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OTHER TRANSACTIONS: Meeting The Department of Defense’s
Objectives

l. Introduction

A shrinking defense budget, a shrinking defense industrial base, and the
location of the technoiogy ﬁeeded by the Department of Defense to meet its .
ﬁational security requi'rements are realitfes that have héd an impaét on how the
Department of Defense (DoD) acquires research and development. Ih addition,
DoD's objectives for science and technology, acquisition reform, and civil/military
integration, also effect how DoD acquires research and development. Today’s
challenge for DoD is to develop an acquisition strategy for acquiring research
and development that will address these ‘realities while achieving DoD’s
objecfives.

This paper will discuss an authority, known as “other transactions,” which
if properly implemented, could become an effective tool in DoD'’s acquisition
strategy to acquire research and development. To this end, -thi>s paper attempts
to answer three questions: Why did DoD end up with other transaction
authority? Is it necessary? What is its future?

In answéring these questions, chapter two will discuss DoD’s objectivés
for science and technology, acquisition reform, including a series of reports
which analyze how DoD should acquire research and develpopment, and
civil/military integration. Chapter three Qiii discuss DoD’s basic statutory
authority for the use of other transaction instruments to acquire research and

development. It will give an overview of the authority's legislative history, the
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legal status of other transactions, the types of other transactions, and the
applicabiiity of federal procurement statutes and regulations to an other
transaction agreement.

Chapter four will analyze DoD’s implementation of its other t;ahsaction
authority, including the current status of DoD’s ,ifnplementation, the .
characteristics thaf havé émerged from 'DoD’s imblementati'on, and the
challenges that DoD must -address in order to accomplish éuccessful
implementation. Finally, chapter five will summarize how this authority could
become a key tool in helping DoD meet its challenge of creating a successful
acquisition strategy to acquire research and develbpment that addresses the
realities facing DoD while achieving DoD'’s other objectives.

il. Department of Defense Objectives

DoD’s objectives for science and technology, acquisition reform, and
civilimilitary integratidn impact DoD’s acquisition strategy for acquiring research
and developmen_t. They also address certain realities facing -DoD, including a
.shrinking defense'budget, the iocation 'of_ the technology DoD needs, and the
shrinking of the defénse industry. Arguably, fhese objectives are the foundation
for why DoD sought out another authority, namely other transactions, to acquire

research and development.
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A. Department of Defense Science and Technology Strategy’

“Technological superiority has been, and continues to be, a cornerstone

"? Conducting research and development,

of our national military strategy.
although costly and time bonsuming, is critical to ensure continued global
stability, and specifically, the United States’ national security.® The vision of

DoD’s Science and Technology (S&T) Strategy is to “[dlevelop and transition

! DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY (May 1996) availabie
at http://www.dtic.mil/dstp/96_docs/strategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1968.  The
Department of Defense’s science and technology program is guided by the National Security
Science and Technology Strategy, the military departments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
unified commanders. See OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, NATIONAL SECURITY SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY (Sept. 1995) (expiains the Clinton Administration’s science and
technology policy) and OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, TECHNOLOGY IN THE NATIONAL
INTEREST (1996) (discusses the Clinton Administration's technology policy and programs that
support this policy). For a discussion on federal technology policy see Lewis Branscomb et al.,
Investing in Innovation: Toward a Consensus Strateqy for Federal Technology Policy 7 {(April 24,
1897) available at http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/iip/techproj/home.html, visited on May 25, 1998;
LEWIS M. BRANSCOMB & JAMES H. KELLER, INVESTING IN INNOVATION: CREATING A RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION POLICY THAT WORKS (1998); and Roland W. Schmitt, Beyond Competitiveness:
Technology Policy for the 1990’s, 5 STAN. L. & PoL'Y REv. 119 (1993). ‘

° DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 1998 DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY OBJECTIVES (1998) Introduction and
Summary, available at http://www.dtic. mil/dstp/98_docs/dtos/intro.htm, visited on May 26, 1998.
There are several documents that set out the strategic planning process for the Department of
Defense'’s science and technology program. The document that presents the foundation for the
program is the Defense Science and Technology Strategy. It is supported by the following
documents: the Basic Research Plan, the Joint Warfighting Science and Technology Plan, the

