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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose: To analyze the approval cycle imposed on the procurement of a
minicomputer-based instrumentation system by Public Law 89-306, the Brooks
Bill, with the ultimate goal of recommending approval policy consistent
throughout DOD. The minicomputer portion of this system cost less than
$50,000, included a central processing unit and was to be competitively
procured. This system would be used in the testing and evaluation of a new
weapon system. Therefore it was important that this intrumentation system
be readily available to applicable engineers/scientists. The approval cycle
was traced to the weapon system acquisition command in each military depart-
ment. This was AFSC for the Air Force, DARCOM for the Army and NMC for the
Navy. It was determined that all departments delegated procurement approval
authority to their major weapon system acquisition command. Only the Air
Force delegated approval authority to designated personnel in its field units.
This meant that ADPE procurement could be granted on-site for Air Force
acquisitions. In the case of the Army and Navy, the necessary documents not
only had to be staffed locally but then had to be forwarded to the appropri-
ate command for approval. This cycle for the Army and Navy was always mea-
sured in weeks and sometimes even in months.

Conclusion/Recommendation: The Air Force was the only one that had mini-
mized the approval cycie for a minicomputer-based instrumentation system.
Therefore, it was recommended that all other military departments within

DOD implement delegation of approval authority policy similiar to that

of the Air Force.
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SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

Major advances in the computer industry in the last decade (1966 to
1976) and even more so in the last three years have been little short of
phenomenal. An excellent example is the common hand-held calculator. In
the last 3 to 4 years, prices have been greatly reduced ($400 to $60) and
at the same time, the performance of these calculators has increased several
orders of magnitude. The technology that has made this possible is the
same that is fostering the computer technology boom. Scientists and engin-
eers are using computers in areas that were unheard of only a few years ago.

One of these areas is that of test instrumentation.

The importance of good testing and evaluation during the acquisition
of a new weapon system cannot be overestimated. It is during this relatively
low cost phase of the life cycle of the system that marginal or inadequate
performance must be ferreted out. This prevents the fielding of systems
that will require costly modifications during their operational lifetime.
Computers, expecially minicomputers, are being used more and more in this
testing. These minicomputers are used primarily because (1) they are
relatively inexpensive as compared to specially designed digital interfaces
and (2) unlike the specially designed interfaces, the minicomputer can be

used in support of several projects. That is, when one test is completed
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the minicomputer can be configured to support another test. Therefore,

because of the importance of good Test and Evaluation (T&E), it is impera-
tive that the minicomputer systems required by T&E personnel be made readily

available to them.

A. PURPOSE: The purpose of the research leading to this report was to delin-
eate and subsequently analyze the approval cycle imposed on the procurement
of automatic data processing equipment (ADPE) by Public Law 89-306, the
Brooks Bi11 (Appendix A). This was done for each of the three military
departments; the Air Force, the Army and the Navy. To accomplish this, the

following was done.

1. The approval cycle was established. A "tops-down" approach was
used. The delegation of procurement authority was traced to its lowest
level within each military department starting with the Brooks Bill itself.

This is described in Section IIA, Background.

2. Once the approval cycle was established, the utilization of it
was determined. A "bottoms-up" approach was used. The starting point was
at the test engineer/scientist level where a data automation requirement
(DAR) would usually originate. This requirement was traced up through the
approval cycle until it reached the level where procurement could be

approved. This is described in Section IIB, Present Situation.

3. An analysis of the data gathered in support of 1 and 2 above
was accomplished. Conclusions and recommendations with the expected payoffs

were the results of this analysis. The analysis is delineated in Section III.
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Section IV, Summary, includes the conclusions, recommendations and payoffs.

B. LIMITATIONS: This report addresses the approval cycle portion of the
overall procurement process for an instrumentation system based on a mini-
computer. The approval path delineated in subsequent sections of this re-
port is traced into only one Command in each of the military departments.
The Command selected was the one responsible for weapon system acquisition.
Finally, but very importantly, this report is NOT an evaluation of the
Brooks Bill, but only addresses the impact of this Bill on the timeliness
and recspoiisiveness with which approval can be obtained for the procurement

of a minicomputer-based instrumentation system.

C. DESCRIPTION OF MINICOMPUTER SYSTEM: Rather than attempt to define a

minicomputer, an example will be used to establish a common ground. Mini-
computer as used in this report refers to a machine on the order of a

PDP 11/45 or a HP2100, each with 32k of core memory. This system is assumed
to consist of a minicomputer central processing unit (cpu), a magnetic tape
drive and a system console. Cost of such a system is approximately $45,000
to $47,500. Furthermore, it was assumed that this system would be procured
via competitive procurement. In other words, approval was needed for the
competitive procurement of an ADPE system that included a cpu and cost less
than $50,000. Since the cost of the system was less than $50,000, a dele-
gation of procurement authority would not be required from the General

Services Administration (GSA).




