoD-wide at data processing 
centers and automation design activities, consistency is required 
for comparability. Therefore, we believe Recommendation B.l. is 
still valid and request that the Director for Defense Information 
reconsider his position in response to the final report. 
Regarding Recommendation B.3.c., we changed the recommendation to 
include the authorization of overtime for hotline and mission 
priori ties. Therefore, we request that the Navy and the Air 
Force reconsider their positions in response to the final report. 

STATUS OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Number Addressee 

Res:eonse Should Cover: 
Concur or 
Nonconcur 

Proposed 
Action 

Completion 
Date 

B.l. ASD(c3p x x x 
B.3.c Navy .!. x x x

2/Air Force x x x 

l/ Navy Commanding Officer, Naval Information Systems Management Center 

2/ Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff, Command, Control, Communications and 
Computers. 
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APPENDIX A - Central Design Activities in the Military 
Departments, Marine Corps, and the DLA 

APPENDIX B - Prior Audits 

APPENDIX C - Matrix on the Results of Audit 

APPENDIX D - Summary of Potential Benefits Resulting from Audit 

APPENDIX E - Activities Visited or Contacted 

APPENDIX F - Report Distribution 
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APPENDIX A: CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIES IN THE MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS, MARINE CORPS, AND THE DLA 

Activity Location 
FY 1990 

Staffing Budget ($M) 

Army Systems Integration Management Activity St. Louis, MO 1,092 $ 59.5 
Army WWMCCS !/ Information System Fort Belvoir, VA 11 40.0 
Software Development Center-Lee Fort Lee, VA 329 31.3 
Software Development Center-Washington Fairfax, VA 171 13.8 
Software Development Center-Huachuca Fort Huachuca, AZ 112 8,6 

Software Development Center-Europe Zwelbrucken, 
Germany 

111 5.0 
Health Services Command-Systems Support 
Activity Fort Sam Houston, TX 140 7.4 

U.S. Army Engineering Automated Support 
Activity Washington, DC 108 5.5 

Subtotals 2,074 $171.1 


Navy Fleet Material Support Off ice Mechanicsburg, PA 1,392 $ 81. 7 

Navy Management Systems Support Office Chesapeake, VA 607 38.3 
Naval Computer and Telecommunications 

Command Washington, DC 104 22.1 
Navy Comptroller Standard Systems 
Activity Pensacola, FL 213 14.8 

Navy Regional Data Automation Center Washington, DC 136 13.4 
Naval Mi I itary Personnel Command 

Washington, DC 160 10.9 
Naval Aviation Depot Operations Center Patuxent River, MD 45 6.7 
Education and Training Program 
Management Support Activity Pensacola, FL 99 5.6 

Facilities Systems Office Port Hueneme, CA 108 5.4 
Naval Weapons Support Center Crane, IN 18 5.3 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center Norfolk, VA 137 4.5 
Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station Jacksonvi I le, FL 88 4.4 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station Pensacola, FL 112 3.8 

Navy Regional Data Automation Center San Francisco, CA 19 3.6 

Subtotals 3,238 $220.5 


Mar i nes Marine Corps Central Design and 
Programming Activity 

Kansas City, MS 308 $15.8 

Marine Corps Central Design and 
Programming Activity 

Albany, GA 296 13.0 

Marine Corps Central Design and 
Programming Activity Quantico, VA 215 9.3 
Subtotals 819 $38. 1 

See footnotes at the end of table. 
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APPENDIX A: CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIES IN THE MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS, MARINE CORPS, AND THE DLA (cont'd) 

Activity Location 
FY 1990 

Staffing Budget ($M) 

Air Force Air Force Logistics Command Wright-Patterson, 
AFB, 'Y OH 

1,049 $117 .8 

Standard Systems Center Gunter AFB, AL 1,483 107.1 
Strategic Air Command Offutt AFB, NE 431 82.0 
Mi I itary Airlift Command Scott AFB, I L 214 26.9 
Electronics Security Command Ke I I y AFB, TX 106 26.1 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service Lowry AFB, CO 297 26.0 
Tactical Air Command Lang I ey AFB, VA 381 24.8 
Command and Control Systems Office Tinker AFB, OK 106 18.7 
Air Force Military Personnel Center Randolph AFB, TX 182 9.7 
Air Force Systems Command Andrews AFB, MD 15 5.7 

Subtotals 4,264 $444.8 

DLA Defense Logistics Agency Systems 
Automation Center Columbus, OH 1, 157 $ 57.9 

Defense Logistics Service Center Battle Creek, Ml 290 13.4 
Defense Automated Address Systems Office Dayton, OH 161 7.9 

Subtotals 1,608 $ 79.2 

lotats 38 CDA's $953.7 

Activity Visited Location 
FY 1990 

Staffing Budget ($M) 

Ar my Systems Integration Management Activity St. Louis, MO 1,092 $ 59.5 
Software Development Center-Lee Fort Lee, VA 329 31.3 

Navy Fleet Material Support Office Mechanicsburg, PA 1 ,392 81. 7 
Navy Management Systems Support Office Chesapeake, VA 607 38.3 

Marines Marine Corps Central Design and 
Programming Activity 

Albany, GA 296 13.0 

Air Force Air Force logistics Command Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 1,049 117.8 
Standard Systems Center Gunter AFB, AL 1,483 107.1 

lJL A Defense Logistics Agency Systems 
Automation Center Columbus, OH 57.9 

Totals 8 CDA's 7,405 $506.6 

1/ World-Wide Mi I itary Command and Control System 
2/ Air Force Base 

= 
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APPENDIX B: PRIOR AUDITS 

We identified eight prior audits related to the management of 
software development. The audits were done by the General 
Accounting Office (GAO); Inspector General, DoD; and the 
Military Departments' audit agencies. 

General Accounting Off ice 

Audit report. "Software Projects, Army Materiel Command 
Spent Millions Without Knowing Total Costs and Benefits," GAO 
Report No. IMTEC-86-18, (OSD Case No. 6932, June 20, 1986). 

Audit results. The Logistics Systems Review Committee 
(LSRC) allowed software for the combat service support system 
to be modified in violation of Army regulations. The LSRC 
approved system changes without requiring complete and 
accurate economic analyses and did not track project costs. 

Recommendations. The report recommended that the Army 
Materiel Command comply with regulations regarding the 
approval of software changes and the tracking and reporting 
of costs associated with software changes and review 
completed projects to determine if benefits and cost 
reductions had been achieved. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions 
were completed on April 1, 1987. 

Office of the Inspector General, DoD 

Audit report. "Charge-Back Accounting Systems for the 
Cost of Information Technology Resources," Report No. 90-011, 
November 28, 1989. 

Audit results. The charge-back systems for collecting 
costs did not routinely identify and allocate to users the 
complete costs of services provided. This occurred because 
OMB Circular A-130 had not been implemented by DoD data 
processing installations. 

Recommendations. The report recommended that the 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense modify existing 
procedures to fully incorporate the cost accounting, 
allocation, and recovery requirements of OMB Circular A-130, 
and that DoD Components' charge-back systems identify, 
allocate, and recover complete costs. In addition, the 
report recommended that the DoD issue guidance and standard 
procedures for data processing activities to follow in 
developing estimated costs when actual or historical cost 
information is not readily available. 
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APPENDIX B: PRIOR AUDITS (cont'd) 

Status. Management reported that Defense Management Review 
Directive (DMRD) 924, dated November 18, 1990, directs that 
information services will be accomplished on a fee-for-service 
basis as soon as practicable. 

Audit report. "Management of the Defense Logistics Agency's 
Central Design Activity," Report No. 90-045, March 7, 1990. 

Audit results. Project development plans were outdated; 
programmer resources were not allocated according to priorities; 
performance data were not recorded accurately; oversight reports 
were inaccurate, incomplete, and untimely; supervisors did not 
ensure that employees were accurately reporting their time and 
performance; and overtime was used to meet milestones without 
regard for cost-effectiveness. 

Recommendations. The report recommended compliance with 
Agency regulations for planning, allocating, and reporting 
resources; requiring accurate reporting of time; and authorizing 
overtime only to work on hotline requests and deadlines that were 
cost-effective. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed on May 31, 1991. 

U.S. ARMY 

Audit report. "Audit of the U.S. Army Health Care Systems 
Support Activity, Fort Sam Houston, Texas," Army Report No. 
SW 88-8, April 28, 1988. 

Audit results. Engineering change proposals (ECPs) were not 
properly prepared, approved, and processed in a timely manner. 

Recommendations. The report recommended that ECPs be 
properly prepared, approved, and evaluated. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed on December 31, 1989. 

Audit report. "Audit of System Change Requests U.S. Army 
Materiel Command Systems Integration and Management Activity 
(Provisional)," Army Report No. MW 90-1, October 26, 1989. 

Audit results. Project management data were not recorded 
properly, cost-benefits analyses were inadequate, and an 
effective system to validate actual benefits had not been 
established. 
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APPENDIX B: PRIOR AUDITS (cont'd) 

Recommendations. The report recommended that command 
establish a direct labor rate to accurately allocate operating 
costs to changes and establish an effective procedure for 
estimating expected benefits and reporting actual benefits. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed on February 8, 1991. 

U.S. NAVY 

Audit report. "Development of the Marine Corps Standard 
Supply System at Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, 
Phase I," Audit No. 040065, October 7, 1986. 

Audit results. Economic analyses were not made as required, 
expended hours were not charged to the correct jobs, and planning 
and scheduling were not done. 

Recommendations. The report recommended preparing economic 
analyses when significant changes occurred in development costs, 
using the planning and scheduling functions of the Management 
Information System (MIS), organizing a MIS training program, and 
developing a MIS users manual and standards. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed in September 1986. 

Audit report. "Development of the Marine Corps Standard 
Supply System at Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, 
Phase II," Audit No. D40037, January 17, 1990. 

Audit results. System development standards had been 
circumvented causing costs to increase significantly and 
implementation targets to be delayed, data in the project control 
system were incomplete and inaccurate, and required configuration 
audits had not been done. 

Recommendations. The report recommended that the project 
management and control system be used to provide complete and 
accurate milestones, to develop realistic project status and 
completion dates, and to provide accurate project status 
information to the steering committee. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed in March 1989. 

U.S. AIR FORCE 

Audit report. "Air Force Software Development Activities 
Identification Activities and Cost Tracking and Reporting," Air 
Force Report No. 8195414, March 10, 1989. 
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APPENDIX B: PRIOR AUDITS (cont'd) 

Audit results. CDAs did not properly report software 
development activities in budget submissions, and program 
managers did not accurately estimate or track software 
development costs. 

Reconunendations. The report reconunended that writ ten 
guidance be provided to the major commands for budget submissions 
and that the Deputy Chief of Staff, Command, Control, 
Communications, and Computers, supplement current policy with 
more detail to assist software development project managers. 

Status. Management reported that corrective actions were 
completed on two of the three recommendations. As of 
December 11, 1991, current policy had not been supplemented with 
more detail to assist software development project managers. 
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APPENDIX C: MATRIX ON THE RESULTS OF AUDIT 

Element Evaluated 
Branch of Government 

Army Navy Air Force Marine Corps DLA Over a I I 

Economic Analysis 
Prepared A A 

Software Change Planned A A A A A A 

-limeliness I I I 
Met Users' Needs A A A A A A 
Va Ii d User Requirements A A A A A A 

Costs Measured I I 
Costs Tracked I 
Elapsed Time Measured A A A 
Elapsed Time Tracked I A A I 
Objectives Achieved A A A A A A 
Benefits Achieved A 
Internal Controls 

Implemented A 

Comp I i ance with 
Regulations 

LEGEND: 
A Adequate 
I ~ Inadequate 
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APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT 


Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefit 

Amount and 
Type of Benefit 

A. 
 Compliance with Regulations. 

Compliance with DoD cost 

accounting requirement. 

Allows the implementation of 

fee-for-service at software 

design activities in DoD. 

Improved oversight and 

economy. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B. l. Economy and Efficiency. 

Improves cost-effectiveness 

of software development. 

Allows comparison of costs 

at CDAs. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B.2. Internal Control. 

Ensures that identified 

benefits are achieved. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B.3.a. Compliance with Regulations. 

Improves cost-effectiveness 

and management oversight of 

software development. 

More accurate forecasting 

data. Better use of assets. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B.3.b. Internal Control. 

Improves management of 

software development and 

monitoring of benefits 

shown in the cost analyses. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B.3.c Internal Control. 

Improves management of 

overtime and ensures that 

overtime is used on cost­

effective and mission 

priority cases. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis 
to quantify future 
monetary benefits. 

B.4. 
 Internal Control. 

Ensures that identified 

benefits are not exceeded 

by increased costs. Also, 

determines if work on the 

software should be continued. 


Undeterminable. 
We found no 
reasonable basis to 
quantify future 
monetary benefits. 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED 


Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Comptroller of the Department of Defense, Washington, DC 
Director, Defense Information, Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Command; Control, Communications and Intelligence), 
Washington, DC 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Information Systems), 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence), Policies and Standards, Washington, DC 

Department of the Army 

Director of Information Systems for Command, Control, 
Communications, and Computers, Washington, DC 

U.S. Total Army Personnel Command, Washington, DC 

Army Budget Office, Information Management Division, Washington, 


DC 
Combined Arms Support Command, Fort Lee, VA 
Software Development Center-Washington, Falls Church, VA 
Software Development Center-Lee, Fort Lee, VA 
Headquarters, U.S. Army Materiel Command, Alexandria, VA 
Army Materiel Command Systems Integration and Management 

Activity, St Louis, MO 
Headquarters, Information Systems Engineering Command, Fort 

Belvoir, VA 
Software Development Center-Huachuca, Fort Huachuca, AZ 

Department of the Navy 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Information Resources 
Management, Arlington, VA 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Space and Naval War Systems Command, Arlington, VA 

Navy Management Systems Support Off ice, Chesapeake, VA 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, VA 

Fleet Material Support Off ice, Mechanicsburg, PA 
Naval Military Personnel Command, Arlington, VA 
Naval Computer and Telecommunications Command, Washington, DC 

Navy Regional Data Automation Center, Washington, DC 
Naval Communications Unit Washington, Cheltenham, MD 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (cont'd) 

Department of the Air Force 

Deputy Chief of Staff, Command, Control, Communications and 
Computers, Washington, DC 

Deputy Chief of Staff, Logistics and Engineering, Information 
Systems Division, Washington, DC 

Headquarters, Air Force Logistics Command, Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff, Communications-Computer Systems and Logistics 
Management Systems Center, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Dayton, OH 

Computer Systems Division and Standard Systems Center, Gunter 
Air Force Base, Montgomery, AL 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Directorate of 
Communications-Computers Systems, Kelly Air Force Base, TX 

Air Force Military Personnel Center, Directorate of Personnel 
Data Systems, Randolph Air Force Base, TX 

Headquarters, Air Force Strategic Command, Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Communications-Computer Systems, Software Development Division 

Marine Corps 

Director for Command, Control, Communications, and Computers, 
Arlington, VA 

Marine Corps Central Design and Programming Activity, Quantico, 
VA 

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, GA 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Headquarters, Defense Logistics Agency, Office of Information 
Systems and Technology, Cameron Station, VA 

Headquarters, Defense Logistics Agency, Comptroller, Cameron 
Station, VA 

Defense Logistics Agency Systems Automation Center, Columbus, OH 
Defense Logistics Agency Systems Automation Center, Ogden, UT 
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APPENDIX F: REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence) 

Comptroller of the Department of Defense 

Department of the Army 


Secretary of the Army 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) 


Department of the Navy 


Secretary of the Navy 

Commandant of the Marine Corps 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management) 


Department of the Air Force 


Secretary of the Air Force 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and 

Comptroller) 

Defense Agencies 

Director, Defense Logistics Agency 

Non-DoD 

Off ice of Management and Budget 
U.S. 	 General Accounting Office 

NSIAD Technical Information Center 

Congressional Committees 

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
Ranking Minority Member, Senate Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Ranking Minority Member, House Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Government Operations 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security, 

Committee on Government Operations 
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PART IV - MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 


Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence) 

Department of the Army 

Department of the Navy 

Department of the Air Force 

Defense Logistics Agency 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 ·3040 

FEB I 3 1992 

MEMC·RANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE, 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SUBJECT: 	 Draft Audit Report on Review of Software Development at 
Central Design Activities (Project No. lFE-0018) 

This is in reply to your memorandum of December 12, 1991, 
which forwarded subject report for review and comment. 

The report indicates that the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence) (ASD(C3!) l 
and the Director of Defense Information (DD!) have lead responsi­
bility for implementing fee-for-service for information services. 
This is not the case. Fee-for-service is primarily a financial 
management initiative. It is an essential part of the Defense 
Business Operations Fund (DBOF). 

As such, the Directorate for Automated Data Processing 
Systems within the Do2 Comptroller's office has the lead in 
developing a fee-fer-service structure to manage information 
services. They have established a DoD-wide working group to 
support this effort which includes a full-time representative
from ASD(C3I). In recognition of this fact, the proposals to DD! 
(referenced on page 13 of the report) by the Navy and the Defense 
Logistics Agency to assume the lead in implementing fee-for­
service for Central Design Activities (CDAs) and Data Processing 
Installations (DPisl were removed from the Information Technology 
Policy Board's decision agenda. 

I de not concur with recommendation B.l., that the DDI 
require use of a standard project management system. This 
recommendation is based on the premise that, "standardization is 
needed to ensure that each CDA is consistent in charging labor 
hours to each project." This improvement can be achieved without 
use of a standard project management system. As part of ongoing 
fee-fer-service efforts, the DoD working group is developing a 
standard set of definitions which classify activities performed 
within CDAs as direct, indirect, or general and administrative. 
These definitions will ensure the consistent application of costs 
to projects across CDAs. Also, my office is preparing a request 
for technical support from the Center for Information Management 
to d~velop an automated rate development package. This will be 
based on DoD Comptroller's fee-for-service guidelines, and 
promote standard charging procedures. It will include: 

1. 	A standard list of activities performed within informa­
tion service organizations and normal classification as 
direct, indirect, or general and administrative. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

2. 	A rate development automated model and users guide 
outlining the processes and procedures required to formu­
late billing rates for any given information service 
product. The user's guide will address the following 
areas: 

a. 	 Full Costing. Identify all costs incurred by an 
information services organization. 

b. 	 Workload. Identify and define customer, internal, 
and overhead workload. 

c. 	 Cost Distribution. Identify and describe all the 
steps required to allocate indirect costs to bill ­
able products and services. 

d. 	 Percent of Impact Matrix. Identify and describe 
all steps to allocate direct operating costs for 
computer services to standard output measures. 

e. 	 Bate Calculation Process. Identify and describe 
the final steps required in developing the billing 
rates for each product and services. 

Attachment 1 provides a copy of a DDI memorandum on func­
tional economic analysis. The functional economic analysis
follows and amplifies upon existing DoD economic analysis policy
contained in DoD lnstruction 7041.3, "Economic Analysis Program
Evaluation for Resource Management," October 18, 1972. This 
technique should be addressed in the background section of Part 
II.B., "Management of Software Changes," and referenced in 
recommendations B.2., and B.3.a. 

The findings and recommendations in Part II.A., "Compliance 
with DoD Cost Accounting Standards," should be adjusted to 
reflect the recent decision by the Financial Management Steering 
Committee to mandate use of the Automated Payroll Cost and 
Personnel System (APCAPS) by all DBOF activities which do not 
have a formal cost accounting process. Attachment 2 provides a 
listing of activities to be converted to APCAPS in FY 1992. This 
decision will assist the Department in migrating towards a 
DoD-wide standard financial system, and greatly improve cost 
accounting operations. 

In addition to the above concerns, Attachment 3 recommends 
some specific changes to the wording in the report. My point of 
contact is Mr. Bill Beyer, (703) 746-7916. 

~.q,~
Director 
Information Services 

Attachments 

cc: Cindy Kendall 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

IOSIN!!SS CASB stJ'PPQRT 

ly1lne1s ca•e Analysis MC>del 

In support of the Director of Defense Information, the 
%Dat1tute for l>efenae .lnalyaia (IDA), bas developed a bu1inee1 
e&H analysis JIOC!e1. It ia implemented ia acftware that runs on 
19nerally available personal computers. 

COp1ea of th• 1oftwan which implement the business case 
analysis model anc! the aHociated uaer u.nu&l can be obtained by 
calling Ma. Catbf ThOllllp90Dr phone (703) 696-1280. lot 
aas11tanca in using the JDOC!el, call Dr. ~om Prazier at the 
laatitute for Dtlfena• .lnalysia, phone (703) 845-2132. 

Personnel preparing er presenting bu1ine1s cases are 
encouraged to use the llOC!el wherever po11ible. The model 
aupport1 business case preparation in three ways: 

a. 	Sstablilhe5 common dafinit~ons an4 fot"matl for describing 
coat elements uaed in baseline and alternative analyses. 

b. 	Snsgre• consistent computations of riak adjueted
d.!1counted ca1h flow procedure. 

c. 	Establishes a ccmpreben11ve pre1entatlon format for the 
economic analy1i1 concluaioaa to aid in preparation and 
review. 

15tsineas C&ae ~re1n1pg 

A business case instruction courae 11 planned through the 
Dot> Information Keso11rcee Management Coll99e. .l.rraElitmRt.1 can 
be made throu9b Kr. Prank Eenrion at (202) 433-3938. 

lu•iness ease Workshop 

A workshop will be held J\117 30 through Augu9t l, lHl, to 
review component pr09re11 on bu.sine•• cases to aupport P! 1992 
ADP Development and Kodernization requirements. ttr. Dave Hora, 
at (703) ~96-1280, 1• coordinating meeting arrangement• for thia 
Huion direotly with compoDeutl. Other workshops may be 
pl.an%1e6 to ad6re11 apecific actiona. 

Attachment 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 

CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

~e functional economic analysis follows and amplifies upcn
existing DoD economic analysis policy contained in DoD 
In1truction 7041.3, and ia developed based on the following
principle. a 

• 	 Pocus on business processes and mission activities. 

• 	 Ensure 1dentitication and evaluation of businesa 

alternatives prior to tachnieal considerations. 


• 	 &atabl11b tracea~111ty and auditabilitr 1nto bud9et1 for 
lli1s1on and information systelll costs/benefits, validated 
by functional and financial mana9er1. 

• 	 Provide consistency in the •election, e&lcu.l.ation, and 
presentation ot coat azid benefit data. 

• 	 Adjust coat/benetit calculations to reflect the financial 
impa~• of dak. 

• 	 Express benefits in cash terlll8 •o that re&liiation cf 
benefits can be 1110nitored and audited. 

Tools, trainin9, and workshop aupport is bein9 aade 
available to as1i1t in busine1a case preparation. !l'he 
attachment to this memorandum provides additional information. 

