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HMS System Performance Requirements Not Being Met

HeH8) The HMS program does not meet all critical and essential system
performance requirements for achieving usable Rifleman and Manpack radios

as specified in the approved production document. As of November 2014, the
HMS program has not met system performance requirements and does not have
approved test and evaluation master plans for the Rifleman and Manpack radios.

Rifleman Radio
F6H68) As of November 30, 2014, the Rifleman radio did not meet two of its

key performance parameters and two of its key system
attributes from its production document. During
developmental testing, the Rifleman radio did not meet
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radio did not meet secondary requirements for
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— In April 2013, the Army changed the Rifleman

radio capabilities to include both SECRET and unclassified communications and

procured 9,800 Rifleman radios with this new capability. The Army has completed
operational testing on November 25, 2014, for this capability, and the Army Test
and Evaluation Command expects to complete the test report by the end of

March 2015.

Manpack Radio
E8Haq As of November 30, 2014, the Army determined that the Manpack radio

was overall effective. Although it is not suitable in
_ The Manpack radio overall was
During follow-on operational testing, the Manpack radio did not S8
I ' though the Army
found the radio overall effective. the
Manpack radio did not fully meet
N -
addition, was not suitable
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Finding

([Fete) testing. The operational testing will assess the effectiveness, suitability,
survivability, reliability, and operational availability of the radio. As a result of
the additional qualification and operational testing, the HMS program production
decisions will be delayed, which will delay the procurement and fielding of
production radios.

Rifleman Radio

(U) The Army Program Executive Officer Command, Control,
Communications-Tactical notified USD(AT&L) on December 20, 2012, in a
program deviation report that the production decision for the Rifleman radio
would be delayed because USD(AT&L) directed HMS program officials to

conduct another full and open competition for the production decision. The
October 20, 2011, APB showed the production decision for the Rifleman radio
would occur in November 2012. In the quarterly Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary report as of November 25, 2014, the Army estimated the Rifleman radio
production decision would take place in February 2017. The HMS program office
stated the request for proposals release date was delayed to incorporate multiple
comments from industry. The Army released the Rifleman radio request for
proposals on January 5, 2015. The HMS Acquisition Strategy estimated it

will take This will further delay the procurement

and fielding of the Rifleman radios to the warfighters.

Manpack Radio

(U) The Army Program Executive Officer Command, Control,
Communications-Tactical notified USD(AT&L) in a March 1, 2013, program
deviation report that the production decisions for the Manpack radio would be
delayed because USD{AT&L) directed HMS program officials to conduct another
full and open competition for the production decision. The October 20, 2011,
APB showed the production decision for the Manpack radio would occur

June 2013. In the quarterly Defense Acquisition Executive Summary report as of
November 25, 2014, the Army estimated the Manpack radio production decision
would take place in July 2017. However, as of January 5, 2015, the Army had not
released a request for proposals for the Manpack radio. The HMS program office
stated the request for proposals release date was delayed to incorporate multiple
comments from industry. The HMS program office could not provide an estimate
of when the request for proposals for the Manpack radios will be released. The
HMS May 2014 Acquisition Strategy stated it will take 35 months from the release
date to a production decision, thus pushing the production decision to FY 2018.
This will further delay the procurement and fielding of the Manpack radios to
the warfighters.
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(U) fielded. In addition, the program manager is required to develop a get-well
plan that addresses each condition of release and plans for achieving a full materiel
release. The U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command, Commanding
General approved a conditional release with deficiencies for the Rifleman
unclassified and SECRET and below and Manpack radios on September 4, 2013,
August 27, 2014, and August 11, 2014, respectively. The program manager
identified the deficiencies for the Rifleman and Manpack radios and included

recommendations to remedy the problems.