- Defense Technology Area Plan, and the Déefense Technology Objectives. These documents are
responsive to the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Vision 2010 and the National Science and
Technology Council’s National Security and Technology Strategy. Id: The National Military
Strategy points out seven equally important capabilities which DoD must maintain in order to
meet its role in ensuring the United States security. These core capabilities include strategic
deterrence, decisive operations, special operations, forcible entry, force protection, counterning
weapons of mass destruction, focused logistics, and information operations. CHAIRMAN OF THE
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 24-27
(September, 1997). The National Military Strategy is advice provided from the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on the strategic direction of the Armed Forces. It “describes the strategic
environment, develops naticnal military objectives and the strategy to accomplish those
objectives, and describes the military capabilities required to execute the strategy.” /d. at 5. The
United States Armed Forces is the military instrument that ensures the countries security. The
United States military's primary purpose “is to deter threats of organized violence against the
United States and its interests, and to defeat such threats should deterrence fail. . . . The Armed
Forces' core competence is the ability to apply decisive military power to deter or defeat
aggression and achieve [the United States] national security objectives.” /d. at &
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superior technology to enable affordable, decisive military capability.” DoD's
objective is “to develop options for future decisive military capabilities based on

*> DoD's ultimate challenge for its science and technology

superior technology.
program is to put the best avaitable technology® into the hands of its customer,

the warfighter, in a timely and cost effective manner.7

The DoD S&T Strategy sets out four generic considerations, including
affordability, dual use, acceierated transition and a strong industrial base, which

have -a high priority when DoD is determining which technologies it will pursue.®

_3 See generally DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY (May,
1996) available at http:/lwww.dtic.milldstprS_doc;s/strategylstrategy.htm, visited on May 26,
1998,

‘ DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 1 (May, 1996)
5available at http://www.dtic.mil/dstplQS_docs/strategylstrategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998,

id
¢ See generally DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENGE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 3 (May,
19986) available at hﬂp:/lwww.dtic.mil/dstp/%_docs/strategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26,
1998. A key characteristic for the warfighters is spectrum dominance. Full spectrum dominance
is “the capability to dominate an adversary across the full range of military operations.” This
characteristic is heavily dependent on obtaining information superiority which in turn makes
information technologies the “silver buliet” the warfighters. “The Joint Staff has articulated twelve
high-priority warfighting needs, called Joint Warfighting Objectives.” These objectives provide a
focus for the goals of the Defense Science and Technology program. The twelve objectives are:
information superiority, precision force, combat identification, joint theater missile defense,

-military operations in urban terrain, joint readiness, joint countermine, electronic warfare,
information warfare, chemical/biological agent detection, real-time logistics controi, and
counterproliferation. /d. at 5-10. ' )

" DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY preface (May, 1996)
available at http://www.dtic.miIldstp/96_docslstrategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998,
This strategy recognizes that information technologies, such as computing systems that
distribute near-real time information to all levels of operations, are critical to achieving the
dominance DoD seeks. /d. For an overview of DoD's Science and Technology Program see
Statement of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology Honorabie Jacques S.
Gansler, Before the Subcommittees on Procurement and Research and Development House
Committee on National Security, A&T Overview, February 26, 1998 and Statement of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology Honorable Paul G. Kaminiski, Before the
Acquisition and Technology Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed Services on
DOD FY 1998 Acquisition and Technology Program, March 11, 1997.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 11 (May, 1996)
available at http://www.dtic.mil/dstp/96__docs/strategylstrategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998. In
light of declining budgets, affordability has become a priority for DoD’s S&T program. To meet
the warfighters needs DoD must consider reduced costs of development and procurement and
life-cycle operation. fd, at 11-12, '
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These considerations shape DoD’s strategic investment priorities. The first
consideration is affordability. As DoD faces the challenge of modernizing the
Armed Forces within budget constraints, the S&T program must provide timely

and affordable advanced technology.®

The second consideration, dual use technqlogies,wris based on the fact .
thét technologies critical to future warfighting are being developed comrrlren"cially
and internationally." The DoD S&T Strategy recognizes that DoD must rely
increasingly on the same industrial base that builds commercial products and
that budget const}aints limit DoD’s ability to sustain a defense-unique industrial
base. DoD’s S&T Strategy recognizes that “a common commercial and defense
industrial base will serve defense needs better, enhance US economic
competitiveness, and provide US industry with the benéfit of combined, larger

n12

markets. The S&T program, through utilization of commercial practices and

preducts, will help build a common.industrial base which will develop technology 7

° DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 11-12 (May, 1996)
available at http:/fwww.dtic.mii/dstp/%__docs/strategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998,
" Dual use technologies are those technologies that have both defense and non-defense
applications. Secretary of Defense William Perry Memorandum, DoD Domestic Technology
Transfer/Dual Use Technology Development (June 2, 1995) available at
http://dtic.dla.miI/techtransit/techtransferfperry.html, visited on Jan. 19, 1998. Dual use
technology development is an integral element of DoD's pursuit of its national security mission.
id. See generally DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DUAL USE TECHNOLOGY: A DEFENSE STRATEGY FOR
AFFORDABLE, LEADING-EDGE TECHNOLOGY (Feb. 1995), available at
http://www.acq.osd.mii/esiduUdufinal.htm!, visited on July 4, 1998 (discusses DoD's dual-use
technology strategy as a way to break down barriers between commercial and defense industries
and to facilitate the integration of a “national industrial capability™); NATIONAL EcoNomic CounclL,
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNSEL, OFFICE OF SCIENGE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY, SECOND TO NONE:
PRESERVING AMERICA'S MILITARY ADVANTAGE THROUGH DUAL-USE TECHNOLOGY (Feb. 1995)
(discusses dual-use technology strategy as the way to move toward a “single, cutting-edge
nationai technology and industrial base™). :

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 12 (May, 1996)
available at http://www.dtic.mil/dstp/96_docslstrategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998,

Id. Defense industries will still be needed to produce large weapon systems and sustain _
unique defense needs. /d. '
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that will serve as a “base for both military and commercial products and

applications.”™

The third consideration, accelerated transition, focuses on maintaining
technological superiority through fielding new state-of-the-art systems, within’
reduc‘;ed budgets, and at a rapid pace whigih is set by the technology revolutiorﬂ;1 : )
Ohe of the keys to tHis briority ils thé use of Advanced Concept Techﬁology
Demonstrations (ACTDs). The idea is to put the technologies in the hands of
| the warfighter so they have the opportunity to evaluate the technologies' value.
The objective is '_‘to focus S&T on supporting ‘the military needs and problems,
speed transitions, and provide a sound basis for acquisition decisions.”” The
purpose of the fourth and final consideration, a strong technology base,' is to
maintain a stable technology base investrﬁent which will develop options for the

future. "’

1,
" g, : : :
'* DEPARTMENT OF DeFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 13 (May, 1996)
available at http:'//vmw.dtic.mii/dstprS_docs/strategylstrategy.htrn-,'visited on May 26, 1998.
“The DoD S&T program is structured to accelerate movement of technoiogies through the
continuum to maturity through Advanced Technology Demonstrations (ATDs) and Advanced
Concept Technology Demonstrations (ACTDs). ATDs are the military Depaniments’ and Defense
Agencies’ narrowly focused technology demonstrations, to identify key technologies ready for
transition and demonstrate their performance parameters. ACTDs are DoD's broadly-based
proof of concept demonstrations, to evaluate the military utility of mature advanced
technologies.” /d. at 17. An ACTD gives the operational forces in the field the ability to use the
new technology and evaluate what changes need to be made to the technology so that it
improves operational concepts and tactics. /d. '
® DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 13 (May, 1996)
availabie at http://www.dtic.miI/dstplgs_docs/straiegylstrategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998.
“Within the S&T program, the Technology Base is the name given to the basic research, applied
research, and education of scientists and engineers that provides the foundation for future
military development and applications.” /d, _

/d. DoD will continue to rely on universities, industry and DoD laboratories to ensure a stable
technology base is maintained. /d. S
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)The DoD S&T Strategy also sets out five guiding principles for
management and oversight of DoD’s S&T program. These guiding principles
include transition technology to address warfighting needs, reduce cost,
strengthen the Industrial base, promote‘ basic research, and assure quality.'®
DoD acknowledges that a balancedr'approach to. "techhology, product and.
brocess development” is important give‘n the realities 6f budget cuts. These
principles, therefore, through leveraging the best resources in the United States,

are designed to put the best capabilities in the hands of the warfighters. '

With respect to the first principle, iransitioning technology to the
warfighters, the challenge for DoD is to transition affordable technology to the
warfighters “faster than it is supplied to the international market."”® To meet this
challenge DoD must “work with the warfighters” because it is they who must
determine what capabilities are needed which in turn will determine what

systems will be purchased."