Paul A. Strassmann 
~1rei;tor of Defen.e Information 

Attachment 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

OF'FICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECJltETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINIJTON. CIC ~1~ 

.Tul.y 23, 1991-

llEMOl.ANI>tlM POil J)ZPt7TY ASSisTAM SECU'rAaY 01" J>IPBHSE 
(Ctvn.IAN PDSONNEL P0t.ICY/1Qt1At. OPPOl.TC'NITY) 

DDtrrY ASSISUNT SECltZ'rAaY OP Dll"DSE 
(UAi.'m 8DV1C:ZS OPDA'l'tORS)

DEPOT! ASSlSTAm UCllftllY O!' Dn'ENSE: 
(LOGIS'rlCS) 

DIUeTOl, !>!!!'ENSZ nocmuaa:R'l' 
DDO'l'Y COMP'l'ROL.LER (MANAGEMENT ITS'?BMS) 
DIUC'l'Ol\, 'WASlllNGTON D.At>QtJAJ.'lD.S SDVlCZS 
DtaBC'l'Oll 0.1' DIPOJUIATI0!1 HSDMS Jl'Oa Cf I 

11.S. UMY 
OllD' OP CORJIORA':! UPORMA'l'IOH llADGDIDT 

DIVISION (J6 JOlll'r ir:APP) 
DIUCTOJUi OF TU DU.ENS! AGDJCUS 
DIUeTOll, DZ!'!NS! MEDICAL SYSDMS llJPPOaT CENTER 
DEPOT? ASSlSTANT 8ECRnAll OP S'EE 11.lVY 

(C4I/EW/SP~E PROGS)
DEPOT! ASSISTANT l!CU'llllY (COMMtJNlCATIOHS, 

COHPtrrDS I LOGI.STICS) I 0 .11. All !'OaCB 

SO!SJECT1 	 corporate :Information Ma.nagement (C:IM) Bu.aineH C&•e 
(Punctional Bconom.ic .ln&l.J'Sil) 

ay •apporting fUActional man&i•r• in atreaml.ining buaineaa 
..thods, DoD'• corporate information management initiative will 
aid the Department in achieving the aggreaaive aavinga target& 
Htabliabed by the Defense Management Report. !'o achi••• the 
b.igheat aavin91, CIM invesblaenta must be baaed on a functional 
economic analy111 of busineaa act1•1ti•• or operationa. 

Th• bus1ueas case 1• a tunctlonal economlc analyais to 
•upport CIM 1nveatment cSeciaiona. Al CIM investment progrmu
proceed, th• business e&1e is refined an6 updated. ~his •ll8urea 
aanagement accountability for co1t1 and benefits ~ the 
continued viablliti of the investment. Technical proVr&m co1ta 
ancS benefit.a are • uenta of the total functional 9COnom.ic 
aulpi.a. 

Attachment l 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

COMl'TROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF' DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC lOJOl-l 100 

OCT ? 2 1991 

llEMORANDOM POR ASSISTANT HCRftARY or '1'BE ARMY (PIRANCIAL 
MANAG!MEN'l')

ASSISTANT SECRETARY or THE RP.VY (PIRANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY or '1'D AIR PORCE (PIRANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)

DIREC'I'OR, DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

SUBJECT: Standardization of Selected Activities of the Defense 
Business Operations Fund on the Automated Payroll Cost 
and Personnel System 

At the September aeeting of the Pinancial Management
Steering Committee, the use of the Automated Payroll Cost and 
Personnel System (APCAPS) was approved for all Defense Business 
Operations Fund (DBOF) activities which do not bave a formal 
cost accounting process. Thia decision encompasse1 all DBOF 
activities that did not operate as a DoD induatrial fund 
activity prior to PY 1992. 

Consistent with the decision at the September meeting of 
the Financial Management Steering Committee, those activities 
listed in the attachment are to be converted to APCAPS in 
FY 1992. Accordingly, the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service, in conjunction with the Military Departments, shall 
take appropriate actions to ensure that those activities listed 
in the attachment are converted to APCAPS as soon as feasible. 
The Defense Finance and Accounting Service is requested to 
submit, by November 22, 1991, its proposal for converting the 
listed DBOF activities to APCAPS in FY 1992. 

Attachment 

Attachment 2 

38 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd} 

DEFENSE IOSIN!SS OPERATION P'ONJ) AC'l'IVITIES 


TO B! CONVERTED TO OSING 'l'BE 


AOTQMAT!D PAJROLL COST AND PQSONNEL SYSTEM 


JN PX 1922 


INVENTORY CONTROL POINT PQNCTIONS AT 

• 	 Aviation Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pa. 
• 	 09den Air Lo9i•tica Center, Bill AFB 
• Oklahoma City Air Logistic• Center, Tinker AFB 

• Sacramento Air- Logistic• Center, McClellan AFB 

• San Antonio Air Logistics Center, ielly AFB 
• Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pa. 
• warner Robina Air Logiatics Center, Robina AFB 

SUPPLY DEPOT rpNCTIONS AT 

• 	 Anniston Army Depot 
• 	 Corpus Christi Army Depot 
• 	 Letterkenny Army Depot 
• 	 Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point 
• 	 Marine Corps Logiatics Base, Albany 
• 	 Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow 
• 	 Naval Supply Center, Charleston 

• 	Naval Supply Center, Jacksonville 

• 	Naval Supply Center, Norfolk 

• 	Naval Supply Center, Penaacola 
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound• 

• 	 Naval Supply Center, San Diego 
• Oklahoma City Air Logiatica Center, Tinker AFB 

• 	 Red River Army Depot 
• San Antonio Air Logistic• Center, Kelly AFB 
• 	 Tobyhanna Army Depot 
• 	 Tooele Army Depot 
• warner Robin Air Lo9istic1 Center, Robins AFB 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMMAND, 

CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTELLIGENCE (cont'd) 

•art J - Introduction 

Page l, first paragraph. •The team recommended that the indi­
vidual data processing installations and the functional software 
design centers be consolidated into DoD central design activi­
ties." should read "The team recommended consolidations of 
individual data processing installations and consolidations of 
functional software design centers." 

Reason: DPI consolidations were separate from CDA consoli ­
dations. 

Page 2, second paragraph. Define a central design activity for 
purposes of this report. What was the source used to identify
the 38 CDAs (e.g., budget exhibit 43El, and describe the report­
ing threshold (e.g., S5 million per year). 

Reason: Clarify the scope of the review. 

Page 4, first paragraph. Define "software changes." 

Reason: Clarify the scope of the review. 

Part II - Findin91 and Reeommendation1 

Page 7, first paragraph. Clarify the statement that " ... the 
entities did not require the CDAs to comply with DoD Directive 
7920.l, .... " 

Reason: It is not clear if the Components failed to require 
complia~ce in their implementing instructions, or failed to 
oversee implementation. 

Page 7, first paragraph. Delete the last sentence that" ... the 

entities did not know the cost of software changes, and the 

planned fee-for- service initiative cannot be fully imple­

mented by the Director of Defense Information." 


Reason: The fee-for-service initiative (which is lead by DoD 
Comptroller, not DDI) will establish methodologies to dis­
tribute costs to services, and force the CDAs to fully 
account for the cost of software change. 

Page 9, first paragraph. Reference DoD Comptroller's unit cost 

guidance of October 15, 1990. 


Reason: This describes the general approach that the DoD 
fee-for-service working group is using to distribute costs at 
CDAs. 

Page 9, second paragraph. Clarify the statement that " ... none of 
the entities had developed and implemented an appropriate cost 
accounting system to capture the total life-cycle costs .... " 

Fi.11al Report 

Reference 


1 

2 

5 

5 

9 

9, 18 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


DEPAR'TUENT OF 'nfE ARMY 

Of'flCl Of THE UCRETARY Of THE AllllY 


WASHINCITON, DC D1Mn07 
 :~< 
\ ·....._ ........... 

; 


0tr.. or- "' 1n1onM11on 
,...... tor QaormonG, COntrol. 1 6 FEB !)C;l2.

'°"'......- ....... '~·" 

SAIS-ADW 

MEMORANDUM FOR '1'HE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, I:NSPECTOR GENERAL, 
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE, ARLINGTON, VA 
22202-2884 

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report on Review of Software Development 
at Central Design Activities (Project No. 1FE-0018) 

The following is provided in response to the HQDA, SAIG-PA 
aemorandum, dated 17 Dec 91, aubject as above. 

DODIG Recommendations to the Army Director of Information 
Systems for Command, Control, Communications and Computers 
(DISC4): 

Require the use of cost analfses in the approval process 
for software change requests. 

Verify recorded labor hours and use them to make future 
project estimates. 

Require that overtime be used to meet only those 
milestones that are cost effective. 

Develop procedures to reevaluate approved software 
changes for development costs exceeding the original estimate by 
15 percent. 

DISC4 comments: The following initiatives collectively address 
the above DODIG recommendations. 

An OSD led task force was established to facilitate 
implementation of automation as a separate business area under 
the Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF). During the latter 
part of FY 91, the task force identified billing structures, and 
cost and labor accounting systems that could be exported to the 
Military Services. These efforts are a move toward identifying
and controlling the total costs associated with implementing
software changes. 

The task force concluded that the Defense Logistics Agency's
(DLA) cost model for its central design activities (CDAs) could 
be used for CDAs across the DoD. The Army will submit plans,
including cost goals for software design, during FY 92 to 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY tcont'd) 

SAIS-ADW 
SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report on Review of Software Development 
at Central Design Activities (Project No. 1FE-0018) 

implement unit coat reaourcing (including labor costs) and 
fee-for-service at their CDAs. Policy and procedures for 
automation are being developed within the framework of the Army 
DBOF Board of Directors. Pour Army CDAs are scheduled for 
transition to DBOF by Oct 92 with the remainder by FY 94. 

'l'he Army also has an effort, "Information Mission Area 
(IMA) Future," underway which focuses on identifying and 
developing control functions that maintain appropriate oversight 
over IMA activities. Upon receiving subject IG report, it has 
been recommended that the issues on preparation/use of cost 
analyses and labor hours in aanaging software change requests 
(identified as "configuration control" in DA Pam 25-6) be 
included among IMA Future initiatives. Implementation is 
planned for 1st QTR FY 93. 

The Army Information Systems Command has been developing 
and testing fee-for-service for automation at three CONUS beta 
test sites. This includes manuals which explain the procedures 
for operating under fee-for-service. The Army Information 
Systems Engineering COlllllland is developing procedures for the 
Army software development centers to manage software changes. 
Projected completion date for this guidance is Dec 92. 

If additional information is required, please direct 
inquiries to Adele McCullough-Graham, 703-614-2422. 

e~~ 
Colonel, GS 

Director for Architecture 

CF: 	 SAIG-PA 
SAIS-IDT 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


THE AS&tSTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(Research, Development and Acquisition) 

WASHINGTON, 0 C 20350-1000 

DRAFT 7502 
Ser: 054/92-0005 

MEMORANDUM P'OR THE DEPARTKENT OF DEFENSE ASSISTANT INSPECTOR 
G!KERAL FOR AtJDITING 

Subj: 	 DRAFT AUDIT REPORT ON REVIEW OF SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AT 
CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIES (PROJECT NO. lFE-0018) ­
ACTION KEMORAHI>UM 

Raf: 	 (•) DODIG M..o of 18 Dec 91 

Encl: 	 (1) DON Ra•ponH to Draft Audit a.port 

I &JI re•pondin9 to your reference (a) request for our 
comaent concerning aanageaent of •oftware develop•ent and 
aaintenance at central design activities within DOD. 

We concur with Raco11.11endations B.2, 8.3.a, 8.3.b, and 8.4; 
concur in part with Recomaendation 8.3.c. •• have no ccmaent 
raqardinq aub•tance of Racomaendation A. and do not concur with 
Racomnendation B.1. Aa outlined in the enclosed COllJllant•, the 
Departaent of Navy has taken or is planning •pacific action• to 
ensure adequate aanaqement of software development and 
aaintanance. More detailed information is aet forth at enclosure 
( 1) • 

As an ad.ainistrative aatter, the Marine corps i• under the 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, although this audit 
treat• the Marine Corps as apparently aeparate from the 
Department of the Navy (DON). Within the DON, the A••i•tant 
Secretary of the Navy (Reaearch, Development and Acqui•ition) i• 
the cognizant authority for all Infol'lllation Raaourcea Management 
aattars. concern• and i••uea with reqard to Marina Corp•
activities in this arena •hould, tharafore, be directed to th• 
A.SN(RDA). 

Gerald A. cann 

Copy to: 
•AVINSGEN 
DVCOKPT (NCB-53) 
OIC(FDR) 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (cont'd) 

DRAFT 

Deparuent of th• Jlavy lta•ponse 

to 

DODIG Draft Jleport of Decltllber 18, 1991 

on 

Review of Software Developaent 
at central Deaiqn Aetivitiea 

Project No. 1FE-OOl8 

QCQMMENDATION A; Standard coat Accounting System 

we recommend that the Co•ptroller of the Department of Def•n•e 

direct the Military Departsenta, Marine Corp•, and Defenae 

a9encies to develop a •ingle oost accounting •Y•tem to comply

vith DOD 7220.9-M, •t>epartllent of Defense Accounting Manual," 

February 1988. 


DON Ppaition:

Jlo comment regarding •ubstance of reco11111endation. In July 1990, 

the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved the eatabliahllent of the 

Defenae Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) to provide for 

centralized •anagement of finance and accounting functions. They 

appear to be the appropriate coqnizant agent, not the DON. 


B.EcoHMENPATION B,l; Standard Project Management system 

We recommend that the Director for Defenae Infonaation, 
Assistant Secretary of Defen•• (Command, Control, Co111J11unications 
and Intelligence), require the Military Departments, Marine 
Corps, and Defense agencies to use a atandard project aanagement 
•ystea. 

DON Ppaition; 
Do not concur. The Departaent of Defen•• •hould iapoae only a 
•tandard methodoloqy and leave the decision Of which tool to the 
individual activitiea. Thay •hould adopt •tandard metric• and 
conventions for reporting proqram •anagement. ITPB 
Propoaal 91-•3, "DISA as the Executive Agent for DOD Proqram
Manaqer Support Systems,• endeavor• to assess proqram aanaqement 
aupport tool• and asseasaent quid••· 

~URE(1) 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (cont'd) 

DAAF-Y 
DON COMMENTS ON DODIG DRAFT AUDIT REPORT "o. 1n-oou •Jl!VIEW OF 
aorrw.uu: D!'VELOPKENT AT CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIESM, 18 DEC il 

&ECOMKEKDATIQti 1.2: Pollov•up of Identified Economic Benefit• 

we recomaend that the Comptroller'• of th• Kilitary
Depart.sent•; th• Fiaeal Director of the Marine corpa; and the 
Director, Defenae Loqiatica Agency, eatabliah proced\lres to 

follow up on identified economic l:>enefita aaaociated with 

aoftware chanqea to ena\lre that tho•• benefit• are achieved. 


poti Polition; 

concur. A• a coaponent of Life Cycle Kana9 ..ent, we will review 

and validate the coat aavinq•/coat avoidance actually achieved in 

compariaon to the original aavin9• eati.aatea aade durin9 

functional analyaia in the concept definition/ayat.. devalopeent 

pbaae. 


UCQMMENQATION B.3.a: tJH coat Analyaia in Approval Proceu 

we reeo-•nd that the coamandant of th• Marin• corpa; the 
A.nlly, Director of Infonaation Syat..• tor Comaand, Control,
eomaunicationa and Coaputera; the Navy Coumandin9 Officer, Naval 
Infonaation Systems Kanaqement Center; the Air Force Deputy Chief 
of Staff comaand, Control, Communication• and Computer•; and the 
Director, t>efenae t.oc;iatica Agency require that aanaq..ent 
prepare and use coat analyaes in the approval proceas for 
eoftware change requests aa require by DODI 7041.3, •&conoaie 
Analyaia Proqra~ !Valuation for Reaource Kanaq ..ent,• OCt 18, 
1972. 

PC)N Po1itign; 
Concur. Project• •hould be undertaken only if ahown to be coat­
ben•ficial, which haa lon9 been a •tandard Oepart:aent of the Navy
requira111ent. However the cited reference to DODINST 7041.3, a 
li72 inatruction, ahould be expanded to permit the alternative 
.aae of criteria apeeitied in any other prevailin; applicable 
CJUidance, •uch •• Life Cycle Mana9eaent directive, and the 
e11er9ent uae Buaineaa caae M•thodolOtJY under th• DOD Corporate
Infonaation Mana9ement Initiative. 

ENCLOSURE (r J 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (cont'd) 

DRAfT 

DOl'I COMMENTS ON DODIG DRAFT AVDIT REPORT NO. lF!-0018 •REVIEW OF 
80PTMARE DEV?:LOPKENT AT CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITIES", 18 DEC 91 

•scmnmmATION 1.3.b; U.• l.abor Bour• in Project zstiaates 

We recouend that the ccmaandant of th• Karine COrpa; the 
&ray, Director of lnfor11ation Sy•t..• for C011J11and, control,
CC..u.nications and Coaputera; the Navy Comaanding Officer, Naval 
1.nforaation Syatmu Xanageaent center; the Air Force Deputy Chief 
of Staff coaaand, control, communication• and computer•; and th• 
Director, Defense Loqiatics Aqency verify recorded labor boura, 
and uae them in aakin; future proj•et eati.Jlatas. 

IPl Position; 
Concur. Th• DON recocpliaaa the i•portance of accurately
l'9Cordin9 labor hour• from both an accountability and legal 
viewpoint. Tb• DON will ensure that CDA activities take 
appropriate action to provide an accurate audit trail between 
their coat accountin; and project aana;ement •Y•tea•, •• well a•, 
ensure th• tiaely reconciliation of th• data between th••• two 
eourcH. In addition, the DON will enaure that CDAa utilise 
biatorical labor hour• and coata, applicable, in developing
future project aatiaataa. 

llCOMM!:H'QATION 1.3.c: Liait OVartiae 

•• r•c0111J1end that the couandant of th• Karine corps; th• 
I.ray, Director of Information Syatmu for eo..and, control, 
Camlunicationa and Computers; the Navy Com&andin; Officer, Naval 
Information Systems Management Center; the Air Force Deputy Chief 
of Staff Co111&and, control, Co111JDunications and coaputera; and the 
Director, Defen•e Loqiatic• Aqency require that overtiae be u•ed 
to aeet only thoae •ileatones that are co•t•effective. 

IPl Polition; 
concur in part. The liaitation of overtiae on CDA projects to 
only thoae ail••tones that are coat affective can not be th• •ole 
90Y•rnin9 faetor. Due datH ..ndated by laqialation or hi9her 
authority often dictate the naed/uae of overtiae to aocoapli•h a 
ail••tona. However, th• DON will ensure that CDA• uae prudent 
..na;ement in applyin; overtiae to •••t project ailaatonea. 

ENCLOSURE ( i I 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (cont'd) 

DRAFT 
DOM COMMENTS OM DOOIG DR.Arr AOOIT JtZPORT "o. lFE-0011 •REVIEW OF
aorrwAJU DEVELOPMENT AT CENTRAL DESIGM ACTIVITIES", 18 DEC 91 

UCQMM!:tfPATIOM B.4: 	 a.evaluate Approved Software Effort• Whan 
CO.t Growth Bxce-4• 15' 

•• recomiend that the CO..andant of the Karine Corpa; the 
Anny, Director of In!onaation Sy•t..a for Co.mend, Control, 
Col:lllunicationa and Coaputer•; the Navy comaandin; Officer, Naval 
lnforaation Syatema Mana9ement Center; and th• Director, Defense 
Lo;iatice Agency develop procedures to reevaluate approved 
software chan9ea, •i•ilar to the Air Force, When •ottware 
develop•ent coat• will exceed the lateat ••tiaate by 15 percent. 

PON Poaition: 
Concur. Certainly aottware development efforts which exceed 
initial ••timatea need to be coamunicated. The Departaent of 
Defenae standard project aana;eaent aethodoloqy would addr••• 
aoftware development coats. ITPB Proposal 91-43 , •oISA as the 
Executive Aqent for DOD Proqram Manager Support Systems,"
endeavors to aaaeas proqraa aana;eaent support tools and 
as•e•s•ent IJUidea. 

INCL:OSURE tTJ 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Dl,..t.JllTME!'n OP' THI A"' ~I 
._,,_ '' lt'TSlll IMTTD 9'TA'l"ll ""' ~..........~ 

ll ftl 992 

lltMOAANI)UM FOJ- ASSISTANT ntSPICT01. aNEP.Al. FOP. AOt>lTlNG 
orna or nm DISPECTOP. CZNtJ\A.L 
DE!J.1.'nCENT Of' DS!'SNS! 

lt7)J'ECT: 	 ~ (lCi) ~raft bport, •a.view of IOftVUI i>e'"l..nt 
at Central ~•1;r. Aetivit1•• (Project ~o. 11!•0018) -
tllrOJUO.TlOJ: ICEMOJWC>UM 

Tb1• 1• in reply to rour 11eJ11oranelus. fer &.sti1t&nt lecretary
of tht Air Fore• tr1nanc1al Mana;amant) requastin;~mmants on 
finelin9• anel r.ccmanci1tion1 ucle in tbt a~j•c:t report. 

•• concur with th• r•coma.endation for ccrr•etive ac:tion en 
pa;e 13 of tht Clratt report. •• al10 concur with recol!lllklndat.iona 
1, 2, Ja, 	lb, and 4 on pa9•1 22 t.na 23 of the draft report. 

We noneoncur with r•commanelation >e on pa;t 23 of th• draft 
report. Thi• reco~nelation 1u;qe1t1 that appropriate offices in 
the St:-viee1 and A;enei•• • ••• r•q'l.lire ~at overtime~ uaed to 
••e~ only thote ~1l•1~one1 th&t are co1t-eff1c::tive.• Coat ia not 
the only ~&sit for dttlr11'1inin; n••Cl elates for aoftv&r• written 
within the ~epart~ant of ~tense. Operational mi11ion 
r•~~!r•m•nt dates zuy at times Talidly require a more co1tly
•PProach to prcl:>l•~ 1ol~tior.. Wt propo11 th• r•commendation be 
reworded to " ••• re~ir• th.at overtime !>I us•d to meet only thoae 
aile1tones that art co1t••ff1ctive er whir:h are driven by 
operat~onal mi11!on ne1~1.• 

Wt 1110 reeomrnend a clariticati~ in ~t ~Ckirou.nd aecticn 
of th• Clratt report. !he firat paragraph on pa91 1 d11cri~• the 
~ack;round of Defente Mana;e~ant l'eport Ci:-.ctive CD~) t24 a1 
cf Novair.ber 1989, b~t de>ea net ~lay the f1ct tbat th• final 
DM!t.:, 1i;ned by PtPStc:Jtr en 18 No~eml:>•r l9JO, was clifterent. 
a.conmiend addin; th• followin; to the end cf ~. first para;raph, 
pa;e l, cf the draft report: •fhe ltl"\"ice1 and ~•tense A;•nciea 
wer• alao aak1d to •ubit.it alternate propo1&l1. The fin&l.Defan1e 
Nana;a111ent l.eport Direeti•e J24 cf 11 Nova=er 1HO Clire~•d that 
t.he in~ividual Service and l>efanat ~iatics A;ency A?>P 
conaol~d•tion plans 11:r:ve •• the »aaia for con1olidatin9 computer
eptrationa and d11ifn centers Within CSP. r•e•for-aerYice
operationa were •till clitec::t•d.• 

4L~
...__, •w.. ... hliot 
•tea.uis. 	~. 

a Wat"-, - --\9~~ 

Final Report 

Reference 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 


DLA-Cl 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

HEADQUARTERS 


CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA ZZ>CM-8100 

G6MAR1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Beport on the Beview of Software 
Development at Central Design Activities (Project No. 
lFE-0018) 

Thi• is in re•ponse to your 18 December lQQl memorandum 
reque•t1nt our comment• pertainin& to the subject audit. The 
attached position• have been approved by tU. Belen T. McCoy, 
Deputy Comptroller, Deten•e Lo&istics Agency. 

i~~JJ;1f 
g Encl CQVELINE G. BRYANT 

e~. Internal Review Division 
Off ice of Comptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY {cont'd) 

DATE OF POSITION: e Mar 92FORMAT l of 9 

TYPE OF REPORT; AUDIT 

PURPOSE OF INPUT: INITIAL POSITION 

AUDIT TITLE AND NO.: 	 REVIEW OF SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AT CENTRAL 
DESIGN ACTIVITIES, !Project No. lFE-0018) 

FINDING A: Compliance with DoD Co•t Accounting Standards. Th• 
CDA• did not mea•ure and track the cost of software development. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. DLA has not followed DoD 7220.9-M in its 
entirety. The new DLA ADP/T Configuration Management process 
includes cost accounting for software development and 
maintenance. The methodology utilized for cost accounting shall 
be in accordance with DoD 7220.9-M as applicable. 