SECTION II

SITUATION

A. BACKGROUND: 1In 1965, the Congress of the United States passed Public

Law 89-306, Automatic Data Processing Equipment. This Law is enclosed as

Appendix A of this report. This Law was an act to provide for the economic
and efficient purchase, lease, maintenance, operation, and utilization of
automatic data processing equipment by Federal departments and agencies.
Essentially, this Public Law ¢stablished the Administrator of General Ser-
vices Administration as the sole provider of ADPE, created a new set of
governing policy, guidance rules and regulations, and added an additional
time constraint in the ADPE procurement cycle. This constraint was spec-
ifically in the approval portion of this cycle. No one in any Federal
department or agency could procure ADPE without approval of GSA or an

authority so designated by GSA.

The provisions of the Brooks Bill are now incorporated in Title 40
Paragraph 759 of the United States Codes (Reference a). Paragraph 759(b)(2)
of this title states that

"The Administrator may delegate to one or more Federal
agencies authority to operate automatic data processing
equipment pools and automatic data processing centers
and to lease, purchase, or maintain individual data
processing systems or specific units of equipment, H
including such equipment used in automatic data pro-

cessing centers, when such action is determined by the

4




Administrator to be necessary for the economy and

efficiency of operations or when such action is essen-

tial to national defense or national security"

: It must be realized that in 1965 when the Brooks Bill was approved a
minicomputer system of the type being considered in this report was only a
twinkle in someones eye. Therefore, the Brooks Bill was really addressing

E large-scale computer systems which were in-fact physically large and
required extensive facilities and personnel for support. Examples of large
scale systems are the CDC 7600's used by the Air Force and the Univac 1108's
used by the Army.

GSA used the aforementioned provision in the United States Codes to
delegate Timited procurement authority to DOD. This was done via Federal
Property Management Regulation Chapter 101 Paragraph 101-32.403 (Reference b).
DOD in-turn redelegated Timited authority to its military departments. This

delegation was accomplished through DODD 4105.55, Selection and Acquisition

of Automatic Data Processing Resources (Reference c). DODD 4105.55

supplemented DODD 5100.40 Responsibilities for the Administration of the

Automatic Data Processing Program (Reference d). These directives (1)

assigned responsibility for the DOD ADP Program to the ASD(Comptroller) and

(2) required the appointment of a senior ADP policy official to administer

the DOD ADP Program within the organizational elements under their respec-
tive jurisdictions. In each military department, the Assistant Secretary
for Financial Management was designated the senior policy official.

It must again be realized that these senior officials were originally

designated when minicomputers were not in existence .

|
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Each of the military departments has delegated approval authority to
subordinate agencies in different ways. For this report, the delegation
authority is traced to, and if applicable, through the Command responsible
for weapon system acquisition. For the Air Force, the Command was the Air
Force Systems Command (AFSC), for the Army, the Development and Readiness
Command (DARCOM), and for the Navy, the Naval Material Command (NMC).

The delegation of approval authority being traced is that which is required
for approval of a competitive selection of an ADPE system costing less

than $50,000 and including a cpu.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: The Air Force delegated limited approval author-

ity to AFSC via AFR 300-2 Management of Automatic Data Processing Systems

(Reference e). Specifically Paragraph 20 delegates approval for competitive
selection for ADPE systems costing $100,000 and less provided that the pro-
curement is funded from RDT&E (3600) appropriations. AFSC in-turn delegated

limited approval authority to selected field units. This was done by letter
(Reference f) to the applicable organizations. The approval matrices from
AFR 300-2 and AFSC/ACD letter are inciuded in Appendix B as Figures B-1

and B-2, respectively. Paragraph 20 of AFR 300-2 supplements Figure B-T.

In summary, in the Air Force, limited approval authority has been delegated
to field units. Examples of these units are the Air Force Weapons Labor- i
atory, Aeronautical Systems Division, and Advanced Armament Development
and Test Center. The complete list of organizations is attached to the

referenced letter.

| - .,_,,_,—M' SO—— g |




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY: The Army delegated limited approval authority to