The second principle, reducing cost, which includes the objective of
reducing the acquigifion and fife_-cycle costs, is equal to the objectives of
performance and developing new capabilities.”? One of the ways this objective

will be achieved is through using the best commercial products, practices, and

1% DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY STRATEGY 21-42 (May, 19986)
?gvailabte at http:/lwww.dtic.rniI/dstp/%_docs/strategy/strategy.htm, visited on May 26, 1998.

id. at 22,
% Id. at 23. DoDis faced with the fact that regional adversaries, although lacking the ingenuity

to develop the best technologies, can buy the best technologies in the international arms market,
id. -

' 1d at 23.
2 1d. at 27.
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processes. This use is summarized as follows:

[tlhe Department of Defense must expioit national and international
commercial practices, standards, technologies, products, and protocols
as the rule, rather than the exception. . . . Investments in dual-use
technology and products with potential for both defense and commercial
applications can encourage commercial companies to reduce the time to
reach production, and reap benefit from the economies of scale that
derive from commercial; mass markets. Where DoD. needs Uniciue items, - -
the objective is to manufacture them on.flexible production lines.® '

The third management principle, strengthening the industrial Abase, is
grounded in the goal of using the same technology and industrial base to
develop military and commercial products. This concept, known as dual use,
means that technologies, processes, and products will have both military and

non-military application.* DoD's strategy acknowledges that

[t is imperative that DoD foster, to the maximum extent practical, an

integration of military and commercial industry in order to achieve a more

cost-effective, single set of industrial enterprises that are capable of

developing and building more affordable and productive military and
- commercial products.® '

-DoD realizes that it is “crucial’ that DoD -estabiish a close connection with the
science community outside DoD. DoD's strategy also recognizes, as part of
strengthening the industrial base, that commercial technologies increasingly can

be used to meet defense needs. In order to exploit these commercial

2 |d. at 28.
* 1d. at 31. “A technology or process may first be developed for a military context and then be
%pplied to commercial use, or vice-versa.” /d. ’ .

ld. at 32. “DoD has along history of sustained investment both in technology development
and in industriai process maturation that directly contributed to commercial economic growth and
job creation. This has been one of the strengths of the DoD S&T program.” /d,
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technologies, DoD must create incentives that will facilitate the insertion of

commercial technology into defense systems. %

The fourt'h management principle, promoting basic research, has five
objectives. These objedtives are focus’ec_f on continued discovgry of new
knowl‘edge that will ensure that the U.S. iS'notA technologi_cal_ly surprised and that .
there is training for the next generation of scientists and engineers.” Finally the
last management principle, assuring quality, is focused on obtaining quality not

ql_.lantity. This means fewer but better scientists, facilities and products.?
B. Acquisition Reform Within the Department of Defense

The Department of Defense’s overall objective for its acquisition process
's to make it "faster, cheaper and better.”” However the defense industry that
grew up after World War Il became layered with government procurement

reguiations,® which increased the cost of doing business for DoD.*" Many of

® Id. at 34.

" Id. at 35,

2 g a135-37. : < ,
See DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD, REPORT OF THE DEFENSE SCIENCE
BoARD AcaQuisiTioN WORKFORCE SUB-PANEL OF THE DEFENSE ACQUISITION REFORM TASK FORCE
ES-1 (Mar. 1998) The Defense Science Board {DSB) believes that DoD'’s efforts to make the
acquisition process faster, cheaper and better shouid be measured against the warfighter's
perspective and an appropriate “business” perspective. The DSB described how a better,
cheaper, and faster acquisition process will directly benefit the warfighters mission. Better is
described as “[bletter acquisition ensures that the warfighter has the high-quality, leading edge
systems needed to maintain technological superiority on the future battlefieids.” Cheaper is
described as “{c]heaper acquisition enables the Department to make the best possible use of
limited resources and ensures that the warfighter gets the greatest return from each dollar.”
Faster is described as “[f]aster acquisition enables systems to move from system commitment
decision to fielding more quickly in order to be available for the warfighter when needed.” /d. at
ES-1.