INTERNAL MANAGEMENT CONTROL WEAKNESS: 
( ) Nonconcur !Rationale must be documented and maintained 

with your copy of the response.) 
(Xl Concur: however, weakness is not considered material. 

!Rationale must be documented and maintained with your copy 
of the response.) 

( ) Concur; weakness is material and will be reported in the 
DLA Annual Statement of Assurance. 

ACTJON OFFICER: Donna Mccloud, DLA-ZSS, x44326, 27 Jan 92 
PSE REVIEW/APPROVAL: 	 Bobby L. Parsons, DLA-ZD, Deputy Assistant 

Director, Office of Information Systems 
and Technology, x46257, 31 Jan 92 

DLA APPROVAL: Belen T. McCoy, Deputy Comptroller 

54 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

DATE OF POSITlO~: e Illar 92,OaMAT 2 of 9 

TTI'E OF aEPORT; AUDIT 

PtJ&J'OSI OF 1Sl't1T: I•ITI&l. POSITIO• 

ltroIT TITLE AJJD •O.; 	 &EVllW OF SOFTWAllE DIVILOPMENT IT CEJn'RAL 
DISial &CTIVITIIS, <Project •o. lFE-0018) 

l.ECOMllllE»DATIO» l: We r•co...nd \bat tbe Comptroller of tbe Depart..nt of 
Defenae direct th• Military Depart..nt•, \be llarin• Corp•. and th• D•f•n•• 
acenc101 to develop and imple..nt a •in&l• co•t accounting •y•t•m for 
aoftware develop..nt and maintenance that coapli•• with DoP 7220.9-M, 
'Depart..nt of D•f•n•• &ccountin& Manual," February 1988. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. DLA i• currently addr•••inS tbi• i••u•. Tbe 
Conf11urat1on llanage..nt Automated Sy•t•• contain• co•ting data for •oftware 
chance reque•t• which •upport• co•t accounting. Th• co•t data will •upport 
the concept• depicted in DoD 7220.9-M. 

DISPOSITION: 
IX> Action i• ongoin1. E•timated Completion Pate: 30 September 1992 
I > Action i• con•id•r•d complete. 

aECOMME:NDATlON MONETARY BE»EFlTS: IWH£RE APPLICABLE> 
DLA COMMENTS: 
ESTIMATED REALlZATlO~ PAT£: 
AMOUNT REALIZED: 
PATE REALIZED: 

IJn'ERWAL MANAGElllENT COJJTROL WEAKNESS: 
( l •onconcur. IBational• mu•t be documented and maintained with 

your copy of th• r••ponae.) 
IX> Concur; ho,..ver, weakn••• i• not con•id•r•d material. !Rationale 

au•t b• documented and maintained with your copy of the r••ponae.) 
I > Concur; weakn••• i• aaterial and will be reported in th• DLA 

Annual Statement of A••uranee. 

ACTlOW OFFICER: Penna McCloud, PLA-ZSS, x4432e, 27 Jan 92 
PSE l.EVIEWl&PPBOV.Al.: 	 Bobby L. Paraon•, PLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of Inforaation Syatema and Technolo&y, x4e257, 
31 Jan 92 

DLA APPROVAL: Helen T. llcCoy, Deputy Comptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

FOUUT 3 of 9 	 DATE OF POSITIOI; e llar 92 

TYPE OF &EPOIT; &UD1T 

PU&POSE OF I•PU'l': I•ITlAL POSITIOI 

AUI>IT TITJ..E UD •o.: 	 UVliW OF sorr•Alli PEVEl..OPIG)IT A'T CEJfTUI.. 
PESIGI ACTIVITIES, (Project •o. lFE-0018) 

FiaDI•O 9: llana1e..nt of loft..re Ch•n1e•. Our revie• of 35e •oftware 
ebant•• •bo..d that all ..r• valid require..nt•, all ehan&•• ..r• planned 
and .. t u••r'• need•, and planned objective• ..re acbieved. Ho..ver, 150 
chant•• exceeded tbeir ••tiaated completion dat••· required coat analy••• 
..r• not prepared for 14e chans••· coats ..r• not ..a•ured and traek•d, 
elapaed ti .. waa not effectively ..aaured and tracked for 90 chan&••· and 
identified benefit• valued at 18.5 aillion were not achieved. 

DI..& C0119a:MTS: Concur. DI..& 1• C'W"rently d•v•lopin& and iaple..nting 
Software aanag•ment tools. DLA has been utili&ing Program lllana&•ment toola 
and aoving toward• atand&rdi&inl a tool •et. Protra& aana&eaent tool• take 
care of •oftware for the lons term planninl tracking, acbedulin& coat 
factor• and conf11uration aanage..nt. 

lJfTEJUl&L MAHAGEIGHT COHTIOL WEAKJfESS: 
I > •oneoncur !Rational• auat be doeWHnted and aainta1ned with your copy 

of the re•ponae.) 
lXl Concur; bo..ver ...akn••• i• not considered aaterial. lBational• mNSt 

~· doeWHnted and aa1ntained with your copy of the re•pona•.> 
I > Concur; ..akn••• i• aaterial and will be reported in tbe Dl..A 

Annual Statement of A••urance. 

ACTIOJf OFFICER: Donna MeCloud, DLA·ZSS. x44325, 27 Jan 92 
PSI aEVIEWl&PPBOVAL: 	 Bobby L. Par•ona, Dl..A-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of lnform&tion Systems and Technolosy, x4e257, 
31 Jan 92 

DLA APPROVAL: Helen T. McCoy, Deputy Comptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

DATE OF POSITIOI: e liar 82FO&MAT t of 9 

TTl'I OF al:POBT: AUDIT 

PU1POSI OF IlrPUT: JIITI&l. POSITIOI 

AUDIT TITLE AJID 10.: 	 JlEVIEW OF SOFTWl.AE DEVELOPlllEllT AT CENTRAL 
DESIGJ ACTIVITIES, CProject •o. 1FE-0018l 

lllCOllllEJD&TJOJ I: .. reco...nd \hat th• Director for Pef•n•• lnfor..tion, 
,..•i•tant Secretary of Defen•• <Co11111&nd, Control, Co--.inicationa and 
Intell1&•ncel. Pequ1re tbe Military Depart..nt•, Marin• Corpa, and the 
l>efen•• •••nc1•• to I.Ille a •t&ndard project manaaeaent •y•t••· 

DLA COllDIEWTS: Concur. 

DllPOSITIOI: 
( ) Action i• onloing. E•timated Completion Pate: 
CXl Action i• conaidered complete. 

~COllll£1DATIOI lllOWET&JIY BEIEFITS: IWH.EJlE &PPLIC&JILEl 
DLA COMMENTS: 
ESTIMATED REALIZATIO» DATE: 
AMOU»T JlEALIZED: 
DATE REALIZED: 

IlfTEB»A.L llU.IAGElllEllT COITROL WEAKJIESS: 
I ) loneoncur. (Rational• muat be docWHnted and aa1ntained with 

your copy of the reaponae ) 
lXl Concur; however, weakn••• i• not considered aaterial. <Rationale 

auat be documented and maintained with your copy of th• reaponae.) 
I l Concur; ..akneaa i• material and will b• reported in the DLA 

Annual Statement of Aaaurance. 

ACTIOI OFFICER: Donna llk:Cloud, DLA·ZSS, xt432e. 27 Jan P2 
PSE llEVlEWIAPPBOVAL: 	 Bobby L. Paraona, DLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of Information Syatema and Technology, x4e257, 
31 Jan P2 

DLA APPROVAL: Helen T. lllc:Coy, Deputy Comptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

FOll&&T 9 of I 	 DATI OF POSITIOI; e Illar P2 

TfJ'I OF UPO•T: &'11I>IT 

PVIJ>OSE OF IlrPtJT: IIITIAL. POSITIOll 

AUDIT Tl'J'.t.E UP •O.: 	 &!VIEW OF' SOFTWABE DiVELOPlllEJIT AT Cl:JITJl.lL 
Dl:SIGI ACTIVITIES, <Project Wo. lFi-0018) 

UC01911~.lTIOI S: .. reco...nd tbat tbe Coaptroller• of tbe Military 
Depart..nt•, tb• Ft•c•l Director of tb• Marine Corp•, and tb• Director, 
Defen•• Lo&i•tic• &aency, ••tabli•h procedure• to follow up on identified 
econoaic benefit• •••ociated witb •oftware cbana•• to en•ure that tbo•e 
benefit• are achieved. 

DLA COIDIEJITS: Concur. DLA ba• procedure• to trace •oftware chan&• 
Pequire..nt• tbrou&b product delivery to aid in Ju.tifyin& tbe fulfill ..nt 
of defined benefit•. DLA do•• adjust operatin& bud&•t• of it• field 
activiti•• to reflect ••vin&• froa inve•t..nt 1n Autoaated lnforaat1on 
ly•t.e-. 

DlSPOSITIOJi: 
< > Action 1• on&oin&. l:•ti.. ted Coapletion Date: 
<X> 	 Action 1• con•idered complete. 

UCOIDlilfDATIOJi lllOlfiT.lllT BEllEF'ITS: CWBEJlE APPLICABLE> 
DL.& COMMEllTS: 
ISTIMATiD llEALIZATIOJi DATE: 
AMOUNT ll.ll..IZiD: 
DATE REALIZED: 

I lfTillf.ll.. M.lJIACiEMi:JIT COllTllOL WiAXHiSS: 
I > lonconcur. IJlat1onale mu•t be doc:ument.ed and .. intained with 

your copy of the re•pon•e.l 
lll Concur; however. weakn••• 1• not con•idered ..terial. CBationale 

•u•t be docu..nted and aaintained with your copy of tbe re•pon••.l 
I 	 ) Concur; weakn••• ia .. terial and •ill be reported in the DLA 

Annual State..nt of Ail•urance. 

ACTIOI OFFICER: Donna Mc:Cloud, DLA-ZSS, xtt32e, 27 Jan g2 
PSE REVIEWIAPPBOVAL: Bobby L. Par•on•, DLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of Inform.at.ion Sy•tem.a and Technolo&y. x452S7, 
31 Jan ;2 

DLA APPBOVAL: Helen T. McCoy, Deputy Cosptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

P'oaa&T I of II 	 DATE OP' POSITIO•; I Mar 112 

TYJ'I OP' UPOlt'!': AUJ>IT 

PUSPOSI OP' Iln'trT: IaITIA.L POSITIOI 

AtJI>IT TITLE DD ao. : 	 UVU:W OF SOFTWAlli DIVELOPMEJf'J' AT CEJf'J'RAL 
DKSIGll &eTIYITIIS, <ProJoct •o. IFl-0018) 

alCotmilEIDlTIOI ta: .. Poco...nd that tho Coaaandant of tho Marino Corp•; 

the APll)', Director of lnfor..tion ly•t•.. for Co11111&nd, Control, 

Co..un1cat1ona and Coaputera; the »avy co....ndin& Officer, aaval Inforaation 

lyate.. llanage..nt Center; the Air Force Deputy Cbiof of Staff Co8111&nd, 

Control, Commwiication• and Computer•: and the Director, D•f•n•• Lo&1•t1c• 

A&ency require that ..na&e..nt prepare and ua• coat analyse• in tbe approval 

pPoc••• fop •oftware cban&• request• aa poquirod by DoD Instruction 7041.3, 

"Economic A.naly•i• Pro&ram Evaluation for a.source ll&na&o..nt,• October 18, 

1172. 


DLA COllDIEJlTS: Concur. Dl.All 4730.~ oatabli•b•• a .ore •trin&ent proc••• for 

coat analyai• in tbe review and approval proceaa fop a poquiro..nt. 


DISPOSITION: 

( ) Action ia on&oing. E•tiaated Completion Date: 

(ll Action ia eonaiderod complete. 


alCOIDIENDATION MONETARY BENEFITS: <WHERE APPLICABLE> 
Dl..A COIOIEJl'TS: 
ESTIMATED REAJ..lZATlON DATE: 
AMOUNT Jl.EAl..lZED: 
PATE JlEAl..lZED: 

IITEBNAL llU.JIAGElllEWT CONTROi.. WEAKNESS: 
I J llonconeur. <Rational• muat be docu.entod and -intainod with 

your copy of th• reaponae.) 
IX> Concur; however, weakness i• not conaiderod aaterial. <Rational• 

auat be documented and -intainod •itb your copy of the reaponae.l 
( l Concur; weakn••• i• ..terial and •ill b• reported in the DLA 

Annual State..nt of Assurance. 

ACTION OFFICER: Donna MeCloud, DLA·ZSS, x4t32e, 27 Jan 112 
PSI aEVIEWIAPPJlOVA.L: 	 Bobby L. Parsons, DLA·ZP, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of lnfor..tion lyate.. and Tocbnolo&y, x4e257, 
31 Jan 112 

DLA &PPBOVA.L: Belon T. llleCoy, Deputy Co1111trollep 

Incl v/attacb•ent 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

ut.FEN~E 1..01.atSTICS AGENCY IJLAR 4730 3 
HEA.OQU ... RTERS 

~A.MEltON ST A. TION 

IM.EltANOftlA VlltGINIA &ZaCM-6100 

DLA·Z 

20 Feb 91DLA REGULATION 
NO. C730.3 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING/TELECOMMU!'~ICATION (ADP/T) 


CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

(Supplementation is prohibited.) 

L REFERENCES 

A.. DoD Directive ?920.1, Life-Cycle Management 
or Automated Information Systems (AISs). 

I. DoD Iutruc:tion 7920.4, Baselining or ' 
Automated Information S)'ltems (AIS). 

C. DoD Iutruc:tioa 7920.2, Automated Iaforma­
tioa Syitem (AIS) Ure-Cycle Management Review 
and Milestone Approval Proc:c:dures. 

D. MIL-STD-'80B, Confisuration Control­
En1inec:ring Change•, t>eviatiom and Waiven. 

E. MIL-STD-483A, Configuration Management 
Prac:tic:es for Systems, Equipment, Munitions, and 
Computer Programs. 

F. DoD-STD·793SA, DoD Automated Informa­
tion Systems (AIS) Documentation Standards. 

G. DLAR 4700.1, Administration of the DLA 
Avtomated Data Proc:essiq/Tc:lc:c:o111munic:1tiou 
(ADPm Program. 

H. DLAR 4730.1, Life Cycle Muagc:mc:nt (LCM) 
of DLA Automated IDforaatio11 S)"lc:m (AIS). 

L DLAR 4730.6, Management or Central Design 
Activity (CDA) Project Development Plans (PDP). 

ma 
J. MIL-STD-482. Conrapratioa Statua Ac:c:ount· 

Data Elemenu aad Related Features. 

IC. MIL·STD-1521B, Tc:c:hllic:al Rc:vic:w1 and 
Avdit1 for Systemi, Equipment" and Computer 
Software:. 

L. DLA Conrapration Managc:mc11t Plan. 

M. FIRMR 20119, U.S. General Servic:es Ad­
ministration IRM Review Handbook. 

N. DLAM 5200.1, ADP Scc:11rity Manual. 

D. PU.POSE AND SCOPE. This DLAR imple­
ments the DoD Dircc:tivc 5000.1, Major and Non· 
Major Defense Ac:quisition Programs, and DoD 
Dirc:c:tive 5010.19, DoD Configuration Manage·
ac:nt Program, by prescribing policy and assigning
respouibilities for Defense Logistic:s Agency's 
ADP/T Configuration Management (CM) Program. 
TJiis regulation applies to HO DLA, all the field ac· 
tivitic:,, and supporting c:ontrac:tors responsible for 
the: implementation of CM. To ensure tbat CM is
applied to all systems, th.is regulation shall be wed
throughout the system's life cycle by all activities 
rc:spOJlliblc for developing and managing current 
and modernization systems. Appropriate: 
provisions for CM shall be included i11 contracts or 
Govc:rnmc:11t wrinc:n agreements suc:h as Request
for Proposah (RFPs) and Program Management
Plau. Prorram Manager& and AIS Admi11istratora 
llaall vac CM during ac:quisition to aasist ill achiev· 
i111 the: required 1y&1c:m performance and in 
documc:nti.111 the design that satisfies the system'• 
aanasc:mcnt, tc:chuical, and functional require·
menu. CM will be uc:d durina deployment and
operation to c:ontrol and ac:c:ount for the func:tional 
and physic:al charac:tc:ristia of systems to c:murc 
that the systc:m1 arc responsive to operatio11al 
aec:ds; to effc:c:tivc:ly utisfy func:tional require·
ae11u; and to c:nsurc that CM c:a11 be c:fficicatly sup·
ported. CM will be atilizc:d to identify, co11trol, 
ac:c:out for, 111d audit the func:tio11al &lid physic:al 
d&aracteri.stia of systems, software, equipment, 
Apport equipment/software, and other dc&ipated 
items developed, deployed, operated, and sup·
ported by DLA. 

III. POLICY

A. CM involves the l)"lcmatic: applic:atio11 of basic
system engineering management priociplcs which 
arc divided into the four buic functions: c:oafigura· 

Thi1 DLAR supcrscdc1 OLAR 4730.3, 26 Apr SS and OLAR 4720.3, 13 Jun 86. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

OLAR 47.\1, ' 

&ioe identification, configuration control, configura· 
lion audiu, and configuration 1111w accounting. 
CM practice& ud procedures will be applied ia ac· 
cordance with tlae dc&ailed rcq1irc•eat1 of tliis 
rqulatioa to all 1y,te1111, l)'ltem scpenu, aoftware 
aad hardware (inch1ding firmware) c:oar1111ration 
itelDI (Cb), telecommllDic:atiou, nd otJier dcsig· 
aated item1 developed partially or wholly with 
Government fundina. ladllstry ud Govcrlllllent 
a,eacie1 shall adhere to tlie followiq management 
and documentation policie& u applicable. 

l. Configuration Muagement of all AIS1, in· 
chuting unique l)"teDU, beiDa maintained or mod· 
craized shall be admia.i1tered iD accordance with 
tile requireme llh or tbi5 regulation. 

2. DoD Directive& 111d appropriate Military 
Studarcb for ~apon &)"teDU shall be followed to 
tile extent feasible for a dilc:iplined ADPff environ· 
aent. 

3. S,atem life cycle doc:D111entatio11 shall be 
prepared in ac:c:ordance with DoD·STD·7935A. 
Tile d0Clllllentatio11 pidelincs ia DoD·STD·2167A, 
Ddenac S)"tem Software DeYClopment, cuaot be 
atilized u a s11b1titution. 

•. All AIS ae'W rcquiremeata, l)'ltem c:baagc re· 
111e&ts, tecbnolou work reqacsts, eaaineeriag 
clinac propoaa1', 1pec:ific:ation change notices, 
dc:vi1tion1 and waivc:n mut be proc:cucd aad ap­
prond iD accordance with tlie procedurH ud CM 
orpai:i:ation established ia tJW regulation. 

5. All Program Managers of aodenaiutioa 
program.s, defined u major systems iD DLAll 4730.1 
wlaicb require Office of Secretary of Dcfcmc ap­
pron~ shall prepare a Program CM Plu iai ac:c:ord· 
uc:e with the DLA CM Plaa ud tJW rcplatioa. 

6. AIS Administrators ud Project Managers of 
aistiag AlS5 and AIS modera.i:i:atioa projccta shall 
atilizc the DLA CM Pl.an. 

'7. Aii AIS1 udcraoin1 deYClopment or modern· 
ization shall have "'1Ue11tially established fuction· 
a~ allocated, ud product baseline& u deac:ribed iai 
paraarapb VIIIB. Tile CDA shall maintaia tile ap­
proved AIS product baseline ud iu c:bupl 11tiliz· 
iqCM. 

8. Approved reportm1 procedures, u stated in 
tliiJ replatioa, sball be ued by DLA to nbmit re· 
qairementJ or identify problems wbicb IDI)' rcault ia 
c:b1111eJ to Staadard AISs (SAIS1), moder11ization 
prosramJ, projecu, aad ••ique S)'5tcms. AD 

automated CM 5ystcm or maaual forms will be used 
aJ st111dard metbodl of reporting. A c:onsolidated 
ADPff Work Request (AWR.) form 5ball be used to 
aanually report 5)'5tem changes, technology c:ban· 
1eJ, aad problem trouble reports. All internal DLA 
rcqueslJ for c:b111ges to existing SAISs, modern• 
izatioa prOlfaDU, projects, or na.ique systems slaall 
be documented 011 a11 AWR form as a S)'Jtem 
Clluse Request (SCR). Technology changes shall 
be documented 011 an AWR form u a Technology 
Work Request (TWR). A PreAnaly1u Req11ireme11t 
(PAR) form &ball be utilized by Lead pri.Jacipal staff 
elemeDU (PS&) to obtain a CDA tccbic:al opbiion, 
coat, ud time estimate. Problem Trouble R.eporu 
(PTRI) for 1oftw1re, hardware or telec:ommu11ica· 
lio11 problems rel1ti11g to AISs, &ball be submitted to 
tlie CDA by telephone ud documented on an AWR 
form pr elcc:tronic:ally recorded io the automated 
CM S)"tem by the CDA. Tile above forms shall be 
prepared ia accordance with tlie DLA CM Plan. 
Reques.t for Deviation ud Waiver (D&cW) forms 
shall be prepared by the developing CDA or con· 
tractor ia accordance with MIL-STD-4808 ud the 
DLA CM Pl111. E11gineering Cllaaae Proposals 
(ECPJ) ud Specification Claaap Notices (SCNs) 
&ball be prepared by c:oatractora in accordance with 
MIL-STD""'80B 111d tbe DLA CM Plan. 

9. The DLA st111dard automated CM 1)'5tem 
sball be utilized bi npport of CM for DLA. Other 
CM system jutific:atiou must be nbmitted to tbe 
Office of 1Dformatio11 Systems ud Technology 
(DLA·Z) for approval. 