DARCOM via AR 18-1, Management Information Systems, Policies, Objectives,

Procedures, and Responsibilities (Reference g). This regulatior delegates

to DARCOM approval authority up to $50,000 purchase or annual lease for a
i . system that includes a cpu. The delegation of approval matrix from AR 18-1

is included in Appendix B as Figure B-3. Whereas the Air Force in AFR 300-2
R " permitted further delegation of approval authority for ADPE purchases, AR 18-1
Paragraph 1-13 prohibits further delegation of this type without HQDA
authorization. In summary, the Army has delegated limited authority to
DARCOM but has prohibited further delegation for purchase of new ADPE

systems.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY: SECNAVINST 5236.1A Specification, Selection and Acg-

uisition of Automatic Data Processing Equipment (ADPE) (Reference h) and

OPNAVINST5236.1 Specification, Selection and Acquisition of Automatic Data

Processing Equipment (ADPE) (Reference i) are the instructions which

delegate approva’l authority within the Navy. The Secretary of Navy delegated

approval authority at Headquarters Navy level via SECNAVINST 5236.1A. The

Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) in-turn delegated limited approval authority
to Naval Material Command (NMC) via OPNAVINST 5236.1. The approval matrix
from SECNAVINST 5236.1A is included in Appendix B as Figure B-4. OPNAVINST

5236.1 delegated to the Chief of Naval Material Command approval authority
for "exclusively scientific" ADPE selection/acquisition actions which are
competitive and which do not exceed $100,000 annual lease or $400,000

purchase cost. One limitation on this was that non-Federal Supply Schedule

acquisition authority is restricted to ADPE with a $50,000 annual iease/ ;
7




purchase-less-maintenance cost. In summary, the Navy, like the Army, has
delegated some approval authority to its major commands or equivalents.

No approval authority for ADPE has been delegated to subordinate agencies.

Figure 1 is a graphic summary of the preceding discussions. This figure
shows the document which was used to delegate approval authority from one

agency to another.

B. PRESENT SITUATION: The background discussion essentially delineated the

ADPE approval cycle as it now exists. The situation to be discussed in this
section revolves around the data automation requirement (DAR) for the mini-
computer system described in Section I; i.e. costs less than $50,000 and
includes a cpu. The originator of this DAR has determined that he needs
this type of system, hasvjustified this need to his commanders, has funding
available and all he needs now is approval to submit his request to Procure-
ment. To accomplish all this and to prepare the paperwork necessary for
approval, the originator has had to work very closely with the local Data
Processing Installation (DPI) Manager. The questions which must be answered

are as follows:

1. Who can approve the procurement documents?
2. Where is this approval authority located?

3. How much delay will obtaining the approval cause?

To answer these questions each military department was examined individually.




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: Schematically, the approval process for the

specified system is shown in Figure 2. As stated in the limitations, since
this system costs less than $50,000 a delegation of procurement authority

(DPA) is not required from GSA. Additionally, examination of Figure B-2

reveals that the Command ADPS Manager can approve the procurement of this
system. In the case of AFSC, the Command ADPS Manager is the DPI Manager

or the DPI Manager works for him. Hence, the Command ADPS Manager is on-site
and since he has responsibility for the local DPI, he has been working with
the originator of the DAR. As would be expected, this manager is very
knowledgeable of the need from first hand observation and if he is convinced
of the validity of the need, approval can be given virtually instantaneously
once the required documentation has been prepared. Therefore, in this case,

the approval cycle would be measured in minutes.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY: The approval process for the Army is depicted in
Figure 3. As before, a DPA is not required. From the figure it can be

seen that the approval cannot be given on site. The lowest approval auth-
ority in the Army is at major command level. (See Figure B-3). Therefore,
the originator of the requirement for ADP resources must submit it to the
Tocal DPI Manager who in-turn must submit it to the major command, in this
case, DARCOM. According to Reference j, this approval from DARCOM will take
between 4 to 12 weeks. Interviews with DARCOM personnel who were responsible
for this approval indicated that the vast majority of the requirements for
ADP resources were approved within 4 weeks. It can be seen that the approval

time will be measured in weeks. Pertinent facts associated with this are




(1) the approval authority is not collocated with the originator of the
requirement for ADP resources and (2) the approval authority does not have

first hand information regarding this requirement.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY: The Navy approval process is shown in Figure 4.

The system to be procured in this case is categorized by the Navy as an
"exclusively scientific action" (ESA). As such, the approval can be granted
by the Chief of the Naval Material Command. As in the Army, the approval
cannot be granted on site but must be obtained from a higher headquarters.
Department of Navy personnel indicated that the average approval time for
ESA's of this order of magnitude usually averaged 3 weeks. Therefore, the

facts pertinent to the Army case also apply to this Navy case.

10
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SECTION III

ANALYSIS

In the analysis of (1) the overall ADPE approval cycle, (2) the utili-
zation of the cycle, (3) the governing regulations/instructions, and (4) the
interviews with Headquarters Air Force, Army and Navy personnel, several

pertinent facts were discovered. These facts are discussed below.