% See Jacaues S. GANSLER, DEFENSE CONVERSION: TRANSFORMING THE ARSENAL OF DEMOCRACY
19, 20 (1995) (In 1989, Dr. Gansler summarized the DoD procurement system as follows: “The
[DeD] spends over $100 billion every year in about 15 million separate contract actions. . . .
These actions are.carried out by more than 150,000 government acquisition personnel and

+ another 300,000 supporting government acquisition personnel, using 30, 000 pages of

9 .
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these regulations were enacted by Congress “to curb abuses and to foster goals
other than efficient procurement of defense equipment.”® These conflict with
DoD’s objective for fast and efficient procurements and have resulted in “high
costs, long procurement times, inefficient production, and restricted access to |

technology.”*

Therefore DoD has been faced with deciding whether or not it
has the luxury of continuing to incur the cost related to its heavily régﬁlated
procurement system. Recent acquisition reform initiatives appear to be a signal
that DoD is realizing that it cannot éontinue to incur the costs of this system at
the expense of its other objectives. |

In 1994 the Secretary of Defense reported to Congress that dramatic

changes had to be made to the current acquisition process.* Since that time

regulations issued by seventy-nine different offices. The process is overseen by twenty-nine
congressional committees with fifty-five subcommittees and 28,000 congressional staff
members. This activity is monitored in minute detail by 26, 000 government auditors who are
assisted by numerous public-interest groups and newspaper reporters. On the industrial side,
millions of people employed in firms both large and smail, public and private, operate within this
Byzatine maze of regutations and oversight that make up the unique way in which business is
conducted in the defense arena.”) See afso U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Asséssment,
Holding the Edge: Maintaining the Defense Technology Base, Volume I, Appendixes at 17-20,
OTA-ISC-432 (Jan. 1980) (discusses the increased congressional oversight since the 1970's
stating that in 1970 the defense authorization act was § pages and the conference report that
accompanied it was 33 pages and stating that 29 committees and 55 subcommittees oversee
defense activities).

" See DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, THE DOD REGULATORY COST PREMIUM: A QUANTITATIVE
EASSESSMENT (Dec. 1994). :

> OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY PoLicy, HOLDING THE EDGE" MAINTAINING THE DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY
BASE, Summary at 5 (1989). The report lists several laws and regulations that have been added
to ensure “civilian control over military. procurement, Administration control over Service
activities, congressional control, protection of congressional constituent interests, environmental
protection, fairness, competition, accountability, honesty, controllable business practices,
minority interests, small business interests, protection against conflicts of interest, and
E)revention of large profits at taxpayer expense.” /d. at 5-6.

° Id. at 6. S ' , -

3 Secretary of Defense William Perry Pian Provided to the House Armed Services Committee
and Government Affairs Committee, Mandate for Change (Feb. 1994) available at '
http:/imww.acq.osd. mil/ar, visited on June 30, 1998.

10
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DoD’s procurement system has been undergoing substantial reform.*® This
reform has been targeted at streamlining provisions in the Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR).*® The FAR has been viewed as a cumbersome set of
regulations, the use of which, increases what the government pays for goods

and services.”
1. DoD Acquisition Reform Objectives

As mentioned above the overall objective of acquisition reform is “to do

the job better, cheaper, and faster.”® It is one of DoD’s top five priorities in its

* In 1993, pursuant to congressional direction the DoD Advisory Panet on Streamlining and