10. DLA alaall 1ltilize CW to YalWate the achieve· 
aat of fuactioul rcquircme11u ud bcaeriu re1ult· 
iq fro-..l}'llem modificatio11 or aodcrniution 
efforts. .Tile .m.ieYCaeat of fnctioaal require· 
aeau will be traceable ud validated throagb 
a:wicws ud awdita, ud beaefiu identified iai the 
eooaomic ...i,w will be claimed, aoc:ordiag to the 

tlldicclulc, •poa ecceptucc of tlie l)'ltcm. 

B. CM implementation policies slaall be couiltent 
~th the objectift& or the prOJfaa/project ud ill 
life cycle J?hue. ~ sy&tem life eydc pbuca oc:c:ar, 
~ follOWUll additaoaal CM prillciplcs shall be ap­
plied. 

1. D11riq tlie Concept Development Phase the 
identification of the draft S)"lem functional aud in· 
terfacc characteristics shall be entered ia tlte CM 
1,.tcm. 

2 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd} 

OLAR 4730 1 

l. During tbc De5ign Pwe, tbc system function· 
al and interface claar1ctc:ri&tica wll be coatrolled 
ud accounted for, ud the draft Cl f11actioaal and 
iaterf1cc chuacterutica wU be identified. 

3. Duria1 the Devc:lopment Phase, the sy,. 
tc111 and Ct fanctioaal a11d iaterfacc chant· 
Ccrhtic' 111111 be: controlled, nditcd nd 
accounted for, aad the draft Cl detail design 
clur1cterislics 1h1ll be identified i1 the CM sya· 
tun. for ·contracr deliverable Ch, the 
Governme1t's CM shall control, a•dit, aad ac· 
coaat for the delivered detail desi1n charac· 
tcrbtica which will be receind at the end of thia 
pbaae. 

4. During the Deployment Phase, the Cl detail , 
design chu1cteri1tic:s shall be controlled, audited, 
ud accounted for; the sy5tem and CI functional and 
iaterfacc characteristics shall be controlled; and the 
actual configuration or Ch delivered in the DLA CD· 

W-onment shall al10 be c:ontrolled and accounted 
for in the CM system. 

5. During the Operations Pbue, the system and 
CI functional, interface, detail design char1cteri5· 
tic,, and the configuration or Ch iD the DLA en· 
wironment shall be controlled and accounted for in 
the CM system. 

C. CM policies govenaiag other agencies interr1c· 
iq with DLA and coatractou supporting DLA shall 
be established in accordance with tbia regul1tioa 
ud supported ia u llfUlllCnt or COD.tract. 

1. When Ch arc procured nd operated by more 
tbaa oac agency, agreement must be made to de•ig· 
utc the agency rcspouible for CM and to define 
responsibili1ic1 for coordinated CM activities 
among DLA and other participating agencies. If 
l>LA ia dcsign1ted u tbc agency responsible for 
CM, the aireemeat must adhere to this regulation. 

1. Each colltractor's CM Proeram/Syste111 shall be 
C¥alutcd to U.SCM the COlltractor'a ability to meet the 
Gcwel'lllllcat CM requirements, ncla u compau"bility 
with the DLA CM aut omatc:d system, ud c:oafonaaace 
to CM doc:umcatati011 ad rcportiag. 

3. Each contractor alaould be able to cftluatc and 
comment oa those CM requiremeau which may ad· 
werJc:ly impact the contractor's organizational and 
fHctioaal ltnicture. Tbe impacu alaall be idcn· 
tified by the contractors ia lite CM planning 
doeumcntatioa and should be reviewed and resolved 
daring source selection. 

3 

4. Tailoring, of the implemcntatio11 by co11trac· 
tou, or tbc CM automated system is acceptable as 
long as tbe requirements of this regulation arc Cul· 
filled. for cumple, contractors should want to cap· 
tare more detailed information, such as source code 
change,, during the Development Phase than is cur· 
rcntJy captured ia the automated CM system. 

IV. DEFINmONS. See enclosure 1 for defini· 
lion•. 

V. aACltGROUND. The DLA ADP/T CM 
Proiram was established to institutionalize CM in 
DLA. A.Ji implemeating CM regulation was re· 
quested from all DoD components by the Office of 
tbe Secretary or Defense (OSD). DLA's strategy 
for supporting OSD's request wu authorized in 
Feb 89 when the Information Resources Mauage· 
meat Official approved the utablishment or a cor· 
poratc CM S)'5tcm with distributed CM systems for 
PSE&, primary level field activities (PLFAs), and 
Program Maaagen. This strategy will allow the 
a,e11cy to identify, control, account for, and audit 
the changes in current systems 111d ill the develop· 
IDCDt of aew systems. 

~· SIGNIFICANT CHANGES. The policies in 
this regulation include the system change rcquesU 
(SCJls) and problem trouble rcports(s) (PTRs), 
Technology Work Requests (TWRs), engineering 
ckaagc proposals, specification change notices, 
deviations, aad waivers. DLA form 558, 
Automated Data ProccwDJ/'felecommuaications 
Work Request, hu been modified, via the ADPTI' 
Work Request, to support aot just tbe SCR, but the 
TWR ud PTR.. la addition, a acw DLA form 1799, 
Pre-.Allalysia Requirement, b utilized by the Lead 
PSE to obtain technical wormatio11 from a CDA OD 
.a proposed requirement. The review and approval 
proceu for SCR.s iaclade the PSEa, DLA·Z 
division" working IJ'OUp" aad configuration con· 
troJ boards. Technical and fu1ctio11al managers arc 
making decisiou to,c:ther, adding to the quality or 
decisions aad sapporting total qulity management 
ill the Agency. This regulatio11 bu bcco complete·
IJ revised aad should be reviewed ill iu eatirety. 

VII. llESPONSIBILITIES 

A. HO DLA 

1. The Auistaot Director, Office or Information 
Srstems and Technology. DLA (DLA·Zl. as the 
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DLA Senior Information Resources Management 
(IR.Ml Policy Official will: 

a. E.zccute tbe CM reapoasibilitie1 in accord· 
aacc with applicable DoD 1aidaacc ud tbia 
rc1ulatio11. 

b. Pro1ram aad B11qct for DLA ADPrr CM u 
nq11ired. 

2. The Chief, Sntcm1 Co11trol Br1Dch, DLA Svs· 
!cm• Manageme11t Office (DSMO), Office of hi.for· 
patio1:1 Systems ud Techllology, (DSMO·C) will: 

a. Establis.b policiea, defi11e proc:edurea, imple­
aeat ud support the automated CM system for the 
..CDC)'. 

b. Be rcspomlblc for the OYCrall maa.agemc11t 
of the automated CM system software a11d the data 
bases u1ed for trac.kiD& cha111cs to the fu11ctio111l, al· 
located, a11d product ~Cipratio11 bar.eli11es. 

c. Manage the ADP rcr.ovrcci laosti111 the CM 
1,ucm software. 

d. Provide CM ivpport ud approval to implc· 
ae11t a11d i11teiratc other iDlcrfacc trac.kiq systems 
iato the overall CM system dcsip. 

e. Eztablis.h DLA CM network maaa1eme11t. 
f. Be respo11siblc for the DLA CM Proiram, the 

DLA CM Plan, the DLA ADPrr CM Regulation, 
and aupport to the Corporate Confipration Co11trol 
Board (CCB). 

&· E.xcrciae overall dircc:tio11 of the implcmen· 
tatio11 of the CM Proeram ud e11sure1 that the prac· 
ticc1 &11d procedurca arc prudently tailored &11d 
applied. 

3. Tbe Chief. AIS Admi11i1tratio11 Branch, 
DLA Syuems Maugemcnt Office COSMO), Of· 
(ice of lllformation Sy11cm1 111d Tech11olon. 
CDSMO·O) will: 

a. Review all rcq11cat1 (SCJt., ECP, SCN, ud 
D.t.W) for AIS/PM Clan I IDd AIS Clu1 II system 
uaa1e1 to determi11c the aystcm impact, policy ad· 
•ercace and completeac11 of the caae 11 doc11· 
acated. 

b. Coordinate with tlae req11c1tor ud all sup­
port atarr re.&poa&lble for ualyziq the cue ud 
provide 1tat11s input oa the request i11 the automated 
CMsyatem. 

c. Provide (1Dal review prior to ssbmittiD1 AIS 
Cl.au II requesta to tile CDA for impleacatation 
tlirough rCM:rvc rcr.ourc:ca, u aftilable. 

d. Be responsible for e11suriq the complete· 
aeas of the con,olidated Request Impact A111ly1is 
Report which the f1111ctio111l 1po11aor will •tilin to 

determine iC the requirement is acceptable for fur· 
ther proceuiug. 

e. Prepare admi11istratively ud jointly, when 
the requiremeat i1 r~ived from the Lead Function· 
al PSE, Cius I cases for the working groups ud 
daairs the AIS Workin1 Group. 

C. bpst rcqvire111e11t and ~tract il1formation, 
and status illto the automated CM 1f'(em. 

4. The Program Managen, Modernization Program 
Offict1, DLA Systems Management Offi~. Office of 
Iaformation Syuems a11d Technology, {DLA· 
i:(DSMO)) will: 

a. Review all rcquesta for proeram SCR1o, ECP1, 
SCN1, I>cviatiolli, 111d Waivers and cater them iato 
the automated CM system. 

b. Review ud forward program Cllli II system 
chan1es to either the CDA or contractor u re· 
quired. 

c. Forward proiram Cius I requests to the 
Spouorillg PSE Co11fi1vration Manager for further 
procc11i11g. 

5. The Chief, Systems Operations Division, 
Office or InformatiOD Systems and Technology, 
CDLA·ZO) will: 

a. Participate iD the analysis of Clau I c:ue1 to; 
determine the impact of facility and operational site 
requireme11ts. 

b. Forwarded resulta to DSM0-0 for the COD· 

solidated cue impact ual)'lis. 
c. Be rcspolliible for mai11tai.ning the status of 

site information in automated systems aad providing 
information 011 curreat eavironmcatl for AISs, 
proirams, or projects. 

cl. 1Dp111 requireme11t ud coatract iaforma· 
t1011 into-the automated CM system ud update the 
atatua. 

6. The Chief, Sntems 1Dtecratio11 Division, 
Qffice of Information Systems ud Tech11olou. 
CDLA·Zil will: 

a. Review the ualyaca oa all requirements to 
determine the impact on bitcsration ud technical 
architectures. TclecommuDicatiou, iaformatio11 
c111ineeri111, data 111anage111e11t, techaical aad data 
1ta11dards, and decision 111pport methodologies 
will be co115idercd ba reviewi111 the rcquireme111&. 

b. Review all request& for Clua I A WJb, and 
requirement aad contract i11foraatlo11 to deter· 
mine the 1ystem impact, policy adhereace, and 
eompleteneu of the cHc 11 doc11me11ted. 
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c. Be responsible for overseeing tbe analysis, 
review and approval procc"c', dcvclopmcot and 
deployment of TWR requirement,. De CDAJ will 
iaph:meol and maintain tbe TWR atatoa ioforma· 
tioo in tbe automated CM system. 

7. Tbe Chief. DLA ADPrr Contracting Office, 
Office of Information Syatcms and Tccboology, 
(PACO) will: 

a. Euurc tbat appropriate provisiou for CM 
arc included in cootract1 for all Cla throuabout their 
lile cycles. 

b. Ensure that the CM respousibilities of the 
Government and contractor are clearly defi11ed and 
identified ill COlltract Data Requirement Lists. 

c. Euure the l'ollowi11g statement is present in 
aJI new &)"tcm or program specificationJ containing 
CM or data managemc11t requiremenu: "Configura· 
tion M111agcme11t practices and procedure& will be 
co111istent with the req11ircme11U of the DLA 
ADP\T Configuration Management Regulation and 
DLA CM Plan.• 

I. The Chief, Information Resources Mauase· 
aent Division, Office of Information Systems and 
Tec:bnology, (DLA·ZR) will: 

a. Ensure that policies ud procedures for the 
CM Prograai are being established co11sistcn1 with 
the DLA IDforaiation Resource M111age111ent 
Prograai and Total Quality M111.agement guidelines. 

b. Oven.cc the allocation and f11odiog aucH· 
meat on A WR,, relatiq to AIS1 fuded with the 
DLA·Z ADP account. 

9. The Heads of HO DLA Principal Staff Elc· 
pents (A, C, I, K, b 0, P, 0. S, W, and Z) will: 

a. Establish and control the fuc:tionality of the 
daangcs to AJSs. 

b. Approve initially the proceaaiog of 1)'5tem 
changes prior to beiq sivco consideration for im· 
plementation. 

c. Dcsi1nate 1 c:ouriguration Manager who will 
participate in tbe AIS Worki111 Group, the AIS 
CCB, and the Corporate CCB as applicable to aup­
pon the process established for eontrolliq and ap­
proriq 1)'5lem clla11ges. 

d. Prepare acneral fuctioul requirements as 
acedcd to fulfill usipcd aissiou ud approve/dis· 
approve the functio11al requirements aspects of all 
A WRs relatiDI to assigned fnctio111I respoo· 
libili1y. Functional requircmeata as defined on an 
A WR must be tboroughly ud clearly &lated with 
wlume and transaction data aecdcd to Hpport the 

dcvelopmenl or ID esti1r ted cost impact. The 
benefits froai the functional requirements must be 
atated i11 terms of cost, resource saving•, and func· 
tional benefits. 

e. Coordinate sponsored A WR& with all PSEs 
11.avin& related policy rcspomibilities and comments 
&hall be obtained from those PLFAs that will be af. 
fcctcd because of development resource require· 
menu or cbugcd operational requirements. 

f. Ensure that the functional policy documenta· 
tioD supports approved A WRs and is timely updated 
to support c:hanaes. 

I· Prepare a semiannual Functio11al Priority 
List (FPL) by the Lead Functional PSE based on the 

, relative priority of A WRs within an assigned func· 
tional area and will be controlled using the 
automated CM system. The FPL will be consistent 
with the DLA established priorities and the PSE 
fanctional initiatives defined in respome to the AIS 
strategic pl111.ning proccu. Differences may exist 
between the FPL and functional initiatives in order 
to implement uplanncd emergency or mandated re· 
quircmc11u which cannot be delayed until the 11ext 
FPL or atratqk plan is prepared. 

II.. Auign priorities 011 the FPL list by the Lead 
Fu11c:tio11al PSE. 

i. Provide the FPL to DLA·Z for implemcnta· 
tio11 111d resourcing through periodic reviews of 
workloads, priorities, and scheduling in accordance 
with the PDP procedures outlined ill DLAR 4730.6. 

j. Provide the approved aeneral functional re· 
quirements Hd functio111I benefit estimates to 
DLA·Z for the CDA to perform A WR anal)'5is and 
cle'Yclopment. 

. l. Approve/disapprcm functioaal cbaagca ud 
detailed fnctioul requircme11t1 developed by the 
CDAa to support approved A WR.s. 

L Submit Lead f111~ctio111l PSE approved re· 
quests to DLA·Z ia order to obtai11 use of CDA 
resourcca already reserved durilla the PDP process 
to impleme11t Clua n system changes. 

•· ldcatify, bi coordiution with the CDA ud 
tile AIS administrator, those A WR& that will require 
formal fUDCtional tcating 111d/or initial operational 
teatiq. 

L Provide faactional czpertisc to tbe CDA as 
aeedcd during functioul test plan development ud 
&11c:tioul testina. 


o. Certify the adequacy of functional tests for 

all major modifications . 
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p Support, with functional expertise, inilial 
operational tcau 1111oci1tc:d with u AWR which will 
be monitored, a11d approved or disapproved baaed 
•• the rcsulh or the tc:st. 

q. Provide J11id1ncc to PLFAs aad CDAs OD 

fuctional traill.iq needs for iaplemcDtatio11 oh)'I·
te& chaaics. 

B. Fic:ld Activities 

l. The Heads. Priman LeYel Field Activities 
(PLFAs), (except CDAs) will: 

a. Be responsible for implcmc:atins CM for the 
A.DPt7 CQafiiuratioD itcmi uder tJaeir rcapective 
copiz:ancc. 

b. Exerc:ir.e centraliicd direction ud control 
over tbeir rer.pcctive proirami/projects to ensure 
aaiform compliance with thi.a regulation and be 
responsible for maintenance, c:Qntrol, and accuracy 
of tbcir respective coarapratioa data, l}"temi, ud 
equipment. 

c. Der.ignite a Conripration MUIJer to con· 
trol aud ma1111e the CN rcportias procedures for 
submi"ion of AWRs to the CDA Configuration 
Manager and PTRs to the rcspouible CDA. 

d. Implement only chaases approved by func-
tional· PS Es and released by the responsible CDA 
for implementation. 

e. Perform situation analysis of cmcrsency sys· 
tem deficiencies. If l)'ltem dcfic:ieDcies arc due to 
f11nc:tional and/or CDA s.oftware, the PLFA 1hould 
develop a recommended s.olutioD(a) to return the 
l)'ltcm to opc:rational &tatm ud submit appropriate 
Problem Trouble Report (hot liac or warm liDc) to 
the CDA. 

2. The Central I>eain Actmtiea will: 
a. Implement this replation by eerc:isiag the 

&pecific responsibilities listed below and auiped in 
parasraph VIII. 

b. Be re&ponsiblc for cas11riDg that all im· 
plcmcnting docu1Dc11u from CDA satellites arc COD· 

aisle DI with their respec:tin eoamaad Incl 
doc:umeDts, and this replatioa. 

c. Ensure that 110 auuthorizcd coafipration 
chaogcs arc made to Cb udcr ~cir copiz:ance. 

d. Establish &oftwarc co11fi1uratioa control 
within the CDA responsible for prOYidiag impact 
a111ly1is oo 50frwarc SClla beiDI reviewed by the'
AIS or Corporate CCB, and rc:vic:wiDS contractor 
ECP• whic:h contaiD cbaqcs to tlae approved COD· 

fi1aratioa idcntiCicatioD of a computer software 

configuration item (CSCI) under development, 
de:livered or to be delivered. 

c. Perform a preaa.alydl, at die request of the 
Lead Puctioaal PSE, on the proposed requirement 
which iDcludes estimated CQSL, time, ud feasibility 

 of implemeatation. The CDA will ..11pdate the 
aaDHl or Htomated Preaaal)'li.a Requirement 
form with the above information within 10 days after 
receipt. The Lead Functional PSE will only utilize 
tJac preaa.alyais ia.formatioD to aid iD aucuing the 
requirement prior to submitting it to DLA·Z. The 
CDA will Dot be held a"°uatablc for prcanalysi.a es· 
timatea. 

f. Coedact 1 tecluaical aat,W liasltaacously 
wilJi Dl.A·Z dirisiou, at the request of DLA·Z, of 
dae pacral functional rcquircmcllU as stated on the 
AWll, and prOYide within 30 days a preliminary cs· 
timate of development aad implementatioD 

.-"'Olll'ce reqairc:ments aad a eo&t iapac:t assen· 
•cut. 

I· llcvjcw the A WR for iDteiratioa impact 
bued OD the basiaeu area analysis, architectural 
st&Ddarcb establi.ahcd by DLA-Zl, the func:tional ar· 
claitecture, and project(&) identified. 

h. Review the change requests OD all proposed 
aoftwarc change1 which interface or impact other 
A.IS software l)'ltcm1. 

i. Identify c:ouolidation opportunities among 
achcdulcd and acw A WJU for c:ouideration during 
PDP updates. Comolidation mat be limited sou 
11ot to interfere with required implementation dates. 

j. Prepare detailed functioDal requirements for 
the appropriate A WJU after u AWR. bu been ap· 
proved ud placed OD the CDA Project Develop· 
aoat Pla,D. 

k. Prepare the hardware/software aad telccom· 
m'1lDicatio11s deaiiu, code the pro1ram1 for ap­
proved system chaqes, aad coordia.atc with PLFAs 
durins dc'fClopment. 

I. Emure that ADP aad fuctioul document&· 
tioa conforms to DoD ud DLA ltUdardi, eapccial· 
ly I>ol>-STD·793.5A, ud ia prepared aDd 
111.aintaiDcd electronically &Delia bard copy. 

a., ~Hh~""adtI...,.,..,,. reqlliR4 ia 
~~ordance with I>LAM 5200.1 will be i11cor· 
i:pOrated~1)')51cw,~11 Nlorc,tJacy...arc 

"' releaJCd. nc A'Wll; ECP, or_DA:W:mPecfatate­
~ will i11d1de ccrtificaliOI 1hat iu_ proposed 
l)'ltCm desip, if applic:ab!c, ... beCa nmcwcd by 
t•c copi&allt A.IS ADP S)'ltcm Scc:arity R.cprc· 
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Matativc.(5) amd uti,fies the scearity rcqairementa 
ao( Dl.AM s200.i.:,~·, =-~, :' ~i·,; • '' · 

a. Maintaia 1.tatu iaforaatioa oa all AWR.a (to 
iac:lude SCR, TWR, aad FTR), uaociated raosrcc 
apcndituru, aad plauiag aad a.claeduliag informa· 
lioa for accelS throqh the automated CM 1)'5tem or 
for direct distributio11 to PSE.£ od PLFAs. 

o. Provide f11nctioul ud ADP traiaing and a&· 
liltance to aaen ud administrators to uaure 1.uc· 
ocuf11! implementatio11 of 115tem changes. 


p. Provide 24-bour, 7-day week communica· 
lions and SAIS aainteuncc capabilities to aasist in 
SAJS problem ruolution, to proccsa bot lines, and 
lo provide l.imilar capabilities duri111 aormal duty 
•ours for procnsing warm lines. , 

q. Enter all PTRs into the automated CM sys· 
&em with statw update for record. l11&ppropriate 
software requests nbmitted as PTRs will be 
recurned to the rcq11e,tor for submission or an SCR 
ou the A WR. form. 

r. Notify the AJS Admi11istrator, Hd all cos· 
aiu11t PSEs and PLFAs or PTRs which address 
deficiencies which aay affect their arcu or 
responsibility. bfor111ation provided will Uiclude 
a ducriptio11 of tbc. problem aDd proposed action, 
a11d status updates as corrective action i5 taken. 

'· Provide auista11cc to PLFAs in the research 
ud determination of causes for SAIS problems. 

t. Develop aiid implement tbc proJl'am c:Jaanges 
required to resolve PTRs. All PT1U which re5ult in 
Hotber software YCniOD will be traceable iii the 
automated CM 1y5tem, records, and documentation 
aaintaincd for that AIS. 

u. Develop ADP teclanical propoub lo im-
.,Oft AJS opcratiq effic:icacy. TJac.e propoaab 
will be submitted to DLA·Z ia AWlt format, utiliz· 
ilrc the TWR. section, witJi Cltiaatcd reaoarc:e re-
11uircme11t1. 9LA·Z will reYicw, approve, 
iaeorporate the rcqnat ia lbc PPL, and submit the 
a.quest (or CDA rcaouc:ia& ia ac:corducc with the 
l'DP procedures. 