1. Delegation of approval authority, when granted, was usually
delegated only for unique ADP systems totally under the perview of the offi-
cial to whom the authority was granted. For example, if an ADP system was
standard throughout all agencieg in the particular military department,
authority to purchase, lease, or modify this system would be retained at
the military department level. Conversely, if one DPI had a system totally
unique to that DPI, approval authority could be granted to the DPI Manager
as was done by AFSC. Additionally, the dollar approval threshold levels
usually decreased at each subordinate level. This could be quickly seen from

an examination of the approval threshold matrices contained in Appendix B.

2. It was found tha£ the time for approval was directly proportion-
al to the number of agencies between the scientist/engineer with the require-
ment and the approval authority. This was certainly no surprise, as tine
is required to get personnel at these agencies up to speed on the specific

requirement and also time is required for the additional administrative

15




processes as well as transmission between applicable agencies. In the

case of the Air Force, these were not factors as the approval could be
granted on site. The Air Force approval cycle time was measured in minutes
because of this. However, Army and Navy approval times were measured in
weeks because approval authority wasn't on site. Estimates for approval
within the Army were in the range of 4-12 weeks and for the Navy, approxi-

mately 3 weeks.

3. The ADP approval cycle does not put money on the ADP require-
ment. Prior to seeking ADP approval, funding for the requirement must be
obtained through a financial approval cycle. That is, any ADP requirement
of the kind considered in this report will be scrubbed down at least through
TWO approval cycles, one for the funding and one for the ADP procurement
approval. Therefore, the engineer/scientist who needs the ADP system is
faced with justifying his requirement through two independent approval

cycles.

4. The funds which will be used to pay for the ADP system will not
come from the GSA ADP fund. This fund was established by the Brooks Bill.
Instead, funding will most likely come from instrumentation monies that
may be available or more likely, will have to be obtained from reprogramming.
If the latter is accomplished, it is envisioned that this ADP requirement
will get a very "hard look" during the financial approval cycle discussed

above.

5. In all three military departments, it was determined that very

16
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few of the ADP requirements for systems like the one being considered in
this report were ever disapproved. At one major Command, only 4 had been
disapproved over a three year period. This was also the experience of the

other approval authorities.

6. Regardless of the Tevel at which approval was granted, the DPI
Manager at the site of the ADP requirement was very heavily involved in the
approval cycle. The engineer/scientist who needed the system was not nor-
mally knowledgeable of the ADP approval cycle and had to seek expert advice.
Hence, he would go to the local DPI Manager. Additionally, the DPI Manager
was the contact point for the approval authority located at higher headguar-
ters. It can be seen that the DPI Manager was the person in the middle
and as such had to rapidly become the real expert on the ADP requirement. In
only one department was the DPI Manager delegated authority to approve the
requirement. This department was the Air Force and the specific command was
AFSC. The other two military departments had chosen not to delegate any

ADPE approval authority to this expert in the field.

7. The de1egatfon of approval authority to AFSC field units has
been extremely successful according to AFSC personnel. Initial concern of
this delegation was that there would be an immediate proliferation of mini-
computer acquisitions. This has not occurred. The number of approvals is
running about the same as it was prior to this delegation. This is not
surprising because of the constraints imposed by the financial approval
cycle on all ADP requirements. Funding must be available before ADP pro-

curement approval can be granted. A special bonus of this delegation to

17




field units has been the feception of this approval authority by the DPI

Managers (Command ADPS Managers) within AFSC. The quality of the require-
ments documents has in most cases improved. It appears that since the
signature of the DPI Manager now has some meaning, more emphasis is being
placed on doing a quality job. The real winner in a situation such as this

is the major command and, in turn, the applicable military department.

8. The rapid advances in the technology in the computer field are
complicating the maintenance of established approval threshscids. A micro-
computer is to a minicomputer as a minicomputer is to a large-scale computer
Microcomputers are really starting to find a place in test instrumentation.
Cost of a microcomputer is on the order of $1000. They are considered
ADPE according to the definition in Reference c. Therefore, approval for
their purchase must be obtained. Very soon, if it isn't already true, the
costs associated with the approval cycle will be many times greater than

the cost of the hardware involved.

9. If it were decided to delegate approval authority to field units,
the administrative framework and personnel would be found tc be already in 1
place. The maintenance and accounting of the DPI's are already functioning. *

Delegation would only require an administrative order.

10. It is common knowledge that headquarters at all levels are
being tasked to reduce the number of assigned personnel. To do this, it -

will be necessary to task the field units to handle more of the workload

currently being done at headquarters level. Perhaps, additional delegations

of ADPE approval authority would help accomplish this reduction of staffs.
18




SECTION IV

SUMMARY

A. CONCLUSION: Based on the preceding analysis, it is concluded that the
Department of the Air Force is the only one that (1) has minimized the ADP
approval cycle for system acquisitions costing less than $50,C00, (2) is
making effective use of the existing DPI structure located at field units

and (3) is using ADP procurement policies that are staying abreast of the

advancing computer technology.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS: It is recommended that all military departments associ-

ated with weapon system T&E delegate some approval authority to the local
DPI Manager or someone of equal stature at each DPI. It is further recom-
mended that this delegation be of the nature delegated to the AFSC ADPS
Managers as described in Figure B-2. Briefly, the approval authority is
for ADPE, other than that covered by a Program Management Directive, funded
from RDT&E (3600) appropriations for competitive selections costing less

than $50,000 and sole-source acquisitions costing less than $50,000.