Rifleman Radio
H46) The Army began fielding the Rifleman radios in 2012 and plans to field
11,633 of the initial production Rifleman radios by the end of The Army

recommended [(b) (). (b} (5y

b) (). (b) (3
6563 The Army recommended S

(U) Interoperability, information assurance, reliability, and availability are

(b} (). (b)Y (3)

from the Rifleman radio

related to
production document.
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GAO

Report No. GAO 14-460, “Army Networks: Select Programs Are Utilizing
Competition to Varying Degrees,” May 29, 2014

Report No. GAO 14-340SP, “Defense Acquisitions: Assessments of Selected Weapon
Programs,” March 31, 2014

Report No. GAO 13-711, “Army Networks: Opportunities Exist to Better Utilize
Results from Network Integration Evaluations,” August 22, 2013

Army

Report No. A-2013-0160-ALA, “Army Tactical Radio Strategy, Program Executive
Office, Command, Control and Communications-Tactical” September 25, 2013
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Our Response

E=oHe) We did not attribute the unmet requirements with the initiation of a

full and open competition for production radios. The unmet requirements are
attributed to the USD(AT&L) premature approval of the HMS program to enter
Milestone C (production and deployment phase) even though the radios did not
meet system performance requirements or have approved test and evaluation
master plans. We agree that the contractors’ designed and developed radios could
not adequately perform, failed tests, and did not meet requirements. The test
failures and unmet performance requirements that occurred during development
are the reason the HMS program was not ready to enter Milestone C (production
and deployment phase).

Management Comments on the HMS Program Significant
Cost Overruns

(U) Comments IG-1, 4, 6, and 23: USD{AT&L) stated the cost values referenced
in the draft report are outdated because a program change was reported in

the December 2014 Selected Acquisition Report issued in February 2015. The
program underwent extensive cost model analysis and subsequently the Army
changed the cost models to better show characteristics of the new acquisition
approach. The results of the updated cost model no longer project a potential cost
breach and show a significant decrease in HMS program costs as compared to the
November 2014 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary. Specifically,

Our Response

(#0469 The Army reconsidered prior assumptions and revised its cost model after
the audit was initiated. In October 2014, we provided USD(AT&L) and the Army
with a working draft report and then met with them to discuss the report, they
did not provide any updated cost data. In November 2014, we provided USD{AT&L)
and the Army with a discussion draft report. In December 2014 they provided
comments to the discussion draft report but again did not provide updated cost
data. The funding and cost numbers used in the report were the most accurate
estimates at the time the report was issued. After our January 22, 2015, draft
report and the Under Secretary’s comments dated February 24, 2015, to that

draft report, the Army released its February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary? updating the cost data.

10 e We used the February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary in our response, the information is the
same as the December 2014 Selected Acquisition Report issued in February 2015.

FOR-OFHEHAESE-ONEY

DODIG-2015-118 | 23



Appendix

[N

FOR-OH AR ESE-ONEY

Management Comments on HMS Program Cost Increases
Related to the Acquisition Strategy

USD{AT&L) Comments

(U) Comments IG-6 and 24: USD(AT&L) stated the Finding on Page 12 should state
costs not related to the acquisition strategy, including:

» the Army decision to realign vehicle integration costs from vehicle
platforms to the HMS program, and

» anew requirement to upgrade the AN/PRC 154 radio from an unclassified
to a Secret and below configuration.

He8e) USD(AT&L) also stated the vehicle integration costs referenced in Table 4
were not related to the acquisition strategy.

Army Comments ,
(U) Comment 1G-25: The Army stated that the estimated attributed
to HMS program office additional overhead (Table 4, Footnote 6) was not

exclusively associated with contract administration.

Our Response

(#0869 Table 4 of the report identifies the cost increase to the entire HMS
program. The August 1, 2012, Army Acquisition Executive Memorandum, states
the HMS program will absorb the cost to integrate Manpack radios into vehicles.
We agree the Army decision to absorb the cost resulting from integrating Manpack
radios was not related to the change in the acquisition strategy. However,

of the vehicle integration costs were acquisition strategy related
because those costs apply to subsequent vendors of the upcoming full and open
competition. We revised Table 4, Footnote 6, to state the increase
was attributed to HMS program office additional overhead.

Management Comments on HMS Program Funding Tables

(U) Comments IG-6 and 31: USD(AT&L) requested Table 1 and Table 5 identity
their data source. He also recommended the President’s Budget 2016 data should
be used for Table 5.