•· Co11trol all propoacd cliaascs to tlac 
desi1n/code baseli11e (allocated bueline) within a 
desisnatcd CDA. PSE approved c:Jaaugec will be im· 
plemented based on piducc Crom a rcapons.iblc 
CDA before c:Jaanges to a SAJS applicatiOD and/or 
l)'ltem software pro1ra111 or SAJS muter data file 
can be accompliJbed by DLA PLFAa. 

w. Provide 111aiute11anc:e capability at all times 
lor proccuia& bot liae Problem Trouble Reportuf-

feeling supported SAISs. Immediate measure' will 
be taken to identify and resolve an emergency sys· 
&em deficiency aiid retun1 the SAIS to an operation­
aJ atatm. 

x.. Implement and maintain the TWR status in· 
formation i11 the automated CM 115tem and proceu 
TWll& throuJh the review aad approval process. 

C. DLA Configuration Management Organization 
will: 


1. Pulr.JI the responsibilities necessary for CM. 
2. Accommodate the most complicated function· 

al area; however, simplification of the CM process 
will be acbieved by defini11g functional initiatives 
during the yearly AIS strategic planning proceu. 
These initiatives will be contained ill the DLA lufor· 
aation Resource Management Plan and deciuons 
by the boards will adhere .to the priorities for 
resource allocation. This will shorten the case 
analysis and approval time. The functional PSEs 
arc respousible for the completeness, clarity, 
nlidity, and the prioritization or the requirements; 
while DLA·Z. to Uiclnde the Central Design Ac· 
tivitie5, ii rcspouible for tbe technical issues and 
the iaplemcntation of the f&tDctional priority lists. 
All AIS CCB will support tbe Lead Technical/Fune· 
tioual PSEs in making decbious oo system changes 
within an aasiped functional area or re&ponsibility. 
Dccwom must be elevated to the Corporate CCB in 
accorda11cc with delegated authority defined below, 
nd lo the Deputy Director when aae11cy prioritin 
au51 be rec:r.ami11cd for the Corporate CCB to 
deteraiac proper re1ource implementation 
atrate1ies. The Corporate CCB will approve and 
prjoritiu resources for aajor c:Jaangc requests to 
lbc DLA co11figuration baselines. The DLA Deputy
Director will apprOYC the prioritizatioD by the Cor· 
porate CCII. The Corporate and AIS boards have 
decision authority accordi1111 to the criteria, at 
eacloaurc 2, (or the review of a c:Jaanae requclt. 

3. The Corporate CCB will: 
a. Be a formally establiabed board with repre· 

11C11tativcs from the desipated PSEJ. 
b. Be supported by die DSMO CM sta« which 

will rcvin, ac:recn, monitor, report atatus ilato the 
aatoaatcd CM system, ud prepare cues (or the 
Corporate Board. 

e. Have as the ehairperaoa of tbc DLA Cor· 
porate CCB lhe lnformatio11 Reiources Manage· 
men t Olli c:ia I, D LA·Z or a d csiJD ate d 
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repre1ent1tivc. The chairperson will •chcdule and 
cliair the quarter!)' aeetin&•· Al appropriate, the 
ehirpcnon of th Corporale CCB liu the 

••Y 
Hllaorit)' ud rcapoasibility to act iaaodiatcly and 

call emer1ency mcctin11 of tlic Corporate 
CCB. 

d. Make dec:isiom within the boudaries orthe 
utabli&bcd agency priorities Oil major ckan1es to 
tile DL.A eonCi1uration bueliDcs. 

e. Prepare the Corporate CCB Directive 
nich is aacd by the cliairperaon to aotily Con­
fipration Mua1era, aad DACO if acq•isition is 
rcq•ired, or Corporate CCB decisioni. Corporate 
CCI Directive& will be pabli&bed with tlie minutes 
or the Corporate CCB meetings IDd ICllt by 
electronic or routine mail to members. 

f. Evaluate 111 proposed change requests 
nich impact AJSs or more tlwi one Lead Func­
tional PSE responsibility; establish a new AIS; cost 
k SlS million ia 1 year or S75 million daring the 
proiram/project; contain a confi1uration item pur­
dauc which is pobal in aature; or arc defiaed as a 
special interest c:ue. The quoram for cacli u­
acably of the Corporate CCB meetin1s will consist 
or all votin& members whose area is impacted by 
tile cban1e or has a special interest iD the change. 
Every member of the Corporate: CCB affected by 
tlic chan1c is desi1nated by tlie cliairpc:raon u 
bc:iq required to attend and evaluate tile cban1e 
requests. 

I· Receive a status ac:counting or Goveniment 
proposed or contractor proposed cban&e& dealing 
with local anique site applications whicb will be 
placed under confi1uration management. 

la. Consist or •otiq members wbicb arc Heads 
of tile following DL.A Offices ud Dinctorates or 
a dcsipated rcprcientatift: Directorate of Con· 
tract Manasemut (DL.A·A); Office of Comp­
troller (DLA·C); OCfice of Commaad Security 
(DL.A·I); Office of Cirilian Peraonael (DLA-JC); 
Office of Policy ud Plam (DLA·L); Directorate 
or S.pply Operations (DLA·O); Directorate of 
Coatractin& (DL.A·P); Directorate of Oaality As· 
Hraace (DL.A·O); Directorate of Tec:laaic:al and 
Logistics Services (DLA·S); tbc Office of Iastalla· 
tion Services aad Eaviroamcntal Protection 
(DLA·W); aad the Office of JDfonutioa Syatem1 
aad Technology (DLA·Z), as the cliairpcraon. 

i. H1Yc the members •otc OD "major• daan1cs 
as appropriate and witliin aui111ed fuctiollll, 

technical, ud support responsibilities. The 
aajority •ote is tbc ruling decision unless there is 
an unresolvable iuuc, then the cliairpc11on or the 
CCB may recommend alternative strategies bued
oa agency prioritie& and implementation rciour· 
ccs, or refer tlae decision to the Deputy Director. 
If a majority wtte or the Corporate CCB members 
participatiq ia a case rniew do aot accept alter· 
aativc recommendatiom of the chairperson, the 
wuc: will be elevated to the Deputy Director for 
fi11al approval. 

j. Have DLA coatractora, the Military Ser· 
'rices, or desipated PSEs and PLFA.& attend meet· 
iqs u required &Dd participate u noDvoters. 

, It. Allow for DCW members to be appointed to 
the Corporate CCB u requeated by or1aniz:ations 
or members of tbe board and approved based on 
majority vote of the Corporate CCB. Consistency 
in board membcr&bip ud in the c:liairperaon as· 
1i1nment a111t be maiDtaiDed ill order to avoid 
losing continuity in CCB operations. 

4'. Tbe AIS/Progra111 CCB (referred to as AIS 
£glwill: 

a. Act as a 111bboard to tlle Corporate CCB 
respouible for CM of czi1tiDg AISa, or supporting 
AIS projects, aad or AIS related modernization 
programs. 

b. Have cocbairperaom of the AIS CCB who 
arc the Lead Fuctio111l PSE ud DLA·Z rcprc· 
acntati"VC&. Tbcy wiU schedule aad daair the meet· 
ings, record fmal dccisiou, ud &altc the final 
decision OD uresolvablc iu11cs tllat arc major 
changes to the AIS CODfiguratioa buclines. Tbe 
functional PSE is responsible for euuring that re· 
quireme~ arc accurately defiacd, jmtified, and 
fuctioaally prioritized. TU DLA·Z codaairpcr· 
SOD will addreu tecliDic:al iuaea 111rro1111din1 tbe 
implementation of tlie requirement ud allocation 
or COil ud re1011rce reqaircmcnll. 

c. Make decisions 011 cues withia the auipcd 
rcspouibility of a Lead Technical/Puc:tional PSE 
aad Spouoria1 PSEs. 

d. Delc1ate authority to the AIS or Prosram 
Working Groups to approve or dir.approvc Cius I 
daanges wbicb meet a specific threabold, such as 
c:liaJlleS rcquiriD& lesa than 6 mu·aoaths of CDA 
effort. Pro1ram WorkiD& Groups of modern· 
izatio11 prosrams may be delcptcd authority and 
specific 1uidelincs to approve or disapprove cban· 
&eS asainlt the approved l)'ltca SpccificatiOD for 

• 


67 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

DLAR 4730 3 

t~e program. All delc:gatc:d authority remains the: 	
responsibility or the: AIS CCB. 

e. Jlc:vic:"W 1tat•1 rc:poru Oil all deci&iom made 
by Workin& Groups 111d c111urc ia(oraatioa h 
recorded in the automated CM syatc:m. Status 

reports must be submitted at least quartc:rlJ to the 
AIS CCB for rc:Yiew. 	

f. Be required to prmdc: statu Tc:poru as re· 
q•c:stc:d by the Corporate CCB chairperson. 

I· Evaluate all proposed change requests, if 
•OI delegated to the Working Group, which meet 
tlic: Clan J criteria 11 defined ia caclosurc: 2. The 

q•oram for each usc:mbly of the AIS CCB meet· 
Aqs will coa1i1t of all votiag mc:mbc:n wbon area 
is impacted by the change or bas a special intere1t ' 
in the change. Every member of the AJS CCB af. 
fc:ctc:d by the cb111ge is designated by the cochair· 
persons as being required to attend aad evaluate 
tM change requests. 
· h. Convene the AIS CCB mec:tin11 Oil a 
quarterly basis or as required to support the needs 
of the AIS. As appropriate, the cocbairpc:rsons of 
the AIS CCB have the authority and responsibility 
to act immediately and may call c:mersc:ney mc:et-

Ds'i. Prepare: tbc: AIS CCB Directive which is 
•sed by the chairpersons to notify Configuration 
NaDlgc:rs, and DACO if acquisition b required, of 
AIS CCB deci.r.ions. AIS CCB Directives will be 
pabli1hed with the minutes of the AlS CCB mc:c:t­
ia&s 111d sent by electronic or routine mail to mem­
bers. 

j. Coasist of voting members of the: AIS CCB 
wlaich arc: rc:prc:s.c:ntativc:s from DLA·Z. tbe Lead 
fuctional PSE., Spo111orin1 PSE, and Olbc:r sup­
port PSEs. These members vote:, as dc:tc:rminc:d by 
tlic: cochairpcraoas, on 'major• cbansea to AISs. 
T~e majority Yotc: is the: ralin& decision 11nlc:u 
there is 111 11nrc:1olv1ble issue which the cochair· 
pcnou m111t decide or aabmlt to tbc: Corporate: 
CCB for rcsolutioa based on majority wte of the 
AIS CCB. 

k. Consist of nonvoting memben which arc: 
A.IS support coatractors, a Military Sc:mce, PSE, 
or PLFA. The c:ocbairper1ons will decide when 
aonvotin& members should attend CCB meetings. 

1. Consist or the followiag AlS CCB cochair· 
persons and members which are representatives 
from the followin& PSEs 111d PLFAs: 

Cocbairpenon1 
Lud Tcebnical PSE 
Leid Punc:tio1111 PSE 

Voti111
Memt>enf<ISCCB 	 ~ 
DLA·A,I, DLA·L.DACO....,.recaad DLA·Z.C 

DSAC,PLPAI(loatn<1 	 "'Q, w

Nauae-·· 

DLA·Z.0 DLA·P, Q, DIP2C. DSAC. 19&epi.d

DLA·L. DACO,Materiel 	 s. c. w,
Naupmut l,A J)cpo1&, DL.SC. 

Suppl)' Ccnten 

T.malcalaad DLA·Z.S DLA·l,Q, DLA·L. ORMS, 

J.aPtlcl 	 W,C,O, DLSC.DTIC., DSAC,DACO

... Suppcm DLA·Z.W DLA.0,C DLA·l.DSAC. 

S.P DLA·L.DACO

bfonD.&tlon DLA·Z DLA·!, W, DLA·L. DLA·C 
aa,s1e1111 and Q DAAS, Service
TccUoloO 	 Ceaten, DACO

S. The AlS.'Program (PM) Working Groups will; 
a. Serve u support groups to the AIS CCB with 

repre,entative members from the Program Manage· 
me.nt Office, the appropriate PSEs, PLFA,, project 
managers, and contractors. Some AIS Working 
Groups may only re.quire: coordination between PSE 
Conragartaion Managers and the AIS Administrator 
bl lieu of a formal meeting to support the AIS CCB. 

b. Be chaired by the: AIS Administrator of 
DSMO·O and will support the Lead Functional PSE 
in providing recommendations !or approval or dis· 
approval of proposed changes presented to the AIS 
CCB. 

c. Consist of the PM Working Group which is 
established in support of a chartered Program 
Manager who is responsible for JUI AIS modern­
ization program. Nc:c:tiap will be scheduled by the 
Program Mmager or the dc:sipatc:d PM Confagara· 
tioaMauac:r. 

d. Be supported by the PSE and PM Configure· 
tion Manasc:n ud the AIS Administrator. They 
will be respo111iblc: for rc:vic:wina, screening, 
aonitoriaa, rc:portiq. ud prc:parin& cases. 

c. Serve 11 the offi=ial communications link be· 
tweca the AIS or proaram participaDU to docamcnt 
iatc:rface agreements and change procedures, 
resolve iatcrface problclll5 between allocated Ch, 
and coordinate chan1c: rc:q11c:st1, dc:viationa., ud 
waivers. 

f. Rc:vic"W all proposed confi1uration cbugea 
which might affect the established baselines. When 
interface control complczity exists because of the 
aany componc:ats iavolved, tbc: workiug group will 
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be expuded to cousill or otber membcr5bips sucb 
as Crom lbe l)'llem iate1ralion rc1poa1iblc a,eol, 
coalrac:tor' iavolvcd, ud Govcrameat a,cacie1 par· 
tic:ipati111& ia tk 115lca deftklpacal. 

1 Rcacb aa qreemeal oa tbe diapo1itio11 of 
propo1ed chaages ud make rccommeadatioas lo 
~e AIS CCB or apprOTe/diupprOYe u dclcplcd. 

6. The Configuration Managen will; 
a. Be located al the PLFAi, PSE5, ia AIS Mod· 


craiution Proaram aad Project Offices, at contrac· 

tor 1itcs, or ill a Military Service. 


b. Control the iaput or chaagcs iato the 

aatomatcd CM 115tcm, diltribute cbaDaca bucd oa 

classificatioa 111d rcapoa1ibilitie1, aad perform 

other ruactiODS auociatcd with chaagc reque&ts for 

a de1i1nated AIS or site. 


c. Revie"" and validate the fuactioll.lf benefit e&· 


timatcs on iocomio1 chaa1c rcqucat&. 

d. Coaduct iaitial review or AWR.s, ECPs, aad 


Dli:Ws to dctcrmiae compliucc with thi& rc1ula· 

tioo. 


c. bclude a CoarlJllratioa Maaager of DLA·Z 
which will be the E.sccutive Secretary of the Cor· 
pontc CCB aad laformatioa Systems aad Tcchool· 
OIY CCII. The Coafi1uratio11 Maaager of tbc 
P11111:tioaal PSE no c:ochain aa AIS CCB will be 
designated as the uecative Secretary or the AIS 
CCB. Tbc uccutin Secretary will prepare: the 
.,coda for the aeetiap, record aad report miautcs, 
111ai11taill appropriate coafipratio11 status record&, 
prepare: the CCII directive&, c:r.ecute CCB action 
itc1111, maintain atatu of out11a11di111 1c:tio11 items, 
111d provide: recommcadatiou to the chairpcnoas 
oa CCB dcclsioas ud issue&. 

f. J;asurc: that requests for chuses wllicb arc 
fin.ctly related within aD application or adaedulcd 
for simultaocous implcmeatation with a c1iaD1c ia 
aaotbc:r SAIS arc couolidatcd u 011c A WR ud u­
&ipc:d to the appropriate fuactioll.lf CI>A AIS area 
for maaaacmcat. 

&· Muaac: ud iatcrfacc with the automated 
1Y5tcm1 uac:d for coafi111ratioa maaaacmcnt, be 
primarily rcspoaliblc: for data coataiaed ia the di&· 
tributcd CM •)'Item for u AIS or proaram, cD&urc 
tlat claaa1c rcquc'I data ii iaput blto the: 115tcm, 
aad be: rcspoalible for the data traalfcrrcd or 
eatcrcd iato the DLA Corporate CM 111tcm. 

Ii. Request, via a Pro1ram Coafi111ratioa 
Mauger, that the Program Mauger auigas a 
Project Coafi111ratioa Maaaacr(s) if tlac wlumc, 

JO 

1ize, or location of tbe program dictates a dis· 
tribvted CM stnlcllare to mua1c aad control cCCec· 
lively. 

7. The CM V•c:rs will: 
a. Be Jocated at PL.FA &ilea, at approved coa· 

tractor locatiou, ud at appropriate Military Ser· 
¥ice& ud will laaYC read aad/or write acceu to a 
distributed CM syacm. 

b. Coui&t or Punctioaal PSEs who will atilizc 
~e Corporate: CM 1ystc111 at HO DLA aad dis· 
tributed CM S)'StCllU located at CDAs. 

c. Couilt of PLFA& who will utilize the CM S)'I· 
tCID to biput cliaDae requests status iDformatioa aad 
to maiataill ud control lite ~ar1111ratioa data. 
Jlaporu to reficct cbaDgca ill ha&cliDe data located 
ia the Corporate: CM system will be produced as re· 
quested by the CCBs. 

d. Coasilt or coatractors who will utilize tom· 
patible CM software wkic:h will allow direct traaa· 
aiuioa of report. or status iaformatioa as 
rcquc,tcd by program or AlS office,. Compatibility 
witb DLA's CM S)'ltem will aot eliminate: the aced 
for acparatc CM npport systems for iatcrnal 
auagcmcat. 

e. Consist of Military Services wlao will be Jivcr 
coD&idcratioa for direct access to the: DLA CM s)'I'. 
tcm when aeccs5ary to iaput c:hu1c: requests for 
DoD 1yatcms or iatcropcrable AlS systems . 

VIII. PaOCEDUllS. The: followi•& procedures 
will be performed within DLA for configuration 
auagcmcat. 

A. Coafiruration Managcmc:at Planning 

1. The followiD& plaaaiag which prccedca the ac· 
tuJ OI" prDCell wiJJ Cltabli&b ID eavironmcat for 
•a.uiia& syacm claaagcs. After the AIS Muter 
Proaram Piao is 111bmittcd to the PSEs ud PLFAI 
to pro•idc: &•idaacc:, the PLFAs will nbmit 
propoaab for faturc iaitiatiYC& to tile appropriate: 
fuc:tioaal PSE for rmcw ud apprOYal. Tbc PSEJ 
will coMOlidate response. from the PLFA& and cs· 
tabli.&b prioritized iDitiativcs withia their fuctioul 
area. PSE iaitiatiYC& must rcficct ageacy priorities 
., dcacribcd ia the: DLA Stratc&lc Plu prepared by 
DLA·L aad u defined ia the Iaformatio11 Rcsour· 
CCI Mua,c:aeat Plu prepared by DLA·Z. The ia· 
ltiativea lilt will be 111bmitted to E>LA·Z for a 
flllldiag uacumcat aad for preparation or rccom· 
aeadatiou for the buqet proccu. The approved 
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requirc:meau will be incorporated into tbc: annual 
AIS Master Prosram Plan. 

1. Tbe Lead FHctioaal PSEa will touolidate the 
AWR reque'ta ..icb bYe bee• appra.ed by tlle 
AISfPM Working Group and AIS/PM CCB amd 
develop tbeir FPL. ne rcque'" OD the FPL 1bould 
rel1te to prioritized iaiti1tive, in tllle AIS Master 
Program Plan. Otlicr aew rcquiremenu aot trace· 
able to tbe initial prioritiicd iaitiativea and maD· 
dated requirement& must be evaluated and 
iatorporatcd illto tlle •ext FPL, or procened as 111 

emerseacy cue ud incorporated illto tlle existiag 
FPL. A metbodolor;y for prioritizillg A WJU for tlle 
FPL b provided ia tbc DLA CM Pllll. Priorities 
mull be ideatified for fuctioaal iaitiatives aud for , 
tbe oae or more AWRs wbicb may be proceued 
qai111t &D apprO¥Cd initiative. 

B. Configuration Jdcatifitatioa. Buclinel sball 
be employed througbout tbe lilc cycle of a system to 
ensure an orderly transitio11 from one major com· 
mitmeat point to tbe Dext ill tbe Syltelll taJiDeeriag, 
productio11, aad l()fistic support proc:cuel. These 
ba1eli11el are dotumeated by approved configura· 
lion identificatio11, aormally prepared in accord· 
aate with DoD·STD·7935A, whic:b il tbe basis for 
co11trol of changes i11 s15tcm/CI requirement,. The 
rcquireaieats should be traceable to the top-level 
spec:ificatioa. If eonClictl arise between the 
bueliaes, or their approved confiauration idcn· 
tificatioA, the order of preccdenc:c shall be: fuac­
tioul, allocated, ud product ualcu waived by tbe 
appropriate decilioa authority. Confiauratioa item 
identification numbering and markiag shall be in at· 
c:ordance with tlle DLA CM Plan. Software Uiould 
be ideatified by sa vachaqing but aUJDber aad 
cbanaiaJ version, release, and update aumber1. 
Baseliae data will be catered by PSE, CDA, PLFA, 
or PM Co11figuratio11 M11111ers., u appropriate, to 
aupport the e1iatin1 Corporate and distributed 
AIS/PM automated CM 171tem. 

1. DLA·ZO will establish c:11JTCDt operatioaal 
bueliDel or AISs or moderaiutio11 pr01fams as re· 
quired by the CM Program. Tlae operatioaal 
bueli11e will be maiataiaed iD automated systems or 
entered into lht automated CM sy&tem. 

1. Ti" PSE/PM Coafiguratio11 Maugers mut 
e111ure that tbe co11r1J11ratio11 items to be controlled 
such u laardware, software, facilitie1, telecom· 

11 

111uaica1ioa,, and docu111e11h are idc:11tified for AISs 
or programs. 

3. The PSE/PM Co11figuratioa Managers or a 
desig1ee must eater the fuactio111l buelint, •hicb 
includes documentatio11 or functional requireme11ts 
coataiaed i11 the conceptual functional require· 
meats dot11me11t aad fu11ttio111l description od the 
Government Furaishc:d Equipment (OPE) which ia­
dudes hardware, software, facilities, and tclec:om· 
muaic:atiou as stated i11 tbe co11tract or agreoeme11t. 
The functional baseli11c is established whe11 the Sy•· 
tem Specification is approved by the program office, 
fuactional PSE, or the PLFA site. 

4. The PSE/PM CoDflJllratioa Managers or a 
cledpee m11st cater the allocated baseline: data suc:b 
u hardware, sorrwart, documents, aud facility i11· 
formatio11. The allocated baseline will comprise the 
contractor's or developer's .proposal of bow the 
fU11c:tioul rcquireme11tli will be met. The allocated 
baseline could coatai11 some or all of the OPE, as 
coataiaed ill tbe functional baseli11e, and auy addi· 
tioaal ADP/T. The allocated baseline is established 
'With tlle Preliminary Desiga Review in which DLA· 
Z aud the fuac:tional PSE.s attend. 