C. EXPECTED PAYOFFS: If these recommendations are implemented, the fcllow-

ing payoffs can be expected. These are based on the experience of AFSC.

. More responsive and shortened approval times for ADPE
requirements

. Reduction in approval cycles required for ADPE; financial
and ADP
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. Better utilization of the "real" expert in the field
. Better control of unique ADP systems at field level
c ImproVed quality in requirements documents

. More flexible approval cycle - microcomputers can be

easily integrated into approval cycle

. More efficient utilization of an administrative

structure that already exists

. Reduction in Headquarters staff workload
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AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING EQUIPMENT
For Legislative Hislory of Act, ace p. 3859

PUBLIC LAW 88-306; 79 STAT. 1127

(H R 4348) .
AN Act te provide for the aconomic and efficlent purchase. lesse. mainte.
AShce, cperation, ang vtilizatien of autormatic Eata precessing equip.

o+ Mment Ly Fecderal departmenta and apencies,

Belt enceted by the Scnate cnd House of Representalives of the United
Stoles of Arierfcc in Congress cracmtbled, That:

Title I of the Federal Froperty and Adminlstrative Sarvices Act of
1940 (€8 Stat 877), as atnended, §s hereby smenéed by adding a new
section to read as follows: ]

. . “AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING EQUIPMENT

“Sec. 111. (a) The Aclmicistzator {s autherired and directed to
<coordinate and provide for the econcrolc and efficient purchase,
Jease, and malctenance of automatic dala processing equipment by
Federal agencles. )

“(b) (1) Actomatic data processing equipment suilcble for effi-
clent and effective use by Federal agencies shall be provided by the
Administrator through purchase, lease, transfer of equipment from
other Federal agencies, or ctherwlise, and the Administrator {s au-
thorized and directed to provide by contract or otherwi{se for the
mafnternance and repsir of such equipment. In carrying out his re-
sponsibilities under thls section the Acdministrator fs authorized to
transfer autcmatic data processing equipment between Federal agen-
<les, tn provide for Joint ulllizstion of auch equipment by two or
more Federz) z27rncles, and to estetllsh and cperate equipment
pools and dats processing centers for the use of t{wo or mcre such
sgencies when necessary for §ts most efficient and elfective
utilization,

“(2) The Administrator may delegate Lo one o5, more Federal
agencies authority to operate automatic data processing equipment
pools and aulomatic data jrocessing centers, and to lease, purclase,
or mairtaip individual automatic data processing systems or zpecific
units of equipment, incloding ruch equijment used in aytomatic data
processing pools and sulomatic date processing cenlers, when such
action is cetermined by the Administretor to be necessary for the
economy and efficiency of cperations, or when cuch action is essen-
tial to raticnal defense or national securily. The Administrator
may Celegatle to one or maore Federal agencies outhonity to lease,
purchase, or maintain automatic data processing equipment to the
extent to which he determines such action to be necessary and desir-
able to allow for the orderly imuplemerntation of a prograrn for the
utilization of such equijoent
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“(¢) There is hereby authorized to be established on the boocks
of the Treasury an automatic data processing fund, which shall be
available without fiscal year limitation for expences, including per-
sonal services, other costs, and the procurement by lease, purchase,
transfer, or otherwise of equipment, maintenance, and repair of such
equipment by contract or otherwise, necessary for the efficient co-
ordination, operation, utilization of such equipment by and for Fed-
eral agencies: Provided, That a report of equipment inventory, util-
ization, and acquisitions, together with an account of receipts, dis-
bursementd, and Lransfcrs to miscellaneous receipts, under this au-
thoriration shall be made annually in conncclion with the budget
estimates to the Director of the Burcau of the Budget and to the Con-
gress, and the inclusion in appropriation acts of provisions regulat-
ing the operation of the automatic data processing fund, or limiting
the expenditures therefrom, is herecby authorized.