* Codifying Acquisition Law, known as the Section 800 panel, prepared an 1,800 page report which
became the blueprint for future acquisition reform laws. National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991, Pub. L. No. 101-510, § 800, 104 Stat. 1587, 1588 (Nov. 5, 1980) and DoD
Acquisition Law Advisory Panel, Streamlining Defense Acquisition Laws, Report to the United
States Congress, Department of Defense (Jan. 14, 19893). For a summary of the Section 800
panel’s report see DaD Acquisition Law Advisory Panel, Streamiining Defense Acquisition Laws:
Executive Summary (Mar. 1993). The following acquisition reform laws have been passed since
1994: (a) The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (FASA), Pub. L. No. 103-355, 108
Stat. 3243 (1994); (b) the Information Technology Management Reform Act of 1995 (ITMRA),
Pub. L. No. 104-108, 110 Stat, 642 (1996); and (c) the Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1998
(FARA), Pub L. No. 104-106, 110 Stat. 679 (1996). FARA and ITMRA have been renamed the
.Clinger-Cohen Act.
% See DEBRA VAN OPSTAL, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, ROAD MAP FOR
FEDERAL ACQUISITION (FAR) REFORM (1995) (discusses history of federal acquisition regulation
reform). '
3$ Department of Defense, THE DOD REGULATORY COST PREMIUM: A QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT
(December 1994). The following true story serves as a vivid example of the impact of the FAR,
“Martin Marietta made two proposals for launching a communications satellite: one to a private
sector firm to launch an Intelsat, and one to the U.S, government to launch a Geostat. The
proposal to the private sector cost Martin Marietta $1,000 to prepare and was ten pages long.
The proposal to the government cost $1 ,000,000 and was 10,000 pages long.” JACQUES S.
GANSLER, DEFENSE CONVERSION: TRANSFORMING THE ARSENAL OF DEMOCRACY 137 (1995) An
Administration’s task force recommended that the government should move toward conducting
its business under a set of guiding principles instead of the ‘rigid rules’ of the FAR. It has been
argued that this set of guiding principles could be patterned after the commercial business
world's Uniform Commercial Code. /d. at 138-140.
% Under Secretary of Defense Acquisition and Technology The Honorable Jacques S. Gansler,
Defense Modernization: Transforming The Way The Pentagen Does Business, Remarks at the
National Contract Management Association (Feb. 18, 1998) (transcript available at
http://www.acq.osd.mii/ousdalspeech/ncma.dinner.html, visited on March 21, 1998). In a recent
interview, Mr. Soloway, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Acquisition Reform) stressed that
speed has become a critical factor in the acquisition process because of today's fast-pace of -
technology deveiopment. New DOD Acquisition, 69 FED. CONT. REP. {BNA) No. 18, at 514 (May

11
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"Revolution in Business Affairs,”* and it focuses on providing systems that are
responsive, efficient, and smart.* DoD'’s acquisition reform vision is that “DoD
will be recognized as the World's smartest, most efficient, and most responsive
buyer of best-value goods and services that meet our warfighters' needs from a-

globally competitive national industrial base.""

Acquisition reform is also an integral part of other DoD reform initiatives.
For example, by identifying “real barriers,” a DoD acquisitton reform team is
playing a critical role in achieving civil-military integration which is discussed

below. Likewise one of the four pillars in the Defense Reform Initiative® is

4, 1998). Mr. Soloway stated that DoD’s major weapons systems take 12 to 15 years 1o field.
Therefore with a technology cycle of 18 months, DoD will be fielding systems that are out of
date. /d. : :

* The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology (Dr. Jacques S. Gansler) has
stated that the way DoD will pay for the required modernization of the Armed Forces is through a
“Revolution in Business Affairs.” Statement of Dr. Jacques S. Gansler, Under Secretary of
Defense (A&T)-designate before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate (Oct.

1, 1997); Under Secretary of Defense Acquisition and Technology Jacques S. Gansler, Defense
Modernization: Transforming The Way The Pentagon Does Business, Remarks at the National
Contract Management Association (Feb. 18, 1998) (transcript available at -
http:/!www.acq.osd.mil/ousdalspeech/ncma.dinner.html, visited on March 21, 1998). The five
priorities for achieving this revolution are acquisition reform, civilian/military industriai
integration, restructuring support systems, reengineering logistics systems, and training the
acquisition workforce. /d. See also Acquisition Chief Nominee Gansier See ‘Business

" Revolution’ as Key to Modemization, 68 Fed. Cont. Rep. (BNA) No. 12, at 341-342 (Oct. 8, 1997)
and New DOD Acquisition Chief Gansler Sets Goal of Modernizing Weapons With Business

Revolution, 39 Gov'T CONTRACTOR (Fed. Pubs. Inc.) 3, 4 (Nov. 12, 1997).

0 Acquisition Reform Benchmarking Group, DoD 1997 Final Report (June 30, 1997), available
at http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar/arbg/arbgmain.htm, visited on June 30, 1998. Some of the specific
acquisition reform initiatives listed in 