5. The PLFA Configuratio11 Managers or a dcsig­
aee must cater data from the detailed design docu· 
meats, initial prod11ct speclficatiom, and DD Forms 
150, Material Inspection aad Receiving Report, to 
establish the product baseline. The product 
baseline a111ally comprises laardware, aoftware, 
telecommuications, ud documentation that lau 
been received by the developer or contractor. 

C. Coafiguratio11 Control. Collfiguration control 
replat es ch111ses to the system aad Cls after formal 
establis.bment or eac:Ji ud any or their baselines. 
EDJiaeeriq c:baages, waivers, or clcviations affect· 
iaa the GoYeniment's interest in tlle conf1&uratioa 
of a CJ shall be limited to tlaose which arc aeces.aary 
or offer lipificaat benefit to tlle Goverament. The 
types of cbaagea are ones that: correct deficieacies; 
effect l'Dbstutial life cycle cost saviqs; make a Ii&· 
alficaat effecti-.eneu chuae in operational or logis­
tics 111pport requirements; or prevent or allow 
def.ired slippage in &11 approved 1chedule. Changes 
ia confipration shall be clusified u Class I or 
Clau II cnaineering changes in accordaace with 
MIL·STI>-483, MIL·STD-4808, and the criteria 
defined iD tl1il replatio11 for clusifyin1 a cue. The 
time lUle or Jthcdulc for the review/approval con­
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Ciauration control procedure' i' in tbe CM plaa. If 
a coatrac:t bas already been awarded with utab· 
li1bed timeframe' for tllc re'riew/approval con· 
ripration CODtrof procedurea aad e&HOI be euily 
aodified to renect the 1t.11dard DLA tiaeframe1 
~e 111pportin1 CM per1ouel mut be aotilicd of th~ 
coatractual limdramu. Tile followin& CM proce· 
duru u reflected in r11are 1 will be ucd lo ~trol 
cbanae request doc11menta ud problem trouble 
rcporu. 

l. Sntem Cbaage Request, Deviation!Waiver, 
luiaeeriag Change Propoul, Specification 
~h111ge Notice. A rcq11e1tor from the PSE, PLFA, 
or Military Servi"' may generate 111 AIS or mod· 
entiutio11 program requirement which 1hall result 
i11 tbe preparation of u SCR, 011 an A WR form, by 
the reqve1tor. Deviations 111d waiven shall be 
treated u buic i11adeq111cie5 to specification re· 
qlliremenu 111d 1ho1lld be granted 011ly wllen there 
i& an overriding benefit to the Government, and 111 
wi1nifica11t 1upport 111d mi11io11 impac:t 011 the area 
affected. They 1hall be prepared by co11tracton ud 
COAi and appr09Cd ill aecordance wltli the CM 
Plan and MIL-STD-480B. Deviatiou ud waiven 
aball be clauified a& Cius I or Cl&&& II and 
prioritized u major, minor, or critical. ECP& will 
oaly be prepared by contractor& i11 accord111ce with 
MIL-STD-480B The Goverament m.y require tut 
tlle contractor 111bmit a letter prior to prcparin1 a 
Cla1& I ECP, i11 order to preclude coat to the 
Government for &1111aaolicited ECP. The SCN will 
be ll&ed by a contractor to propo1e, tr&lllmit, ud 
record a cb1111e to a specification affected by 1111 
ECP, or to update a apcc:ification chaage urelated 
lo 111 ECP or deaip c:laaaae. 

a. A PM Clau 1/11 SCR ii forwarded directly to 
the PM Co11f1JUratio11 MaDllJer. The AlS Cla111/11 
SO. ii forwarded to the Spouori.D& PSE Co11.fi1ura­
tioa Muaaer. A co11tractor Wll alao a11bmit £CP1 
or Deviation 111d Waiw:ra directly to the Program or 
Project Co11fipratioa Muaacr, 

b. Wbcn a Co.U1JUratio11 Manager ill a Program 
Office or project receiYCS a PM SCR, ECP, or DAW, 
tbc reque1t and st.ta& illfor111atio11 ii catered ia tbe 
aatomatcd CM system ud the cban1e req11est is 
clauified accordiq to eadOJure 2. If apprOYecl by 
the Program or Project Collfigaratio11 Muager a 
Clan II SCR or DAW ii forwarded to tbe CDA for 
pouible implementation throqh reserve rcao11rce1. 

12 

A contractor's Cius II ECP or I>&W i' approved or 
disapproved and return to tbe contractor. 

c. A Clan I PM SCR, Deviatioll/Waiver, or 
ECP is forwarded to tlae Spoasoriag PSE Co11· 
fiJuratioa Manager for review. Tbe Lead PSE can 
111bmit a PAR form to lbe CI>A bi order to aid in 
evaluating wliether lo accept a c:lauge request 
from a nser aad lonrard the chaagc to DLA-Z for 
proce1ain1. If disapproved, tbe wage is returned 
lo the requcstor. 

cl. ApprOYecl dlup& arc forwarded to DSMO· 
0 for coordiutioa aad tecbsiic:al ua}JW of the cue 
b)' DLA·Z divW011s ud the appropriate CDA. Tbe 
auly&il performed by the CDAi m111t be docu­
aqited 011 the A 'WR form. The A WR form must i11· 
elude a technical dilcuW011 011 how the fuctioaal 
requireme11u will be implemented. The analysis 
must also addrus system i11ter£acea., cnviro111De11tal 
chaqu 111cb u facility impact, estimated hardware 
1111d software requircmeatJ., impleme11tatioa alterna· 
tivea with proa ud com, and impact ai.tements. 
Tiie Jl.WR form mlllt coatai11 COit data for acquisi­
lioa or modification of a techaical platform. This 
data will iaclude a grou estimate ol ADP/telecom· 
a~icaticnu eo1u, ud ADP IUllJ'C"'W reaourcea to 
lldvise PSE' of dcw:lopme11t ud implc111e11tatio11 
RIOllrces ud impact oa productio11 systems. 

e. The completed Request Impact Analysis 
Report 011 the cue ii prO'l'ided to the Sponsoring 
PSE Collfiguratio11 Muaaer to add be11efiu ud 
determine if the ca1e u atilt approw:d for proceu­
iq or s.hould be rejected ud retllflled to the re­
q11cstor. AIS Class ll SCRI will be approved by 
DSMO after proper coord.iaation ud forwarded to 
the CDA. Jor iapleaelltatioa from resources 
ruened for a ... n SCRs. AIS au. n ECP(SCN) 
or DAW will be forwarded to the contractor for im· 
pleme11t.tio11. 

f, If the fuactioaal apouon UYC approved the 
SCR or E~ and adeq111tely idwif'aed the benefita., 
the ~ u prepared by the Lead PSE, PM Co11­
raprat1011 MaDllJen ud the AIS!PM Administrator 
for review by the AIS or PM Workiq Group. The 
AIS Working Group will prO'l'idc reco111JDC11datiom 
for approval of cues to the AlS CCB 1Ulleu the 
workiq aroap is delegated appronl auilaority. 

I· Tlae A:IS CCB will apprOYC or disapprove 
recommendation& .f~om the AIS or PM Workina 
Group (ualeu dec:woa 19thority is delegated to a 
work1q 1roup) 011 Clau I SC1l1, ECP1, SCN1, 
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Deviatiou, aod Waiven. Tbe chairperson' of the 

AIS CCB 'bould make tbe decision aod sign tbe DD 

Form 1694 lor critical aod major deviation' aod 

waivers u rc:qautc:d from CDA& aad c:oatractors. 

nc: C:ODlractor must obtain CODiidc:ratiOD from tbc: 

Govc:romc:ot for c:ach approved deviation or waiver. 

nc: rc:questor b aotific:d ifthc: CCB dilllpprovc:s tbc: 

mqc: request. 


•· If tbe c:ase is detc:rminc:d to be: a 1lobal 
cUqe impacting the: a1c:ncic:s mission areas in 
amcb a maDDc:r that the: Corporate: CCB must 
"91aatc: the: impact, the: c:uc: must be: prepared by 
oc: Corporate: Coafipration Manqcr for review 
ud approval by the: Corporate: CCB. If approved 
l>y the: CCB, tbc: SCR change will be incorporated , 
ia tbc: CDA Project Dc:vc:lopmeot Piao (PDP) or 
the: ECP will be: provided to a contractor for im· 
plc:mc:ntation. If tbc: c:uc: mceu tbc: criteria of a 
aew aodc:roiution prosram, it mast be: reviewed 
I>)' tK DLA AIS Review Council. •t must als.o be 
elevated to tbc: Major AIS Review Council based 
on eatablishc:d criteria ud dollar thrc:5bolds as 
stated in enclo111rc: 2. 

2. Technology Work Requests. An SCR may re:· 

41uirc: tbe preparation of a Tc:chDoloJY Work Re· 

41ac:st (TWR) for tc:chDoloiJ c:haogc:• or a TWR can 

be: a tc:chuical rcquiremc:ot usually 1c:11crated by 

DLA·Z J>C:fiODDCl. 


L Tile: TWR 1ectioD OD the: A WR form 1hould 

be: prepared by DLA·Zl, DSMO, DLA·ZO or tbc: 

CI>A and contain control aumbc:n OD tbc: A WR to 

maintain status from receipt of the request through 


.iaplc:meatation. AD A WR, witb the: TWR 1ection 
filled in and tbc: SCR aection blot, ia submitted to 
die CDA; catered by the: CDA iD the automated CM 
l)'ltc:m; aod b acbeduJed throqb the: PDP proc:eu 
for iaplc:mc:atation. 

b. DLA·Z iDitiated TWRs will be: 1ubmitted to 
DLA·Zl for review ud tbc:11 forwarded to the: CDA 
for proccuiD1. If the: CI>A bas procc:uc:d a TWR 
ud It requires further DLA·Z review, it ia for· 
warded to DLA·Zl for review ud pidanc:e by the: 
Iaformatio11 Systems ud Tc:chaolol)' CCB prior to 
iaeorporatiD& tbc: rc:quell ill the: CDA PDP for im· 
plemeatation. 

S. Problem Trouble: Reports. Tbc: rc:quc:stor will 
submit by telephone: a Problem Trouble: Report 
(PTR) to the: responliblc: CDA who will document 
problc:1u relating to hardware:, software:, or 
ulc:communieation•. The: actul problem will be: 

1S 

documc:ntc:d witb status updates 011 the: AWR Form 
or tbc: automated CM system iD tbc: PTR section. 
Software: problems will be: defined as warm line: or 
•ot linc: in accordance: with the urgency and priority 
of the: rc:5po115C. Immediate rc:solution is required 
of I bot lioc: which is I critical problem that prevents 
tbc: ac:complisbmc:ut of a SAIS task nec:e"ary for 
operatiom ud for which no reasonable: alternative 
.-etion can be: takc:11. Valid bot lines take 
prc:cc:deacc: over all other CDA dc:vc:lopment efforts 
and arc: 11ormally corrected withio 24 hours from 
receipt of suffic:ic:nt data. A warm line ia a 11011criti· 
cal proJfam conformance: problem that either doc:s 
aot affect any 11eccssary SAIS tub, or if affected, 
those tub cu be temporarily accomplished 
through alternate: action until CDA resources can be: 
provided lo resolve the: problem. The: Configuration 
Manager at the CDA will retani the: A WR with the: 
PTR information to the rc:questor if an SCR is re:· 
quired and c:zplaiD the: rc:&IOD for changing the: type: 
of request. DLA·Z will umt the: CDA in rc:aolviug 
cases where: the: validity or dusification of a PTR is 
ill q11e1tio11 and ClllDOt be: resolved by the: rc:quc:stor 
ud CDA. 

L PTRs arc submitted to the: CDA when SAIS 
programs arc: not in conformance with desigo 
1pc:cifications and arc: causing mission degradation 
l>c:c1usc: of their design. PTRs arc: also 1ubmittc:d 
whcD SAIS proarams do not perform according to 
the: approved dc:lip details u reflected in either the 
initially approved FUDctional Description (FD) or a 
sab51:quc:ntly approYed system change: rc:quc:st; the 
pro1ram failed to execute: u aatic:ipatc:d; or the: 
doClllllcntatioa is acrioasly dc:ficic1at. 

.II. Hot lines may be: sabmittod by tc:lephonc: or 
electronically to the: CI>A on the: PTR form during 
daty or 11onduty hours. Hot liDes of a nry aensitivc: 
uturc: lhould be: forwarded in a sc:curc: manner u 
aeaaitive material to the: COA, such u cxplainin& a 
systc:m problem ill which one: cu enter the: opc:rat·
ia& sy1tem. Hot lioe PTRs initially submitted by 
ulc:pbonc: m1111 be: c1atc:red iato the automated CM 
S)'Stc:m by the: CDA within 24 bour1. Complete 
atatus OD PTRs will be: mailltaiac:d in the: automated 
CM system by the: CDA and will be available for read 
ac:cw by DLA·Z, PSEs, ud other PLFAs. PTR 
atatus reports will be: available: from the automated 
CM system for the: originator, PLFAs, PSEs, and 
AIS Administrators to acknowledge: receipt of the: 
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PTR aad provide iaformatioa of actioa taken or 
plaHtd. 

c. Tat CDA will achedult ud proceas PTR1 
wkliia tbc a&D·bour percentage allocated for PTRs 
by ~e appropriate AIS PDP. 

D. Coafiguratioa Status Accouatiy. Tac COD· 

fi1uration &tatu accouatiag fuction pr0Yidc1 
traceability or the current approved coaf'111Uation 
ideatification aad of the chugc1 thereto, and acts 
u a auasemenl tool for moaitorin& all related 
tub resultia1 from 111ch chaases. Coafipratioa 
Status AccoUDtin1 will be i1Voked on contract& 
lllia& the applicable acctiou ofMJL..STD-483. Tbc 
data clements ued in Coafipration Status Ac· 
counting are contained in the DLA CM Automated 
System (CMAS) Requirements aad lmplc:meatatioa 
Plan. 

1. A repre&entatin from the program office or 
AIS Administrator or Site AdJDiai.strator &hall COD· 

duct iuproceu reviewi (IPR.£) on system co11f1Jura· 
tioa documc:atatioa, as required, with the fuactioaal 
PSE, coatracti111o aad the dcvclopcr/coatractor at· 
tudiag. 

2. DSMO will prepare: aa Iaformatioa Rc:1ource 
Naaaaemeat (IRM) prcrcvic:\'i in accordance witb­
the General Services Admini&tration FIRMR 20119 
waich &talcs that a co11fi111ration mana1ement 
report on the Major Iaformation Sy&tems ii re· 
11aircd. 

3. The CM ucrs ud Coaf'llll'ation Nua1crs 
•ut report to the appropriate pc:raoaacl within the 
CM orsaaiution to falfill ilatu accouati.Ds Yia the 
Htomatcd CM l)'llcm. 

E. Co11figpratio11 Reviews 111d Aadits. Confipra­
lioll reviewi ud audits ftrify that the spccificatioas 
aad related documelltation comply with rcplations 
Hd polic>. The audit fnction nlidatcs the 
ac:laie\ICmCDI or deftlopmcat rcquiremc:lltS ud the 
ac:c:11rac:y Of a prod11CtiOD coaf'ipration docamc:uted 
la ~c: Cl's technical documentation. Tlac: criteria 
for rmc:wi ud audits arc oatliucd iu MIL-STD· 
1521B and the: CM Plan. Tac tcchaical rcYiewa &hall 
be conducted by the: CDA or the Prosram Office, 
rcprcsc:11tiu1 DL.A·Z. u appropriate. 

1. Tbe faac:tioaaJ PSEs &ball CODdac:t the S)'Stcma 
Rcquiremeuu Review which is a formal rcvic:"' of 
tlie fuactioual bucli•c. Dl.A·Z will participate in 
the review. 

2. DLA·Z &ball conduct a System5 Design 
llc:view with tile developer to casurc the: design sup· 
ports the rcquircmcut•. The risk of the allocated re· 
quircmcuts aad the dcsi1u wi11 be rcYic:wcd with the: 
f•uctional PSEs. 

3. Dl.A·Z aball c:o11duct a Prcliminal")' J>c:siJn 
llmew (PDR) which is a tcchuical rcYie"' of the 
dcaiga. The PDR will be pre1cntcd by the developer 
to DLA·Z for review with the f1111ctioual PSEs. 

4. Dl.A·Z &hall conduct the Critical I>c&igu 
llc:vicw at the cad of ~c I>cfmitioa/De&ip Pbue to 
ensure that the detailed dcsip satisfies the require· 
acut&. It will be pre&eatcd by tac developer with 
the fuc:tioual PSEs attcudiug. 

'6. Dl.A·Z &ball conduct a Final Desiga Review, 
with the fuctioual PSEs atteudi•s, to certify the 
fmal system design and to e11111re acquis.itiou plaas 
will provide the rc:sourte1 needed to fully support 
De s)'Stcm dc&ip ud approftd ac:hcdulc. 

6. DLA·Z shall coaduct a Teat Readiueu 
llcvie.,, with the faactioaal PSEs participating, 
which eumiues the S)'ltcm Iutcsratiou Testing 
rcaults ud fmal system f1111c:tiouality. Tbc ruulu 
arc c:c:rtlficd iu the system te&t by the CDA. 

7. A team of DLA reprcscutative& or iatcrual in· 
spcctors &hall perform the Functional Coafiguratio11 
Audit which determines whether the pcrlormaucc, 
specified in the sy&tcm apccificatioas, bas bccu 
ac:hieYCd aad will result iu the certification of the: 
fuc:tioaal lCll by the Lead Fuctioaal PSE. 

8. A team of DLA rc:prcsc:utatiYca or iutcrual in· 
spc:c:tora &ball perform the Product Coafiguratiou 
Audit. This 111dit physic:aJJy cumiac:a all configura· 
tiou itcJU, iac:ludiug l.Oftware ud laarclwarc, ud 
eompar~ them apiut Uacir respective technical 
doc:amcatatioa. The rc111lts of tlai.s aadit will be the 
ftrific:atiou of tbe Product lascliac by the audit 
team ud the certification of the euviromacntal test 
by the Head of tlac PLfA. 

I>. Dl.A·Z aball conduct a Fonul Oulific:atio11 
llc:vicw with the f1111c:tioaal PSEs partic:ipatiD&. This 
review is a formal c:umi11atioa of tlac Operational 
Teat ud EYaluatio11 (OT.tE) aad lollow-ou OT.tE 
teat results to dctcrm.iuc that all operations meet 
spccific:atiou. The result of the rcmw will be c:er· 
tificatioa of the laitial Opcr1tioaal Capability by the: 
Head of tlac PLFA. 

10. It b the re&ponsibility of tlac ioat of the: 
reviews to ensure that the proper pcraonuc:I arc iD· 
'rited to attcad lbc rcYiews. PSE Confaallration 
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MaDagc", Pro1ram C0Dfi1uratio11 Managcr1, and 
Corporate Co11fi1ur11ioD Man1aers 1bould be givcD 
Qc '8Yitatioa to 11tc11d. 

11. T~e C:.afi1wra1ioD Maaaaen, f•11c:tio111l 
PSE1, Pro1r1m Orric:e1, aad PLFA 1ite1 aliall 
rcapo11d to CM rcqaeall a11d 111dit1 from Qe Cor· 
por1te CCB. 

IX. FORMS A.ND REPORTS 

A. ~· Tile followiq is I lilt or tbe required 
lonu utilized iD tbe CM proce11. A description or 
1io... to complete all tlae fonm 011tlilled below is i11 
tbe DLA CM Pl111. Tile repl1tioa or military atud· 
ard is 1110 provided u appropriate. 

1. DLA Form 558, 558·1/2/3, Automated Data ' 
Proceui111/Telecommunic:atio11s Work .Requc1t 
(DLA(AR)2510(Z)). 

1. DD Form 1692, EllJiDeeri111 Change Proposal, 

page 1 as dcac:ribed iii MIL-STD-480B. 


3. DD Form 1692·1, E111i11eeri11g Cbangc 

Proposal, pare 2 as dcacribcd ia MIL-STD-480B. 


4. DD Form 1692·2, E11giDcering Change 

Propoul, p&Jc 3 as dcs,cribcd ia MIL-STD-480B. 


5. DD Form 1692·3, En1iaecring Change 

Propoul, page 4 u dcacribed in MIL-STD-480B. 


6. DD Form 1693·<4, E11gi11ccring CbaDgc 

Proposal, pa1c 5 as de1cribed in MIJ...STD-480B. 


BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR 

2 Eacl 
1. List or Definitions 
1. 	Criteria U!iliud by Confipration Managers 


to Clau1fy a Case 


DISTRIBUTION, 
COORDINATION: DLA-A, DLA·C. DLA·G, 

DLA·l, DLA·K, DLA-KS, I>LA·L. DLA·LP, 
DLA-LR, DLA·O, DLA·P, DLA·O, I>LA·S, 
l>LA·W, DLSC, DASC, DSAC, DIPEC, DR.MS 

17 

7. DD Form 1693·5, Engineering ClaaDgc 
Propoul, page 6 as de1c:ribcd in MIL·STD-480B. 

8. DD Form 1696, Spec:ific:a1io11 Change Notice, 
u dcac:ribed ia MIL·STD-480B. 

9. DD Form 1694, Request For Devia· 
tioll/Waivcr, u des,c:ribed ia MIL-STD-480B. 

10. DLA Form 1799, Pre-analysis Requirement. 
11. Other, letter, military letter, or memoran· 

clum. 

B . .REPORTS. The following arc reports utilized 
ia tbe CM proc:c". The U1en Manual for the DLA 
aDtom.ated CM system. 

1. STANDARD REPORTS. The Collowi11g ia 1 
list or tbe atandard types of reports generated from 
tbe DLA automated CM system. 

a. Configuration Items Summary Report 
b. Requirements Traceability Reports 
c. Confi1uration Item Rc:vic:w and Audit Statlll 

R.eport 
d. Documentation Reports 
e. Configuration Reporting 
f. Change Control Reports 

I· Cban1e Implementation R.eports 

h. Problem Trouble Reporting 
i. Data Dictionary Reports 

2. AD HOC REPORTS. AD HOC queries will 
be available for tbe CM users and will provide for 
nrious sorliq capabilities,, 

/7~
(:;.{v~. TUCKER 
Colonel, USA 
Staff I>irec:tor, Administration 
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LIST OF DEFINITIONS 
Defioitioo' uaed For t~ purpoK of tkiii rqulatioo, 
dac follawiA1 clefiaitiCllll apply: 

l. ADPrr Work Request (AWR). A document 
med to rec::ord aod trUUDil iaterul DLA require· 
acau (SCR, TWR, Hd PTR), approYals.ldisap· 
provall, aad related iaplementatio11 actiou. 

2. Alloc::atio11. A apec::ific:: diatribut.io11 of fUllds. 

1 Automated IDformatio11 Sntem (AIS). A collec::· 
tioli of func:tioul UKr aad ADP per&011De~ procedures 
8Dd equipment, illdudill1 ADPfl'decommunic::atioos 
911uipment aod aoftware, whic::b is deliped, built, 
eperated, aad maintained to collect, record, proc:ess, '
•ore, re.trieYc, trammit, aad display information. 