“(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to said fund such
sums as may be rcquired which, together with the value, as deter-
mined by the Adminisf_.rator, of supplies and equipment from time to
time transferred to the Administrator, shall constitute the capital of *
the fund: Provided, That sa!d fund shall be credited with (1) ad-
vances and reimbursements from available appropriations and funds
of any agency (including the Genaral Services Administration), or-
ganization, or contractor utilizing such equipment and services ren-
dercd them, at rates determined by the Administrator to approximate
tho costs thereof met by the fund (including depreciation of equip-
ment, provision for acciuved lcave, and for amertization of Installation
costs, but excluding, in the determination of rates prior to the fiscal
year 1967, such direct operating expenses as may be directly appro-
priated for, which expenses may be charged to the fund and covered
by advances 6r reimbursements from such direct sppropriations) and
(2) refunds or recoveries resulting from cperations of tha fund,
including the net procceds of disposal of excess or surplus personsal
property and receipts from carriers and others for loss of or damage
to property: Provided further, That following the close of cach fiacal
yesr any nct i{ncome, after making provisions for prior year Josses,
if any, shall be transferrcd to the Treasury of the United States as
miscellaneous reccipts.

“(e) The proviso following parazraph {4) in scction 201{a) of thia
Act and the provisions of scction €02(d) of this Act shall have no ap-
plication in the cdministration of this gection. No other provision
of this Act or any other Act which is Inconsistent with the provisions
of this section shall be applicable in the administration of thls see
tion.
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“(f) The Sccretary of Commerce is authorized (1) to provide
agencles, and the Administrator of General Services in the exercise
of the authority delcgated in this section, with scientific and techno-
logical advisory scrvices relating to automatic data processing and
related systems, and (2) to make appropriate rccommendations to
the Prcsicdent relating to the establishment of uniform Fedceral auto-
matic data processing standards. The Secrctary of Commerce is
authorized to undertake the nccessary rescarch in the scicnces and
technologies of autcmatic data processing computer and related sys-
tems, as may be required under provisions of this subsection.

“(g) The authority conferred upon the Administrator and the
Secretary of Commerce by this section shall be exercised subject to
direction by the President and to fiscal and policy control exercised
by the Bureau of the Budget. Authority so conferred vpon the
Administrator shall not be so construcd as to impair or interfere
with the dctermination by zgencies of their individua) sutomatic
data processing equipment requirements, including the development
of specifications for and the selection of the types and configura-
tions of equipment needed The Administrator shall not interfcre
with, or attempt to control in any way, the use made of aulomatic
data processing equipment or components thereof by any agency.
The Administrator shail provide adequate notice to all agencies and
other users concerned with respect to each proposed determination
specifically affecting them or the automatic data processing equip-
ment or components used by them. In the absence of mutual agree-
ment between the Administrator and the agency or user concerned,
such proposed determinations shall be subject to review and decision
by the Bureau of the Budget unless the President otherwise directs.”

Approved October 30, 1965,
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APPENDIX B

ADPE APPROVAL THRESHOLDS
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1] AFR 3002 14 Fchruary 197§
Thieshold Paragraph Approval
(Thousands of $) (refer 10 AFR 3002) Authority
.1.  ADPE Approval-Compctitive Selection:
3. Lease (annual costs):
More than $100 but not more than $1 million .... 12¢(1) ............ HQ USAF/ACD
3100 andIeSS . .ecvinion i ani e saie s s s e el ISBE2): oooviencios o MAJCOM/USAF
Sa ADPS Manager
b. Puichase (10tal costs): -
S3millionand less peryear ................... 12l HQ USAF/ACD
2.  ADPE Approval-Sole Source:
a. Lease (annual costs):
More than $50 but not more than $200 .......... 12¢(2) ivecvnsess HQ USAF/ACD
$SOandlessperyear. ... ... . .iiuiiiiiniiennn VSO o o MAJCOM/USAF
b. Purchase (10tal costs): ADPS Manager
L 510,30 1775 ) /0L R e S 12¢(2) e cleaeina e HQ USAF/ACD
3.  ADPE Approval-Reutilization:
a. Lease (annual costs): - L
$200and Jess .. ... S\l S i st s J2e(B) e e HQ USAF/ACD
b. Owned Equipment: -
SSOOandiless 2 ors e S e e R e e 12¢(6). - .o oo aan HQ USAF/ACD
4. ADPE Approval-EAM:
2 BEASE i e aiels sk S s e s s e < e PSE e e s MAJCOM/USAF
‘ ADPS Manager
B BUrease o e R A g e S s o Y ] e S R HQ USAF/ACD
c. Expense ltem Purchase: :
b Ty 2 1 L e e IS A s s st aats MAJCOM/USAF
ADPS Manager
S.  ADS Devclopment:
Systems Design and Programming —-Organic Manpower:
Less tWan 25 IEAYERIS coiis v ius s s onis bais dias s B s sicve i shorers dvavmrs MAJCOM/USAF
ADPS Manager
More than 25 but not more than SO man-years ....... PIEGINA Dt iiim s b HQ USAF/ACD
6. ADPContractual Scrvices: '
More than $100 but not more than $500 ........... PRE(AN " e wisne v hasan HQ USAF/ACD
SIOREAIICRE: . oo boavel sl sl mre s o ok o0 ae b 218 e FOF 0 L, s ste ki MAJCOM/USAF
ADPS Manager
7. Commeraizl Software Acquisition.