Our Response

H=eHe) The paragraph preceding Table 1 and Table 5 states the source of the data
as the November 2014 Defense Acquisition Summary. The 2016 President’s Budget
data was issued in February 2015, and reflected in the February 2015 Defense
Acquisition Executive Summary; however, the February 2015 Defense Acquisition
Executive Summary was not official until after the USD(AT&L) provided his
comments to the January 22, 2015, draft report on February 24, 2015.

FOR-OH A ESE-0NEY
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Management Comments on Fielding HMS Radios That Did Not
Meet Performance Requirements

USD(AT&L) Comments
(U) Comment IG-12: The USD(AT&L) stated that the Rifleman radio met the

b) (4. () (5 . b) (4). (b) (3
requirement and the RN

requirement according to the Army Test and Evaluation Command Operational
Evaluation Report. Also, the Manpack radio met the requirement
according to the signed Operational Test Agency Report.

Our Response

8869 According to Army Test and Evaluation Command Rifleman Radio

b) (4). (b) (3 . . .
the Rifleman radio did not meet
the technical requirement for

(#6483 In addition, the Army did not use the required Soldier Radio Waveform
Network Manager. Instead, the Army used an alternative method to test the

. - b L (D) (3
Riffeman radio.

(F8H8) We concluded that the requirement and the
requirement were not met during developmental

test. We based our conclusions on the Army Test and Evaluation Command “Final

Test Report for the Joint Tactical Radio System Handheld, Manpack, and Small

Form Fit, AN/PRC -154 Rifleman Radio [T
August 16, 2012. The USD(AT&L) did not provide a copy of the Army Test and
Evaluation Command Operational Evaluation report he referred to in his comments.

P86 The Manpack radio did not meet all the required |

I < in the production document.
— However, because the Manpack radio did not meet
all of the required requirements, we concluded that it did not

fully meet the requirement.
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Army Comments
(U) Comments IG-5 and 11: The Product Manager HMS stated the radios fielded to

the warfighters meet all performance requirements with the exception of A

I ' oprationsl

test report stated that the Manpack radio exceeded the program requirement of

The Army plans to field the

Manpack radio only in the configuration. The Army stated the

HMS Rifleman and Manpack radios received conditional releases with criteria to
p

achieve full material release.

Our Response

68563 The fielded Rifleman and Manpack radios did not meet all critical
and essential system performance requirements as specified in the approved

(b) (4). (b)

production documents. Specifically, the Rifleman radio did not meet the

e T ——

and the R . <. In
addition, the Manpack radio did not meet the
requirement [T 2d did not fully meet the
- requirement.

6865 Our determination was based on our review of the Army approved test

reports mentioned above that were provided during the audit. The product
manager did not provide additional test documentation to support that the radios
fielded meet all performance requirements with the exception of the Manpack

radio

(U) We stated in the report, “Fielding Impacts to the Warfighter,” that the

U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command, Commanding General,
approved three conditional releases with deficiencies for the Rifleman and
Manpack radios between September 4, 2013, and August 27, 2014. The project
manager identified the deficiencies for the Rifleman and Manpack radios and
included recommendations to remedy the problems.

Management Comments on Manpack Test Reporting
(U) Comment IG-14: The Army stated that the Manpack radio was not suitable

[(b) (4). (b) (3) because (b (4). (b) (5)

11 (U) The Product Manager HMS comments did not specify an operational test report date; however, we assume they are
referring to the Manpack radio operational test report dated September 2014.

FOR-OHEIAT SO Y
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Our Response

#6464 We clarified in the report that was

not suitable.

Management Comments on HMS Program Test Plans

(U) Comments 1G-9, 21, and 36: The USD(AT&L) stated the Milestone C decision
was made with full awareness of the test results, documentation status and had
the support of the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation community. The
USD(AT&L) exercised discretion in approving a limited production of radios to
meet Army operational needs and provide for additional operational testing. The
limited quantity of radios was approved with the Army’s full understanding of

radio performance.

(U) USD(AT&L) stated radios are not required to be 100-percent defect free during
the production and deployment phase. The USD(AT&L) also stated that while

test and evaluation master plans are generally required, this policy is tailorable
and qualification testing may occur with the Director, Operational Test and
Evaluation’s approved test plans. Draft test and evaluation master plans for the
Rifleman and Manpack radios required revisions to align them with the changing
acquisition strategy. The Director, Operational Test and Evaluation approved the
HMS test plans.