"· Automated Information System Administrator. 
Tlae individual desi111ated by the Assistant Direc::tor, 
Orfic::e of Information S)'ltems aod Tec::h11olo1y1 

DLA·Z, to be rupoosible aod ac::eountable for, aad 
perform seneral oversisht of u AIS. 

5. Automated Information Sntem New Develop· 
E!!l· A development effort whose &ize and scope 
requires Life Cycle M111a1emeot as defined in 
DLAR 4730.l, DoDD 7920.1 ud DoD·STD·7935A. 

6. ~· A configuration ideotific::atiou docu· 
aeut or a set of such documents formally designated 
by the Government at 1 spec::ific time duriA1 a Cl's 
life cycle. Bueliues, plus approved claaqes from 
those baselines, c:o11stitute the carreat approved con· 
raiuratio11 identification. For confipration muage· 
meul purpos,es there are three bueliDCl, which are 
eatablis.hed s.equentially, as follows: 

a. Fuuetioual Baseline (FBLl. Tiie iaitially ap· 
proved documentation describing a S)'ltem's or 
item's functional c:harac:teristics ud the 'l'trificatiou 
required to demoutrate the ac:hievemeat of those 
mpec::ified functioul c:harac:teristica. 

b. Allocated Bueline (ABL). The initially ap­
proved do~meatation describing u item's function· 
al and iaterfacc .c:harac:teristica that are allocated 
from those of a lai&her level CI, iaterfacc require· 
aents with iaterfaclq co11figur1tio11 items, addition· 
al desisn constraillts and the verificatioa required to 
demonstrate tile achie\lement of tllose specified 
fHctioaal aad interface c:haracte.ri.stics. 

c:. Product Baseline (PBL). Tiie iDiti.ally ap· 
proved documentation describin1 all of tile aece1· 

aary functional ud physical characteristics of the CI, 
uy required joint ud combined operations inter· 
operability characteristics of a Cl (including a com·
preheuive summary of the other 1ervice(s) and
allied iatufac::iD& Cb or S}'ltems aad equipments),
ud tbe 1clec:ted functioaal aud physical characteris· 
tics designated for production acceptance testing 
aad tests necessary for support of the CI. 

7. !!!.efi!!. Outputs or effectiveaess npected to 
be received or achieved cnoer time u a result of uu· 
clertakiq a proposed iaftltment. 

8. Case. A case couists of the appropriate SCR,
 ECPlsCN, TWR, or D&W forms with the classifica· 

tion worbbeet aad tbe jutificatioa and supporting 
documentation attached. 

9. Central Design Activity (CDA). A DLA activity
tlaat lw been u&igued Staudard AIS development 
aad mainteauc:e responsibilities by DLA·Z.

10. Computer Software (or Software). A combina·
tioa of auoc::iated computer iastructions aad com­
puter data definitioas required to eaable · 
c:omputer hardware to perform c:omputationa
c:oatrol functions. 

11. Computer Software Configuration Item 
(CSCI). A confi111ratio11 item for computer
aoftware.

U. Computer Software Documentation. Tec:hai· 
cal data or iriformation, iDcludiag computer listinp 
and printouts, wbic::b documents the requirements, 
de&ip or details of computer software; nplaiu the 
capabilities 111d limitatioas of the aoftware; or
provides operatiD1 iaatructiODS for asiag or support·
ms computer software during the software'• opera·
tioaal life.

13. Confiruration. The fuc:tioaal 111d physical 
diarac:teristica of hardware, firmware, software or a 
combiaatio11 thereof as set forth ia technical 
documCAtatio11 ud achieved ill a product. 

14. Configuration Audit. The Yerification of a Cl's
coafor1J11Dc::e to spec::ificatiou, clrawilap aad other
OODtract requiremeats.

a. Functional Configuration Audit (fCA). The 
formal eumi111tio11 of functional characteristics of• 
Cl, prior to acceptaace, to ¥Crify that the item 

l 

77 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

u .. J I 

OLAR 47:\0 3 


achieved the performance 1pecified in ill runctio11al 
or allocated configaration ideatifacation. 

b. Product (Pllnic:11) Coaficur1tio11 Audit 
~· The formal cumiaatioa of the •u bailt" COD· 

r11uratio11 of a Cl against iu techllical documc11ta· 
tioa to eatablisll tire Cl's iaitial product 
coafipratioa identification (PCJ). 

15. Configuration Control. T•c syatcaaatic 
proposal, jHtification, evaluation, coordi.ution, ap­
proval or dis.approval of proposed chan1cs, and the 
illlplcme11tation of all apprcnoed c:hugcs ia the con· 
fiiaration or a CI after formal Cllablishmc11t of ill 
liucliae. 

16. Configuration Control Board (CCB). A board 
composed of technical and administrative repre· 
ac:atatives who apprOYC or dil1pprove proposed CD· 

peering changes to u approYCd bueliae. 

17. Coafiguratioa Jde11tification. The sclectioD or 
the doeumc11t1 to compri1e the bueli.ne for the sys· 
tcml and Ch involved, and the aumben ud other 
identifien am.xcd to the ite1111 ud documcau. The 
approved documeau that identify and define the 
ite111 '1 functional and physical char1cteri&lia ill the 
form of specification, dr1wiap, auociated list&, in· 
terrace control documents, and documents 
referenced therein. The configuration identification 
ii developed and lll&i11tai11ed throllgh three distinct 
nolutio111ry i11creuing levels of detail, each med for 
establishing 1 apecific bucliDe. The two levels of 
eo11fi1uratio11 identification are u followi: 

a. Co11figur1tio11 Item CCI). Aa agreption of 
brdware, firmware, software, or uy of iu dilcrete 
portions, which utidiea 111 end me fu11ctioa ud ia 
dcsip1ted for confipratioa lllUlagtmeat. Cls llll)' 
nry widely in comple:Dty, lizc ud type, from u 
aircraft, ship or electronic a)'ltelll to 1 test aactcr or 
rosnd or ammunition. Dariag devclopmclll ud 
manufacture of the initial (prototype) production 
coar11uratiOD, Cb arc those items WhOK pcrfor­
auce paramctcn ud pllydcal cbatactcristica must 
be 1eparately defined (specified) aad controlled to 
provide mHagemcnl iuighl needed to achieve the 
cm:rall cod me function ud perforaa11ce. Ally item 
required for lopslic npport and dcsipatcd for 
ac:parate procurcmeat is a Cl. 

b. Configuration Mn1geme11t (CM). A dis· 
ciplinc applyi111 tecbaical and admiailtrative direc· 
tion 111d survcil1111cc to: 

(l) Identify and document the functional and 
physical cbaracteristia of Cls; 

(2) Audit the Cb to verify conformance to 
apeciCicatiom, interface control documents and 
other contract requirements; 

(3) Coatrol cbuges to Cls and their related 
docv.mcntatioa; and 

(4) 'Record and report information 11eeded to
maaage Cb effectively, including the status of 
proposed changes Hd the implementation atatus of
approved cbugcs.

18. Co11finr1tion Status Aceou11ti11g (CSA). The 
recording ud reportillg of information needed to 
manase CODf'IJVTation effectively, iacluding: 

~. A listing of the approved configuration ide11· 

tificatiou; 


b. The atatm of proposed chaqcs, deviations, 

and waiven to the CODflJUration; 

c. The impleme11tatiOD status of approved cha11·
ges; and

d. The conf1JUratio11 of all uaits of the Cl in the
operational inventory. 

19. Contractor. All individual, part11cr1hip, com· 
pa11y, corporatioa, auoci1tio11 or other acrvice 
having 1 coatract with the procuring activity for the 
design, development, manufacture, mai111c11ance, 
111odificatio11 or supply of ite1111 1111der the tcnm of a 
contract. A Gover11111c11t actmty performing uy or 
all of the above fmlctiou is couidcrcd to be a c:on· 
tractor for confipratio11 coauol purposes. 

20. ~· llccordcd iaformation, regardless of 
-form or cbaracteriatica, iacludiq administrative, 
ma11agcrial, fillUlcial, scieatific, tcc:luaical, e11pccr· 
iag, &Def losiatics data, whether required to be 
delivered to tbc Govcnuacnt or retained by the con· 
trac:tor, u well u data developed by tbc Govcr11· 
atilt. 

21. J>cficie11cies. Dcficicnciea couiat of two types:

a. CoaditiOlll or clwactcristic& hi any hardware 
or software which arc aot ill compliaacc with the 
apccified CODfipratioa idc11tificatio11; or 

b. Inadequate (or crroneoua) coDfipratioa idc11· 
tificatioa which bas rcaulted, or may rualt, in Cb 
that do aot falCill approved opcratioaal require· 
lllCDtl. 

22. Detailed Fuactio111l Requirement. A act o!
detailed iutructiou developed ia A WR Form .558 

l 
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•sing the general fuattioaal rcquircmcDt to provide 
both functional and data proc:uaiq ~Ho.acl with 
dear c:oacis.e atatcmcau of tlae apec:irac fllactioaal 
qic and fuactioaal operatiae capabilitica to be 
dcs.ipcd, pro1raamcd, tested, ud implcmcated. 

Z3. Deviation. A specific writtca astM>rizatioa, 
sraatcd prior to tlie aaaufacturc of .. item, to 
depart from a partie11lar perfonlWIC:C or dcaip re· 
11airemc11t of a specific:ation, dr1will1 or otJier docu· 
•cat for a specific period of time. A dC'riatioa 
differs from aa eagiaccriag clwlgc ia that u ap­
prOftd eqiaccriq cJwise reqairca corrcapo11diD1 
rniaioa of the doclllDclllatioa dcfiAia1 the affected 
Item, whcrcu a dni1tio11 docs aot coatcmplate 
rnW011 of the applicable specific:atioa or drawias. ' 

24. Engineering Change AD alteration in the ap· 
proved confisuration identific:ation of a CI uader 
clcvelopmenl, delivered or lO be delivered. 

a. Class J engineering change (Sec enclosure 2.) 
b. Clu~ JI engineering change. (See eadOlurc 

2.) 

25. Engineering Change Prioritie&. Tiie priority 
aui1ncd to 1 Clau I cagiaecriag daaase, which 
•termiaea l11e mc:thoda and rc:soarcca to be: vaed in 
review, approval and implemeatation. The priority 
will determine the: relative speed at wJµch the ECP 
ii ta be: reviewed, evaluated, ordered ud implc· 
mented, it approved. Priorit.ica c:u be csaergeney, 
llflCDt, routine, or minor. 

26. Ea1iaccriag Ch111se Propo&al CECP). A 
proposed eagiaecriag cha.age and tbe doeumcata· 
tion by which the chuge is de&cribcd, justified, ud 
labmitted by the CODtractor to tlae procariJi& activity 
for approval or dbapproval. 

27. BCP Types. A term coveriq the subdi\liaion of 
ECPa on the buia of the complcteacu of the avail· 
able information deliacati.llJ ud defllliq the ca· 
sfacering cb1111c. TlaeJ will be ideatlfied as 
preliminary or fonnal. 

21. Pir111ware. Tlae eombiaatioa of a laardwarc 
device and computer imtructio111 or computer data 
that reaide as read oaly software on the laardware 
device. The 1oftware c:unot be rcadil)' modified 
oder pro1ram coatn I. 

29. Fit. The ability of an ite111 to physically inter 
face 0rhitercoa11ect witb or become an integral par 
ol uothcr item. (Uacd in MIL-STD·480B) 

30. Porm. Tiie dcfiDed coafigaration of aa ite111 in 
duding the 1eometrically mcuured coafiguration 
dcmity, and weight or other visual parameters wbicl 
•aiqacly characterize an item, c:omponent or as 
aembly. For softwart, form denotes the laagaage 
lupage level ud media. (Uaed in MIL-STD-480B; 

31. Function. The action or actioas which aa iteir 
ii dcliped to perform. (Uacd in MIL-STD-480B) 

32. Geaeral Faaetioa.al Requirement. A 1et of 
functional soals, objective&, criteria, policies, and/or 
other considerations documented in a A WR which 
describe in. noa·ADP termiaology, and without
rcprd to ADP cqaipinea.t or its coalidcratioa.s, nev.
or reviaed tub to be: accoinplished by u eatablisbed
StaDdard Automated lllfonnatioa. Syatem. 

33. Hardware. Ari.ides made or material, such as 
tools, fittings, machine parts, weapolll, vehicles, but 
aot iac:ludiag computer pro1ram1 or technical 
documentation. 

34. leterfacc Control. The proceu of:

L ldeetlfyia.g all functional and physical cbarac· 
teristics relevant to the illterfacillg of ~·o or more 
item.a prOYided by one or more orpaizatioa.s. 

b. Easuriag that proposed chanses to these 
cbaracteristics arc evaluated and approved prior to 
implementation.

35. 1!£!!. A aompccific term ued to deaote aay 
product, includi.llJ sy5tem, 1ubsyalc!D.$, uumblics, 
1ab·a11emblies, u.lts, 1cu, acccuoriu, computer 
prOJ?'&llll, computer aoftwarc or part&. 

36. Lead Fuactioaal PSE. ne HO DLA PSE 
dcaipated by the Director, DLA, u hlvins overall 
reapoiw"bility for devclopi.llJ ud coordiaatiq fuac· 
tiODll priorities witm AIS(s). 

37. Life C!cle Cost. Tiie llUll lotal of the direct, in· 
dirccl, ao11recurriq, recarrie&. and other related 
c:om incurred, or estimated to be incurred, in the 
design., dnelopmut, prodaction (iecladia.g 
manufacture and fabricatio11), acquisition, teat and 
enlutioa, acceptance, operation., maiatca.aa.ce, 
aodera.izatioa, deactivation and support of a eon· 
fi&uratioa item over its uticipated life apan. 

3 
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JS. Moderoiu1ion Changes to an existing AIS 
tkat involve implementing state of tbc art automation 
C011ccp1' or todiaoloaie,. 

39. Non-Developmental Item (NDI). Non· 
dcvc:lopmcotal ilem' arc existing developed and 
anilable hardware or aoftware that arc capable of 
hlfilliog DoD rcquircmenu, thereby aiaimizing or 
eliminating the aced for c:o&tly, Govcrnmenl·spon· 
10red ruearc:h ud development (Jl.t.D) program. 
Aa NDI is usully an ofr·tbe-&helf or commercial· 
type product, but may alao include laardware or 
aoftware already developed by or for the DoD, or 
other Military Service' or forcip military force'­

'°· Physical Characteristics. Quantitative and 
qualitative expressions of materiel features, such as 
composition, dimensions, finishes, form, fit, and 
their respective tolerancei. 

41. PrcAoalysis Requirement (PAR). Form util· 
izcd by the Lead PSE which obtains technical infor· 
matioo from the CDA on the propor.ed r~uiremenl 
in order to aid in the decir.ion of whether or 1101 to 
proceed on with the process.ing of the requirement 
by forwarding it to DLA·Z. 

42. Privately Developed Item (PDJ). An item 
developed at private expeue and offered to the 
Government, with Government control of the 
article'' configuration normally limited to its form, 
fit and function. 

43. Problem Trouble Report. A report that iden· 
tific' a program that i' not in conforaance with 
design specifications u approved in the oriainal FD 
or subsequent SCR, or that h c:ausiag minion 
degradation bec:au5t of ill desip. Dependin& upon 
their c:ritic:ality, PTR' arc tranaDitted to the dc:sian 
ac:tivity u either bot lines or warm lines. 

44. Project. A planned AIS new developmcnt or 
aodific:atioo initiative bavin& clearly def1Ded scope 
and specific objcctiver.. A projec:t may be imple· 
mentcd u a &iaglc entity or u acquentiaJ inc:rements. 

45. Project Development Plan (PDP). A docament 
designed to provide corporate Yilibility for all SAIS 
development and acrves u a contrac:t between HO 
DLA and tbe variou' DLA central dc:sip ac:tivities. 
(Sec OLAR 4730.6 for detailr..) 

46 Specification. A document intended primarily 
for use in proc:urement, which describes the eucntial 

4 

tcc:hnic:al requirement& for itemi, materiel& or ser· 
•ices inc:ludiog the proc:edures for determini11g 
whether or aot the requirements have been met. 

'47. Specification Change Notice. A doc:umcnt 
ued 10 propose, transmit and rec:ord c:ban&e' to a 
apc:c:ification. 

48. Sponsoring Principal Staff Element. Tbe HQ 
DLA PSE having functional responsibility for a 1)'5· 
tcm' c:bange request. 

49. Standard Automated Information System. A 
uiform, and c:cntrally designed AIS c:onsistina of 
computer program' which support computer ap· 
plication' al DLA miuion and support activities. 
SA1Ss are developed and maintained by CDAs in ac· 
c:ordance with &iandard DLA policies and proce· 
dures. 

50. System. A c:ompos.ite of ~uipment, 5killr., and 
techniques capable of performing or supportina an 
operational role, or both. A c:omplete system in· 
c:lude5 all equipment, related facilities, material, 
aoftware, services and personnel required for its 
operation and support to the degree that it c:an be 
c:onsidercd a self-sufficient item in its intended 
operational environment. 

Sl. System Change Request (SCR). A requirement 
to c:bangc an existing l)'ltem and transmitted on an 
ADPrr Wort Request form. · 

S2. Technic:al Data. Recorded information, 
rc:prdler.a of form or c:barac:tcristiu, of a technical 
aature. Tccbaic:al data may doc:ument researc:b, cl· 
perimental, developmental, or cnaineeri.ng wort or 
be 111Cd ~ deflDc a de5ip or proccas or to procure, 
produc:c, support, maintain, or operate materiel. Tbe 
data may be srapbic or pic:torial delineations in 
media auch u drawings or photograph,, text in 
spec:ific:atiou or related performance or design type 
documents, or computer printout&. Eumplcs of 
tec:hnic:al data inc:lude research and enpncerin& 
data, eagineerin& drawings and a11oc:iated lists 
apccific:ationr., standar~ proc:cas &beets, aa111aau: 
technical rcportr., cataloa item idcntific:ations ud 
related information, and computer software 
documentation. Technical data docs not iac:lude 
computer software or financial, administrative cost 
ud pricing. and management data, or other inf~rma­
tion incidental to contrac:t administration. 
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53. TccbDical Reviews A teries of system CD· 

paeeriaa activitiu by which the tecbical prasrcu 
oa a project ia uacucd relative to its technical or 
comtract•al rcquirc111cat1. Tile reYicwa arc con· 
d•cied at loaical tt1111itioa poiau ia tbe develop· 
ant effort to idc:atify aad correct problc:ma 
renltiaa from tbe wort ccmplc:tcd tbua far before 
tlle problems can disrupt or delay tbc tc:chaical 
prOJfCU. Tbc reviews provide: a method for tbe COD• 

tractor aad procvriAa activity to determine that the 
dc¥Clopme111 of a Cl 111d iu ide111ificatio11 bave met 
CIODtract reqaireme11t&. (See MIL-STD·1521.) 

.S.C. Technology Work Request. Technology Work 
lleq11e1u arc rc:q11ire111c:at1 prepared oa the AWR 
form to req11c:1t claa111c:1 to the DLA technical plat· 
form through res.ourecs from the CI>A teduaology 
orpaiutiom. 

55. ~· A writtea autborizatioa to accc:pt a11 
kcm which, dllriDg mu11fact11re or laavillg bec:11 sub· 
aitted for i11spectio11, ii fouad to depart from 
specified requirements, but is C:011$idcred suitable 
for uc •u is" or after repair by an approved method. 

s 
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CRITERIA UTILIZED BY CONFIGURATION 
MANAGERS TO CLASSIFY A CASE 

I. GENERAL ~re are various types ol'reqDesu as 
shOWll in parairaph II below that cu be submitted as 
a case and within c.acb type is a aet offlll'tlicr clauifica· 
tion5 which aeed to be de.cidcd upon to dcfLDe the 
priorities, claaractc:ristie&, and categories of the re· 
quest. The decision proc:eas for c:lusification of a re:· 
quest is shown in exhibit 1. Tbe FIRST dc:cisiou that 
ac:eds to be: made is: What is the: type of request? 

II. TYPES OF U:QUESTS. Tllcre arc: rive: types of 
requests which arc: classified as Clul I or Class II aud 
are submitted on standard form5 idcutific:d below: 

' 
ADPrr Work Request (SCR, TWR, & PTR) ·DLA 

form SSS Series. 
R.equc:st for Waiver. DD form 1694, 

R.c:qDcat for Deviation • DD form 1694. 

E111inc:c:riu1 Change Proposal • DD form 1692 
Series. 

Spc:cificatioll Cbagc: Notice • DD form 1696. 

The SECOND decision that uc:c:ds to be made: is: 
What clan, within the type already ac:lc:ctc:d, is the 
request 1 

A. CLASS I CRTTERIA If one or the: followiua 
criteria is fulfilled, the request is a Class I clusifica· 
tion or major request: 

1. A chauac: to a Cl (i.e., software, hardware:). 
2. Performa11cc: impacted by change:. 
3. Reliability, maintainability or survivability im· 

pactcd by chlllgc. 
4. I11terface charactcriatiCi impacted by chuac:. 
S. Fu11ctiouaVtcchllical requircme11tl impacted 

by ch1111e. 
6. Govc:n1mc11t Furllished Equipmc:11t (OPE) im· 

pacted by ch111gc:. 
7. Security impacted by change:. 
8. Compatibility or illtc:roperability impacted by 

claange. 
9. Operation 111d maiutc111ncc: 111u111ls impacted 

for which adequate: claaagc/rc:vWou fa1adill& is Dot 
provided i11 existiu1 coatracts. 

10. Schedule is impacted by change. 
11. Fuudiu1 is impacted by chauac. 

12. Iatc:rchangc:ability, 111bstitutability, 01 

replaceability (u applied to Ch) impacted b: 
dwage. 

13. nc: following contractual factors arc im 
pacted: 

a. Cost including fees and incentives. 
b. Co11tractual dclivc:ric:s. 
c. Colltract warranties or guarautc:c:. 
d. Scheduled contract milestones. 

14. Claaqc: corrc:cu deficiencies. 

15. Effc:ctiYenc:u chauge in opc:ratio111l or loJis 
tiCi support rc:quirc:mc:nts. 

16. Change produces a substantial life: cycle: cost 
aavings. 

17. Change JITC:VC:Dts slippage: in an approved 
Clau I A'WR (SCR) delivery achc:dulc:. A Class I 
A'WR mut use the PDP procc11 as the: method of im· 

plc:mc:utation. 
B. CLASS ll CR.ITERIA. If only the following 

criteria is fulfilled, the: request is a Class II minor re:· 
quest: 

1. Millor change to a CJ or its docume11tatio11 with 
its impact being withi11 the: acopc: of a current con· 
tract without changing the: Govc:r11me11t approved 
COll!'lpratioa identification other than to add the: 
Cius II change to the Product CI. 

2. Corrcct1 docume11tation errors; adds clarifying 

aotc:s or Yic:ws; add&, delete1 or corrects 11oncx· 
ecutablc comment lines of code to software. 

3. Eahancc:s co11tractor productivity without 
dc.trimeat to the Gover11111e11t. 

4. Iaterchanac:abilhy, 111b1titutability or 
replac:c:ability of Cis arc Dot affected. 


After DLA·Z approval, Class II A WR.s will be: im· 

plcme11tcd fro111 CDA Rc:aerYC R.esourcc:s which will 

be: established durUI& the PDP proc:eu. 