3. Puichase (total costs)

Moic than $50 but not more than 3900, .. .. ... L L) NS A
S50 UIESS i vsime v nm ok v s s wovisiee v [ - R

b. Lease (annual cost)

More than $15 but not more than $200 ... . ... ... JRGSY *nnvivimevmning
SISIC VW .ovcnrisinnn R R T 0 L e

FIGURE B-1 AIR FORCE ADP APPROVAL THRESHOLDS
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22 March 1976

1.

Iv.

V1.

VIL

Table 3-1. Selection and Acquisition Approval Authorities *?

SOLLE-SOURCE ACQUISITION ______..__......
A. Exceeds $50.000 purchase br annual lease ..
B. Up to $50,000 purchase or annual lense ___.______
GENERAL PURPOSE ADPE* _ . __......
A. Central Processing Unit (CPU)
1. Exceeds $100,000 purchase or annual lease ___
2. Up to $100.000 and exceeds $50,000 purchase
orannual lemse ____ . _________
3. Up to $50.000 purchase or annual lease
B. Other ADPE
1. Exceeds $500,000 purchase or $200,000 annual
s e

L e o O e I S

A. More than one CPU or exceeds $500,000 purchase
or $200,000 annual lease _
B. Does not include more than one LPl! and does not
exceed $500,000 purchase or $200,000 annual lease
REUTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED

A. Replace identical (ke type) lrnse(’ AD}‘F
B CBY Gumane se e v e R At O L L S

2. Other ADPE?*_ e S e T
B CPU for imtinl installation of augmentation ______
REUTILIZATION OF LEASED ADPE* __ ... ___...

(Reutilization of jfensed ADFPE for other than its
original purpose and use 18 considered s sole source
procurement; thresholds in 1 above apply))
SOFTWARE COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE ¢
A. General Purpose Software
1. Exceeds $50.000 purchase or annua) lease
2. Up to $50,000 purchase or annunl lease
B. Application Software
1. Management Informution Systems
2 S&E Process Control Systems
(8) Exceeds $50000 purchase or annual lease _
(b) Up to $50,000 purchuse or annun! lcase .
ADP SYSTEMS SUPPORT SERVICES | R
A. Initial Requirements
1. Exceeds $200 000 annunlly per requirement __
2 Upto 700,000 annunlly per requirement * ____
B. Follow-an Requirements
1. Exceeds $200,000 > e
2. Second and third year fo an. on |drnhlwd in
imitis) approval by ASAFMN)
(m) Not exceeding approved amount by 15%
(b) Exceeding approved nmount by 157
3. Fourth Yeur Foilowon
(&) Previously approved by ASA(EM) for 3
yeurs | S A S R R S A S B
(b) Previously lppnnrd by ARSTAF “A( OM
for 3 years Cumulative (nitial through
dth yeur) requirement exceeds $00,000
(¢) Previously ap;roved by ARSTAF MACOM
for 3 years Cumulative requirement not
exceeding $o00 006 T

ASA
(FM)

OCSA
MISD

ARSTAF
MACOM

AR 1841

Reference

Para 3-12

FIGURE B-3 ARMY ADP APPROVAL THRESHOLDS
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Paras 34, 3-11

Para 3-12

Paras 3-7, 3-11
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AR 18-1 X . 22 March 1976

ASA OCSA ARSTAF
(FM) MISD MACOM  Reference
VIll. ADPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES ... ........_. e e R X Paras 3-7,3-11
1X. AR SRR RS o e as Rt mams e ms ne e X Para 3-19
X. HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE PERFORMANCE
MORITORS B . e e s rmrean e oo b A S T Paras 3-7, 3-1)
Footnotes:

' Compliance with new start (new estsblishment, initia) installation, upgrade, or consolidation) threshold approval
requirements of AR 235-5 is prerequisite to exercise of these approval authorities. -

t FPMR, ASPR, and APP apply to all ADP procurements. Requirements for Delegation of Procurement Authonty
(DPA) from GSA for ADPE, ADP services, and supplies are contained in the FPMR.

? Includes ADPE for Management Informstion Systems, WWMCCS, telecommunications, and 1DHS. HQDA retains
approval authority for commercially available general purpose ADPE required for tactical and/or mobile systems
acquired under provisions of this regulation. In certain situations, DIA selects and requests procurement of IDHS
equipment through a specified procurement activity. Include data scquisition devices and PCM. Reutilization of
ADPE by ARSTAF/MACOM 1s subject to the provisions of AR 18-7.