Our Response

#e4e) The USD(AT&L) approved the HMS program to enter Milestone C in

June 2011; however, neither the Rifleman nor Manpack radios have successfully
passed all operational testing. We requested the Director, Operational, Test and
Evaluation’s approved test plans for tests performed to support the Milestone C
decision. We also requested the test results for the Manpack radio operational test,
September 8, 2014, and the Rifleman radio operational test, November 25, 2014.
Although we received approved test plans for the “Manpack Radio Follow-On
Operational Test and Evaluation” and the “Combined AN/PRC-154A and Nett
Warrior Initial Operational Test and Evaluation Phase 2,” we did not receive
approved test plans for the “AN/PRC-154 Rifleman radio, Verification of Corrected
Deficiencies.” The HMS program had most of the approved test plans; however,

the program office did not have an approved test and evaluation master plan as
required by DoD Instruction 5000.02. The Rifleman and Manpack radios are both
listed on the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation oversight list and are in

the Production and Deployment Phase (past Milestone C). The Instruction further
states that programs on the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation oversight
list, operational testing will be conducted in accordance with the approved test and
evaluation master plans. The January 7, 2015, revision to DoD Instruction 5000.02

EORH A S - O R
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(Fete) states “programs on the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation oversight
list, operational testing will be conducted in accordance with the approved test and
evaluation master plans and operational test plan.” The revised guidance applies
to the new acquisition strategy. During the audit, we were provided with three
“draft” test and evaluation master plans for each radio, but none of these drafts
were elevated beyond the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of the Army for Test
and Evaluation for approval. B

Management Comments on Initial Production Decision

(U) Comment IG-13: The USD(AT&L) stated the Army’s operational needs
statement dated December 3, 2013, supported the initial production decision and
documented the Army’s desire to take delivery of radios to meet warfighter needs
despite known test results. The Army requested approval of a limited production
with full knowledge and acceptance of the radios performance. The USD(AT&L)
approved limited production of the radios in response to Army operational needs.
In addition, the Defense Acquisition Board, which includes representatives from the
Developmental and Operational test communities, participated in the Milestone C
review and agreed with the Milestone C decision. The USD(AT&L) stated that the
Rifleman Radio performance was sufficient enough that the Army preferred to
procure radios to meet operational needs even though test results showed that not
all primary and secondary requirements had been met. The USD(AT&L) did not
consider the test deficiencies significant enough to deny the Army’s request to field

radios for immediate operational use.

(U) The USD(AT&L) stated the Manpack radio test results were not considered
sufficient and only 100 radios were initially approved for further developmental
testing. The Army planned to field those radios only after testing found them to be
production representative. However, more testing was needed to justify additional
Manpack production and deployment.

Our Response

(U) The December 2011 Director, Operational Test and Evaluation report stated
the “JTRS HMS program was schedule-driven and had reduced developmental
testing to support an aggressive operational test schedule.” The December 3, 2013,
memorandum was in part to obtain additional initial production Manpack radios
to fill a production or delivery gap. Also, the January 2014 Director, Operational
Test and Evaluation annual report recommended that the Rifleman and Manpack
radios perform adequate developmental testing before future operational testing.
The radios did not meet performance requirements, and the Army accepted the
risk and decided to field radios to the warfighters that did not meet primary and

secondary requirements.

28 | DODIG-2015-118
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Management Comments on HMS Program Test Reports
and Events

(U) Comment IG-20: The USD(AT&L) recommended adding a list of test events
and resulting test reports to clear up inaccuracies in the report. For example, the
secondary requirement for network management capability was met according

to an Army Test and Evaluation Command operational evaluation report. The
USD(AT&L) also stated that the current content of the “System Test Deficiencies”
section was insufficient to accurately describe “major test deficiencies.”

(U) Since Milestone C, the Rifleman radio completed these tests:

e four Government Development Tests;
* an Initial Operational Test and Evaluation;
* an Operational Assessment with the 75 Ranger Regiment; and

e two Customer Tests.