~ Specificatio11 Chu&c Notice (SCN) can be sub· 
aitted by itself, but mually accomp111ic' u Eu· 
Ji11eerill1 Change PropoaaL A propoacd SCN is 
ued to update a apecification either to aupport a 
propoac:d ECP or 1 design change or because the 
apecificatio11 Deeds to be modifac:d. A11 SCN is o11ly 
dauificd as a ClaH I or II ch1111e; there is not a 
lower classification dcacriptio11. 
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The THIRD decision tlial aeeds 10 be made jg: 

Wlaal priorir,, withili the t7J1C already aclectad, ii 
IJae requeat' 

Ill. ADPff WOllK REQUEST. After t•e ADP!T 
Work Req11e11 (AWR) is determind to be either 
Dau J or C1a» ll, the followias clauificatiom U.11 
lie -de by lhe PSE or PM Co.Uipratio11 Muqer in 
order to defiu the case. Defiaiq the c:ue will 
facili111c the calysis ud evaluation of the cue for 
tccbic:AI review, and actions to be taken by the work· 
ill fl'OUp, AIS CCII, uad Corporate CCB u needed. 
Tile techliic:al review by DLA·Z cd the CDA of 111 

caergency or 11W1dated request with a abort suspense 
allall take DO more than 48 houn. AU other categories 
ol request• shall be completed within 30 calendar days ' 
ol receipt or the request by DLA·Z. AD AWR is util· 
iEed only for DLA internal requesu. The A WR COD· 

tains three possible types of requests which are l)'Stem 
change requests (SCRs). techDOICll)' work requests 
(TWRs), ud Problem Trouble Reports (PTJU), pre· 
.toudy bowa 11 a Prosram TrOllble Report. The fol· 
lowiq are the priority choices relatiq to Ill SCR: 

A. Mandated • A requirement aaadated by law, 
rcplatory agencies, the Director of DLA, OSD 
direction, or intenervic:c agreement (i.e., DLA 
policy lette", Approved Mil.STRIP Chaage Letters 
(AMCLs), DIDS chaqe requesu), usually includes 
a saspense date. 

B. Miuion Eucntial ·A requireme11t, which if Dot 
ftalfilled, will stop a mi&sio11 or supp0rt area from 
performing its function. 

C. Routine • A requirement that could better the 
perfona111ce of a aaiuion or support area or does aot 
acct the criteria of a llll.Ddated or aiuio11 eaacatial 
priority ("A" or "B"). 

SCR Characteristics. After one of the priorities arc 
chosen, u mudatcd, missio11 eaaential, or routine, 
lite SCR characteristica must be fllrthcr dcfmed. 
TJlcae characteristics are Olle or the following: 

1. High Payback • A characteristic of •A• or -a• 
or "C" priority choice which is c:q>ccted to produce 
taaglblc savings uceedina SJ0,000, and apcc:tcd to 
UVC I discounted payback period Of 2 JCUS Or le". 

1. Technical· A charac:teristic or" A 0 or -a• or "C" 
priority c!ioice wliicb is deaigncd to improve the 
oper1ting effic:iency of an AlS without ehuging its 
fHctionality. 

3. Func:tional. A charac:teristic or "A" or "B' or 
"C" priority choice which is designed lo i111prove the 
operati11g cCricicucy of an AIS by chuging its 
fpctionality. 

4. Documentation· A char1cteristic of"A" or "B' 
or "C" priority choice which affects documentation 
oaly, i.e., ao program chuge1 required. 

SCR Categories. Within uc:h of the above stated 
priorities, 1 category must be further defined. The 
followiq are the categories of an SCR request: 

L New Dc:Yclopmcnt • This requirement will ul· 
dlllatdy tale the form or a Mission Need Statement 
(MNS), but miJht be wtiated u &II SCR OD the A WR 
form. 

b. Modification • This requirement, which in· 
eludes the adaptive modifications, must be aub· 
aittcd u u SCR 011 u AWR. 

PTR Priorities. ne following are the priority 
choices, u depicted in exhibit 1, relating to a PTR: 

A. Hot Linc • tr the PTR is categorized u a "bot 
line", it will be solved immediately. 

B. Warm Line • If the PTR is categorized u a 
"warm line•, it will be solved iD a routine manner 
uing CDA reserved resources 11tablished during 
the PDP process. 

A PTR could, after review, be diagnosed as a 
modification and not a maintenance requirement, 
depending 011 the fmdiup from tbe troubleshooting 
of the problem, resulting ill the preparation of ID 

SCR by the receiving CDA. 

TWll Priorities. Tlae following arc tlac priority 
choices, u depicted ill exhibit 1, relating to a TWR: 

A. Critical • If 11ot done, it will acriously impair cf· 
ficieucy or function or mission accomplWulleut. 

B. Inviolate Due Date • ne due date cannot be vio­
lated. 

C. Expedite Miaaioa Operation • nc rcault would 
imprOft fuctioa or efficiency. 

I). Other· Those tlaat are aot def111cd aboYc would 
be prioritized u other. 

TWll Claaracteriatics. After one or tbe priorities 
are c•osea. u critical, illviolate due date, upcditc 
minioa operation, or other, the TWR characteria· 
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tiei •ust be rurtber defined. Tbesc characteristiCI 
arc oac or lbc followina: 

1 Public Law or DoD Replatioa • II die reqaire· 
•cal ia mandatory became or public law, directift, etc. 

1. DLA Director or DoD Spouored • If tile re· 
qairemeat w bcca requested by tU DLA Director 
erDoD. 

3. PSE Spouored • If tlie requiremc:at is 1po11· 
aored by a PSE. 

4. Otbc:r • Tboic: tllat arc: aot dc:fiaed above would 
lie dtaracterized u otbc:r. 

TWJl Catc:aoriea. Witbi11 eacb of tlie above atated 
priorities, a cat eaory must be furtlicr defined. The 
foJlowina arc the catcaories or a TWJt request: 

a. Initial Submiuio11 · Whe11 the reque't is aub­
aitted for the fir't time. 

b. Resubmwio11 • When the request w been 
nbmltted on a previoua occuion. 

c. Canc:cllatio11 • When the request u beina CID• 

celled. 

IV. ltEQUEST FOR WAIVER. The followina arc: 
tlic: priorities of a wai¥Cr: 

A. Critical 

• Waiver consists of acceptance of an item havina a 
critical defect. 

or 

• Noncoaformance with colltract or conriguration 
identification requiremcnlli iavolvina accurity or 
aafety. 

B. Major 

• Wai.er consiats or acceptance of a lot of items 
•avina a number of major defects 111 the aample 
equallina or exceedina the number that requires 
rejection or the lol. 

or 

• Couists of acceptaucc of u item lllyjq a major 
defect. 

or 

• Noaconformancc with CC111tract or c:onfiguratiOJI iden­
tification requirements involvi111 performance; 
relio.l>ility, interchanacabilty; survivability or main· 
lain.ability of the item or iu repair parlli; effective uc or 
opera ti Oil, specif'acatiom nch as wciibt or appearance. 

C. Minor 

• Waiver consists or acceptance or a lot or items 
uving a aumber or minor dcfeclli in the aample 
equalli11g or esceedi11g the number that requires 
rejection of tlie lot. 

or 

• Collsiata of acccpt111ee of u item having a mi11or 
defect. 

or 

• Having a llDDCClll!ormuc:e with contract or configura· 
lion idcntifieatioll reqWrelDCllU which docs DOI UnoM 
ay of the facton listed udcr "A" or "B" criteria. 

Crltical ud major priority ("A" ud "B") ·can only 
be clwified u a Class I reque,t; should be ap· 
proved/disapproved within 30 calc11dar days of 
receipt by procuri111 activity; ud must be approved 
by a DLA COlltractiq officer. 

Minor priority ("C") • is clauificd u a Class II re· 
qDcat; and ahould be api'roved/diaapprovcd withi11 
10 workin1 days of receipt by the approval activity. 

V. REQUEST FOi DEVIATION. The following arc 
tlie priorities or • deviation: 

A. Critical 

• Deviatio11 is a departure from a characteristic in 
tlie dOCD111clltatio11. 

or 

• A departure illvolviq aecurity or safety. 

B. Major 

Dcriati011 is 1 departure involving performaaec; 
reliability, intcrch1111e1bility, aurvivability, mai11· 
tainability. 

or 

Durability of the item; effective 111c or operatiOA; 
apccificatiou, i.e. wcifht, aizc, or appearance. 

C. Minor • Deviation is a dcpartllre whicb doca aot 
iDYOm above "A" ud "B" factors. 

Critic:al ud major priority ("A• ud "B") c:aa only 
be daasificd u I aw I request; ahould be ap· 
proved/diaapproved within 30 calendar days of 
receipt by procuriq activity; ud must be approved 
by DLA coatractia1 officer. 
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Miaor Priority ("C") • i1 clu5ilied as a Class II re· 
quesl; aad ahould be approved/disapproved within 
10 working d1ys of receipt by the apprOYal activity. 

VI. ENGINEERING CHANGE PROPOSALS. Th e 
foUowiaa are tlae prioritiea of u ECP: 

A. Emerpncy 

• A change in oper1tio11al cli1racteristics which if 
aot 1ccomplilled without delay may aerioualy com· 
promise national aecurity. 

or 

•To c:orrect a lauardo'lll condition which m1y result 
ia aerious injury to peraoanel or in extensive 
damqc/dcstruction of equipment which usually will' 
require withdrawiag the item from service tcm· 
porarily or discontiauiaa further testing or develop· 
acnt pendin& rc1olution of the condition. 

B. Uraent 

• A change which if not accomplished expeditiously 
may seriously compromise the mwion ef!cctivcneu 
of deployed system. 

or 

·To correct a potentially hazardous condition which 
if uncorrected could rcsull in injury to personnel or 
damqe to equipment, bat alloW& continued use of 
tlae 1ffected item provided the operator has been ia· 
formed of the laazard and appropriate precautions 
Mw been defined and distribatcd to the 111cr. 

or 

•To acct aipific:aat coatractaal requirements (i.e., 
wllen lead time wiU aec:cuitatc &lipping approved 
production, or deployment 1chcdule1 if the chanac 
wu aot incorporated. 

or 

• To affeet u iaterface chaqe wlaich Ir delayed 
would cauae a schedule &lippage or increue cost. 

or 

•To afrecr net life cycle COit aavinp to t.be Government 
diroup value encineerin&. or through other COil reduc· 
tion elforb when czpeditcd proceuill& of the dwiic 
will be a major factor ia rcalizin& lower CCJIU, 

C. Routine • A cllange in which emergency or ur· 
sent is not applicable. 

D. Miaor 

• A change that does aot affect interchangeability, 
1ubstitutabili1y or replaceability of Cb, or when 
repairable, their subasr.emblics and parts. 

or 

• A 1Ubstitutioa or parts or material which docs not 
uve a functional, logistic or reliability impact . 

or 

• A chHge in documentation only (erron, notes, or 
comments). 

Emergency, arsent, or routine ("A" aad "B" and "C") • 
cu only be defmed u a Class I request; requests with 
either •A• or "B" priority have a higher priority than 
routi.De. The processing time for an emergency re· 
quest for decision and contractual authorization shall 
ta.kc 110 more than "'8 houn; the proce5Sing time for an 
11r1en1 rcqueat 1haU take 110 more than 30 calendar 
days; and the proccKing time for a routine request 
shall take no more than 90 calendar days. 

For a Clau I ECP, 011 the form there is a justifica· 
lion code whicli ezplains why the chu&e is bcin& re· 
quested; refer to DLA CM Plan, under Class I 
e11gineerin1 cba'111e proposal section, for the defini· 
tiou of the codes. This information will aid in the 
clauificatio11 proccu. For example, u ECP with a 
justification code of •y• will be considered to be a 
"B" class request; while a "C" clus ECP with a code 
"It• jastificatio11 will laave a laiaher priority than the 
other 0 C" c:lau ECPs. 

Priority "D" • can only be clauificd u a Cius II re· 
qDUL Tlae review proceu for a ainor request will 
be completed within 3 workdays after receipt by the 
Government. The contractor shall not implement 
llle chaqe util it is approved by the Government. 

For all priorities, when the Government disapproves 
aa ECP, tbc oriJinator will be aotified in writin1 
witbi11 30 calendar days of the decWoD ud will be 
pn tlae rcuo11 for diaapproval. 

Tlac THIRD decision is made after the clauiCicatioa 
laas bce11 defiacd, tlac Confaauratioa Manaacr of the 
CDA mull deteraiiie if the request has global (cor­
porate) impact and needs to be reviewed by the Cor· 
porate CCB. If oaly oae of the followiua criteria is 
fulfilled, the request must be reviewed by the Cor­
porate CCB. 
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VII. CUTERIA FOR CORPORATE RE· 
QUEST. Whea oee of the types ofreqUUU mcel ..e 
followin& criteria, u depicted ia ahibit 1, ii will be 
reviewed ud approved by the Corporate CCB: 

1. Cost of the reque51 ii SlS millio• ia 1,ear or S75 
aillioa duria& the proiram/project. 

1. Request impact1 AISs of more thu one Lead 
Faactioaal PSE respoa,ibility or establWies a new 
A.IS. 

3. Coafiauration item (CI) purchue wlaicb is&lobal 
ia aature for DLA. 

c. Special ialerut. 

Requests that fulfill either l or " criterion above 
should be clauified u a DAISRC/MAISRC (mod· 

erniz:ation) program aad the requesu should be 
referred to DSMO·R to begin the proira111 review 
proccu. 

Tiie AIS or PM CM Manager, as appropriate, must 
rcriew and validate the Workin1 Group1' previously 
calculated clauificatiom of the 111bmitted requuu 
before forwarding to tile AIS/PM CCB. 

Tiie Corporate CM Maaa1er (DLA·Z's CM 
Mauaer) ud 111pport staff administratively sup· 
port the Corporate CCB. The Corporate CM 
Manaier FIRST must reriew ud verify the clas· 
1ification1 preriously calculated by the AIS!PM 
CCB. Abo, the Corporate CM Mauger clauifie1 if 
It is a DAISRC!MAISRC cue u defined ill exhibit 
1. 

AN EXAMPLE OF CLASSIFYING AN ECP 


First, a ConrlJUration Manager must decide on the 
clan of the ECP. A1 a 1ceaario example, the 
Program Confi1uratio• Manager define1 the clas· 
air.cation of an ECP as a Class I request. 

Next, the Proiram Configuration Manager decides 
oa the priority of the ECP. The ECP us been 
defined u a priority C (Routine) ECP by meetin1 
llie definition. (Remember, a priority C ECP has 
automatically a Classification of a ClaM l becauae it 
ii considered to be a major request.) 

Next, the CDA Configuration Muager decides if 
llic request has 1lobal impact. The CDA Com11un· 
tio11 Maaaier decides that the request iaclude1 a Cl 

purchase which ii global in nature for OLA. The 
CDA Configuration Manager defines the rcque1t as 
meetin1 .the criterion defined for number 3 of a 
1lobal request. 

The Corporate Configuration Manager decides if 
the request cu be classified as a DAISRC/MAISRC 
caae. (Remember, a all.lllber 3 Corporate request is 
aot qualifyiq as a OAISRC/MAISRC criterion.) 
Tbe Corporate Configuratioa Maupr defines the 
cue as not bema a DAISRC/MAISRC case. 

Tllerefore, the classification of the request a., the 
Collfipration Mua1er is u follows iii code format: 
ECP-1.C.3. 

6 

87 




MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (cont'd) 

FORMAT 7 of g 	 DATE OF POSITIOJ; e Mar D2 

~YPE OF REPORT: AUDIT 

PURPOSE OF Ill1'UT: IWITIAL POSITION 

AUDIT TITLE .uw •o.: 	 aEVIEW OF SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AT CENTRAL 

DESIOI &CTIVITIES, <Project Mo. lFE-0018) 


RECOMlllEHDATIOW tb: We reeo111111end that the Commandant of the Marine Corp; the 
Aray Director of Inforaation Syatems for Command, Control, Communieationa 
and Computer•; the Wavy Commanding Officer, Baval Information Syatema 
Manage..nt Center; th• Air Foree Deputy Chief of Staff Command, Control. 
co..unicationa and Computer•; and th• Director, D•f•n•• Logiatic• Agency 
verify recorded labor hour•. and uae them in aaking future proJeet 
••t.i-t••· 

DLA COIOIENTS: Concur. Th• CDA• utilize a new reaource aanagement tool 

which eont.aina data on labor hour• and work. The auperviaora are 

reaponaibl• for the accuracy of the data. The data captured will be 

utilized in aiding th• CDA• in their future eatim&tion to include trend 

analyaia. 


DlSPOSlTlOli: 

I l Action i• ongoing. Eatimated Completion Date: 

(X) 	 Action i• eonaid•r•d complete. 

RECOMMENDATION MONETARY BENEFITS: <WHERE APPLICABLEJ 

DLA COMMENTS: 

ESTIMATED REALlZATlON DATE: 

I.MOUNT REALIZED: 

DATE REALIZED: 


IHTERHAL MANAGEMENT CONTROL WEAKNESS: 
: I l Wonconcur. !Rational• muat be documented and maintained with 

your copy of the reaponae.l 
IX) 	 Concur; however, weakn••• i• not eon•idered material. <Rationale 


auat be documented and maintained with your eopy of the responae.) 

Concur; weakn••• i• material and will be reported in the DLA 

Annual Statement of Asaurance. 

1ACTIOW OFFICER: Donna Mccloud, DLA-ZSS, xtt326, 28 Jan P2 
;PS£ llEVlEW/APPROVAL: Bobby L. Par•ona, DLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of Information Syatems and Technology, xt6257, 
31 Jan g2 

DLA AJ'PROVAL: Helen T. McCoy, Deputy Comptroller 
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DATI or POSITIO•: e ... r 92P'OIUIAT I of I 

TTPI Of UPO•T: AUPIT 

PUaPOSi OF I•PUT: I•ITlAL POSITlO• 

&UPIT TITLE &JID •O.: 	 SEVIIW OF IOJl'TWARi PIVELOPlllEIM' AT CEWTRAL 
D&S1G• ACTIVITIES, (Project •o. lF&-0018) 

UCOllllEJfDATIO• 5: .. reeo...nd that th• Comaandant of th• Marin• Corp•; the 
Arll)', Director of Infor.. tion ly•t•.. for Co....nd, Control. Co...wtication• 
and CollJ)ut•r•; th• •avy co...ndinl Officer, aaval lnfor.. tion Sy•teiu 
...nate..nt Center; and th• Director, Dafen•• LoCi•tic• &geney develop 
procedure• to reevaluate approved •oftwar• chanc••· •1ailar to th• Air 
force. when •oftware develop..nt co•t• •ill exceed th• lata•t ••timate by 15 
it•rcent. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. In addition, DLA re-evaluate• a roquire..nt if •ix 
month• ha• pa••ed before the raquire..nt ba• begun to be fulfilled. Thi• 
coincide• •1th DLA'• ••tabli•h•d proJect r••oureinl cycle. 

l>IIPOSITIOW: 

C > Action 1• ongoing. l•ti.. ted Coapletion Date: 

CXl Action 1• con•idered coaplete. 


1.EC0191EJDATIOJ llaiWET.A.llY Bi5EFITS: (WBEJl.E APPLICABLE> 
PLA COMMENTS: 
ESTilllATED REALIZATIOJ DATE: 
AMOUNT REALIZED: 
DATE REALIZED: 

llM'EaJIA.L 1111.NAGElllEWT co•TROL WEAKNESS: 
I > aonconcur. <B&tion&l• •u•t be docuaented and ..intained with 

your copy of the r••pon••.> 
IX> Concur: however, ..akn••• i• not con•id•r•d ..terial. (Rational• 

•u•t be documented and .. intained with your copy of the re•pon••·> 
I 	 > Concur; ..akn••• i• ..teri&l and •ill ba reported in the DLA 


Annual State..nt of Aa•urance. 


ACTlOH OFFICER: Donna MeCloud, DLA·ZSS, x4432e, 28 Jan 92 
PSE l.EVIEWl&PPBOVAL.: 	 Bobby L. Par•on•, DLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director, 

Office of lnfor.. tion Sy•t•.. and Technolo&y, x4e257, 
~l Jan 92 

l>LA APPROVAL: Belen T. llleCoy, Deputy Comptroller 
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FO&MAT I of I 	 P&Ti OF POSITION; 8 llar 12 

TYPE OF l.EPORT; &lJDlT 

PUii.POSE OF ISPUT: IIITI&l. POSITIOI 

&lJDIT TITLE &llD •o.: 	 &EVlEW OF SOFTW~E DEVELOPlllEVT AT CEVTRAL 
»SSIGI ACTIVITIES, <Project •o. 1FE-0018l 

a.cotDIEID&TIOI tc: .. reco...nd tbat th• co...ndant of tb• Marin• Corp•; 
tbe &ray Director of Infor..tion By•te.. for Co...nd, Control, 
co..unication• and Computer•; the lavy co...ndin8 Officer, laval Infor..tion 
Sy•t•.. Mana1e..nt Center; the &ir Force Deputy Chief of Staff Command, 
Control, Com1Dunication• and Co~uter•; and th• Director, D•f•n•• Lo&i•tic• 
Afeney re~uire that overti .. be used to ... t only tho•• aileaton•• that are 
co•t-effeetive. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. DLA use• overti .. when it i• dee..d co•t effective. 
Ko..ver. eo•t effectiven••• i• not th• only acceptable criteria for uain8 
overtime. Overti.. 1• al•o justified to fulfill a ..ndated or an eaertency 
requ1re..nt. For trend analy•i• and le•aona-learned. DLA will be tracking 
the actual v•r•u• ••t1.. ted use of r••ourc••· 

DISPOSITION: 
l ) &ct1on i• ongoing. E•tiaated Completion Date: 
IX> Action i• con•1d•r•d complete. 

IECOMMENDATION MONETARY BENEFITS: <WHERE APPLICABLE> 
DLA COMMENTS: 
ESTIMATED REALIZATION DATE: 
AMOUNT REALIZED: 
DATE REALIZED: 

IlrTEBIAL MANAGEMENT CONTROL WEAKNESS: 
I > loneoncur. <Rationale auat be documented and ..intained with 

your copy of the re•pon•e.l 
<X> 	 Concur; ho..ver, ..akn••• i• not con•id•red ..tertal. <Bational• 


auat be doeWHnted and aaintained with your copy of the re•ponae.J 

< 	 > Concur; ..akn••• i• .. terial and will be reported in the DLA 


Annual Stateaent of A••urance. 


ACTION OFFICER: Donna MeCloud, DLA-ZSS, x4432e. 28 Jan 12 
PSE ll.EVIEWIAPPROVAL: Bobby L. Par•ona, DLA-ZD, Deputy Executive Director. 

Office of lnforaation Sy•t•lll8 and Technolo&y, x4e257, 
31 Jan 12 

DLA AJ'PROVAL: Belen T. llc:Coy, Deputy Coaptroller 
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