¢Selection and approval of ADPE and software associated with Class A-1 systems must be approved by HQDA
regardless of these delegations.

s S&E applications must constitute at lenst 75 percent of all upplications.

* Acquisition of general purpose software for use on computers operating Class A systems must be approved by the
ARA(s) for the systems. X .

" ARSTAF/MACOM may redelegate authority up to $70,000.

s Hardware and software performance monitors are procured by the Federal Computer Performance and Simula-
tion Center. =

FIGURE B-3 (cont) ARMY ADP APPROVAL THRESHOLDS
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SECNAVINST $236.1A
30 April 1974

ADPE Acquisition PProcess

ADFE ACQUISITION THRISHOLD SUMMANRY
Action tyuipment
Level Caregory Type of Acquisitinn
Competitive [F'uhlic Sahicitetinn Single Sovrcefin Huuse Tachnieal | valusten
A NBS an Coordinstes and asaays impact uf waivers from applicable FI'S (for which sec AFFENDIX F)
i-Avslladie Pirocures o1 Belegsies prucurement authority (or sctions (including reuse of leveed eacem)
vis ADP involving
Schedule #» More then ) CPU of the same type/model.
R (whether so b Periphersl units mherein the value of the 10131 number of any 1 type/model exceeds
B GSA scquired o $500.000 puichase €ost (whether purchased or lessed). of the total uantity eaceeds 10.
not) NOTE 2
5 € Single source sctiony esceeding $€0.000 snnual lease /purchesw costs
- 2-Non-ADP Frocures or delegetes procurement authunity (or sctions escerding $350 000 annual lease or
Schedule 2] purchase leas mainiensnce cost
) Al | Approves use of GSA ADI bund
;-:' Conegingrezalt reforraly 10 GIA ang NHS /via ASD (CY!
indicated s-Approves scfions escreding $100.000 b-Approves alt 3ctions involving CFU or
C-SPO annual lesse/3 400,000 purchase cost. eacecding 3100 000 snnusl lease/3400.000
purchase costs. OR potentislly involving
b multi-installations (NOTE $).
" Approves sctions: ESA only: approves sclions not potentially
s-Not exceeding 1 CPU ol same type/ involving multiansislistions AND subject
DCNO, 1CPU model, if svmilable via ADP Schedule to I11-H. and not esceeding $40.000 snnual
CMC. & (incidg. AND not excecding $100.000 annus! 1e23¢/3200.000 purchase cost. if available
DIR DON snslog) lease /3400 000 pyrchase cost vis ADY Schedule (NOTE S)
ADPM b Not exceeding $50.000 snnusl lease/
(Subrct purchase less mantensace cost if
1o sl of non ADP Schedule
shove) 3
& Approves sctions Approves sctions not potentially involving
ECNR 8 Not esxceeding 8 totsl of 10 peripheral multianstslistions AND subject 1o 11 H,
ESA ONLY) units of seme Ly pe/model, or $100.000 € Not exceeding a to1sf of 10 peripherst une
2 NonLCPU annusl lease /3400 000 purchase cost of same type/model. o1 3100.000 snnusl
if svailable via ADP Schetule tease/3400.000 purchase cosl, 3f availsble
b Not eaceeding 350,000 snnusi lease/ vis ADFP Scheduiz (NOTE §)
purchase less mantenance cost i d-Noil exceeding 350 000 snnual lease/purchase
non ADP Schedule. less maintenance cost if non ADF Schedule
(NOTE $)
' - e e e e S e e ———1
FNR, NanCPU 1 Approves actions where gross value of 2 Same as F 1 (a1 tef1), AND not
um & incoming ADPE does not exceed $25.000 potentially involving multyimstatiations, AND
DIPNAV- ennusl lease/3100.000 purchase cost subject 1o LIl H. (NOTE $) ap
ComMPT (escept 33 non ADF Schedule purchase .
(Ot her then escecding 350,000 entails request vis
ESA) SPO for GSA delegation).
— i) S SRR S e 8

I Menimum Ocder Limate

1 Tha chart is for convenence of reference ONLY, THE NARRATIVE JEXT CONTROLS
onen B ) showr may he superseded by other himity in some ADF Schedules

3ADPESO parncspates in stafling cectan single source sciiony, snd othenaine sty on request

4 Duect ronts
|ee 11 E3a )

suthe

€d between SSA/ADPESO on delegated ESA (EXCLUSIVELY SUIENTIFIC AUTIONS)

$ Sungle sourie schinns exceeding $50 000 snnusl lease, purihese costareguire 3 DFA (Delcgation of I'ocurement

Authority) fiom GSA

FIGURE B-4 NAVY ADP APPRQVAL THRESHOLDS
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