(U) The Manpack radio completed these tests:

four Government Development Tests;

a Multi-service Operational Test and Evaluation;

four Customer Tests; and

a Follow-On Operational Test and Evaluation.

(U) The USD(AT&L) stated that both radios demonstrated performance
improvements throughout their testing, with additional testing, and product
corrections planned before the production decisions.

Our Response

H=eH8) We clarified in the report that we considered deficiencies from testing
performed in support of the Milestone C decision. Specifically, we used results
from the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation assessment, dated May 9, 2011,
on the Rifleman radio development test and verification of correction of
deficiencies and the Manpack radio’s customer and development tests. The

Army Test and Evaluation Command report stated that an

alternative method was used to test the Rifleman radio.

(+8#83 The Director, Operational Test and Evaluation stated in its assessment that
testing of the Soldier Radio Waveform Network Management was deficient and the
test was not conducted in accordance with the approved test plan.” Based on our

analysis of the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation assessment, we concluded

. by (. (b)Y (5 -
that the secondary requirement for was not met.
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FOHe) After we issued our January 22, 2015, draft report, the Army submitted its
February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary for the HMS program. The
summary showed a significant decrease in program lifecycle support costs over the
Defense Acquisition Executive Summary dated November 2014,

Management Comments on Number of Radios Procured
(U) Comment IG-27: The Army stated the HMS program office procured
19,327 Rifleman and 5,326 Manpack radios under the HMS development

contract. The Nett Warrior program purchased an additional 2,052 Rifleman
radios (for a total of 21,379).

Our Response

FOHPe) We agree that the Nett Warrior program funded 2,052 of the

21,379 Rifleman radios purchased. However, we chose not to introduce a
new program into the report because all the radios were procured under the
HMS development contract.

Management Comments on Rifleman Radio Timeline

(U) Comment IG-29: The Product Manager HMS stated the approved Acquisition
Strategy and current program schedule depicts a timeline of 26 months from
the request for proposal release to the production decision. There are no delays
projected at this time.

Our Response

=86 We disagree that the time from the proposal release to the production
decision was 26 months from the May 2014 acquisition strategy. We used the
estimated draft request for proposal release date to calculate 35 months in

the draft report. We revised that calculation to use the estimated request for
proposal date in the May 2014 acquisition strategy. The May 2014 acquisition
strategy shows an estimated request for proposal date of June 2014 and an
estimated production decision date of February 2017, this calculates to 32 months.
We revised the report from 35 months to 32 months. Although, the Army’s
February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary*? shows the request for
proposals was issued in January 2015 with an estimated production decision date
of March 2017 (26 months), the February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive
Summary was issued after our January 22, 2015, draft report.

12 (ee@y We used the February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary in our response, the information is the
same as the December 2014 Selected Acquisition Report issued in February 2015.
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Management Comments on Manpack Radio Timeline

(U) Comment IG-30: The Product Manager HMS stated the approved Acquisition
Strategy depicted a timeline of 32 months from request for proposal release to the
production decision. However, the current program schedule projects 26 months
from request for proposal release to the production decision.

Our Response

(#=0He) We disagree that the time from the proposal release to the production
decision was 32 months from the May 2014 acquisition strategy. We used the
estimated draft request for proposal release date to calculate 37 months in the
draft report. We revised that calculation to use the estimated request for proposal
date in the May 2014 acquisition strategy. The May 2014 acquisition strategy
shows an estimated request for proposal date of August 2014 and an estimated
production decision date of July 2017, this calculates to 35 months. We revised

the report from 37 months to 35 months. Although, the Army’s February 2015
Defense Acquisition Executive Summary?® shows the request for proposals in the
3 quarter 2015 and an estimated production decision date of September 2017
(26 months) the February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary was issued
after our January 22, 2015, draft report.

Management Comments on Delayed Procurement of Radios

(U) Comment 1G-28: The USD{AT&L) stated that HMS Program Office timelines that
show no radio procurements until FY 2018 are inaccurate. The Army will procure
competition test assets for Manpack and Rifleman in FY 2016 and production
assets in FY 2017.

Our Response

(¥6H63 The discussion in the report is for procurements after the production
decision. Based on our recalculation of the estimated production decision timeline
for both the Rifleman and Manpack radios, we revised the production decision
dates presented in the report. The recalculated estimated production decision
date for the Rifleman radio is September 2017 (32 months from the January 2015
request for proposal release date). We revised the report to show FY 2017 for the
Rifleman radio. However, since the Manpack request for proposal had not been
released, our recalculated estimated production decision date for the Manpack
radio remains FY 2018 (35 months from the January 2015 request for proposal
release date).

13 (me&we) We used the February 2015 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary in our response, the information is the

same as the December 2014 Selected Acquisition Report issued in February 2015.

FOR-OTFHCTATETSE-ONEY
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Management Comments on HMS Program Schedule Delays

(U) Comment 1G-10: The USD{AT&L) stated that the 4-year delay to the production
decisions and planned fielding schedules are not solely attributable to the change in
the acquisition strategy but also to poor test results. Had the acquisition strategy
remained unchanged, current radio performance would not justify an immediate

or on-time production decision. Product improvements and further testing were

needed to correct remaining radio deficiencies.

Our Response

(e Program deviation reports attribute the change in the acquisition strategy
as the cause for schedule delays. The HMS program office will not use the test
results from the development contract radios to award the production contracts.

Management Comments on Congressional Interest

(U) Comment 1G-19: The USD(AT&L) wanted the report to identify the full extent
of Congressional interest in and guidance for the program. The USD(AT&L) stated
there were numerous letters of congressional inquiry that communicated the desire
and guidance to follow a competitive and multi-vendor acquisition approach. While
this may increase testing costs, competitive forces may also drive down unit costs.

Our Response

(U) We were provided documents showing congressional interest and guidance
on a full and open competition for the HMS program production contracts.
However, the 2012 National Defense Authorization Act was the only official
mandatory requirement from Congress. We discussed the 2012 National Defense
Authorization Act in the report.

Management Comments on When the Army Submitted the
Acquisition Strategy for Approval

(U) Comment 1G-35: USD(AT&L) stated that the Army submitted the Acquisition
Strategy for approval on March 21, 2014, and USD{AT&L) approved the new
acquisition strategy in May 2014.

Our Response

eHe) We revised the conclusion to state that the Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology approved the HMS Acquisition Strategy on
March 21, 2014, and the USD(AT&L) provided final approval on May 1, 2014.
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Management Comments on HMS Program

Milestone C Decision

(U) Comments [G-8 and 9: The USD(AT&L) took exception to the audit report
referring to the Milestone C decision as premature and stated that the Milestone C
decision was made with full awareness of the test results and document status.
Radios were needed to meet Army operational needs and provide for additional
operational testing. The USD(AT&L) stated the requirement of an approved test
and evaluation master plan was tailorable and qualification testing may occur
with a Director, Operational Test and Evaluation approved Operational Test
Agency Test Plan,

Our Response

(#6843 The Milestone C decision was schedule driven. In May 2011, the

HMS program had developmental test deficiencies, reduced the number of
developmental tests, and had not completed program documentation as required
in the DoD Instruction 5000.02. In addition, the HMS program had an aggressive
operational testing schedule.

(U) The Rifleman and Manpack radios are both listed on the Director, Operational
Test and Evaluation Oversight List and are in the production and deployment
phase (past milestone C). DoD Instruction 5000.02 states that for programs on the
Director, Operational Test and Evaluation Oversight List, operational testing will
be conducted in accordance with the approved test and evaluation master plan and
operational test plan. USD(AT&L) did not provide us with any waivers or tailoring
of this requirement.

(#6469 The USD(AT&L) approved the HMS program to enter Milestone C in
June 2011. However, as of April 2015, the HMS program office had not provided
operational test reports for the Rifleman and Manpack radios that showed the
radios successfully passed operational testing.

Management Comments on Use of Plain Language

(U) Comment IG-18: USD(AT&L) commented that the report should add “full rate”
before production radios in the report.

Our Response

(U) The audit report establishes the term full-rate production as production in the
“HMS Program History” section of the report.
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