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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose : To analyze the approval cycle imposed on the procuremen t of a
minicomputer-based instrumentation system by Public Law 89-306, the Brooks

Bill , with the ultimate goal of reconinending 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 approva l

authority to their major weapon system acquisition coninand . 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 l ocally 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-

mi zed the approval cycle for a minicomputer-based instrumentation system .

Therefore, it was recomended that all other military departments wi thin

DOD impl ement del egation of approval authority policy similiar to that

of the Air Force.

ii
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SECTION I

INTRODUCT ION

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 exampl e is the common hand-hel d 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-
I

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 operationa l 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 speciall y designed digital interfaces

and (2) unlike the speciall y 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 Bill (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

l evel within each military department starting with the Brooks Bill itself.

This is described in Section h A , 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 accomp lished . Conclusions and recommendations with the expected payoffs

were the results of this analysis. The analysis is delineated in Section III.

2
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Section IV , Summary, inc l udes the conclus ions , 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

Broo ks B il l , but only addresses the impact of this Bill on the timeliness

and re~poIisiveness 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 wi ll 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).

3
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SECTION II

SITUATION

A. BACKGROUND: In 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 c.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 Federa l

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 autom atic data processing centers
and to lease , purchase , or maintain individual data
processing systems or specific units of equipmen t ,
including such equipment used in automatic data pro-
cessing centers , when such action is determined by the

4 
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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

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 COC 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

delega te limited procurement authoc~ity to DOD. This was done via  Federal

Property Management Regulation Chapter 101 Paragraph 101-32.403 (Reference b).

DOD in-turn redelegated limited authority to its military departments. This

delegation was accomplished through DODD 4105.55, Selection and Acquisition

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

supplemented DODD 5100.40 Responsibilities for the Administration of the

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

assi gned responsibility for the DOD ADP Program to the ASD(Comptro ller) and

(2) required the appointment of a sen 4or 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 desi gnated the senior policy official.

It must again be realized that these senior officials were orig inally

desi gnated whet’, minice -p u t or s were not in e x i s t e n c e

5
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Each of the military departments has delegated approval authority to

subordinate agencies in different ways. For this report, the delegation

authori ty is traced to, and if appl ica b le , through the Command responsible

for weapon sys tem ac qu i s iti on. For the A ir 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 an~ including a cpu.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: The Air Force delega ted 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

l imited approval authority to selected field units . This was done by letter

(Reference f) to the applicabl e organizations. The approval matrices from

AFR 300-2 and AFSC/ACD letter are included in Appendix B as Figures B-i

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

In sumary , in the Air Force , limi ted approval authority has been delegated

to field units. Examples of these units are the Air Force Weapons Labor-

atory , Aeronautical Systems Division , and Advanced Armament Development

and Test Center. The complete list of organizations is attached to the

referenced letter.

5
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY : The Army delegated limited approval authority to

DARCOM via AR 18-1 , Management Information ~ystems, Polic ies , 0bj~ectives,

Procedures, and Responsibilities (Reference g). This regulat ior1 delegates

to DARCOM approval authority up to $50,000 purchase or annual lease for a

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

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 l imited authority to

DARCOM but has prohibited further delegation for purchase of new ADPE

systems.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY: SECNAVINST 5236.1A Specificati on, Selection and~-

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

OPNAVINST5236.l Specification , Selection and Acquisition of Automatic Data

Processing Equipment (ADPE) (Reference 1) are the instructions which

delegate approva~ authority within the Navy . The Secretary of Navy delegated

approval authority at Headquarters Navy level via SECNAVINST 5236.lA. The

Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) in-turn delegated limited approval authority

- to Naval Material Command ( N MC) via OPNAVINST 5236.1. The approval matrix

from SECNAVINST 5236.lA 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 550,000 annual lease!

7
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purchase-less-maintenance cost. In summary , the Navy , like the Army , has

delegated some approval authority to its major commands or equivalents.

No approva l authority for ADPE has been delegated to subordinate agencies.

Figure 1 is a graphic sumary 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 delinea ted 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 , has justified this need to h i s  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.

8 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: Schematically, the approval process for the

specified system is shown in Figure 2. As stated in the l imitations , s ince

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 l ocal 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 A rmy is at major command l evel . (See Figure B-3). Therefore ,

the originator of the requirement for ADP resources must submit it to the

local DPI Manager who in-turn must submit it to the niajor comand , in this

case, DARCOM . According to Reference j ,  this approva l 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

9

~~~tII. ~ - - 
- -  - - _ _ _ _ _ _



~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ - -

(1) the approval authority is not collocated wi th 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 su ch , the approval can be granted

by the Chief of the Nava l Material Command . As in the Army , the approva l

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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SECT ION 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 exampl e, if an ADP system was

standard throughout all agencies in the particular military department ,

authority to purchase , lease , or mod ify this system would be retained at

the military department level . Conversely, if one DPI had a system totally

unique to that DPI , approva l authority could be granted to the DPI Manager

as was done by AFSC . Additionally, the dollar approval threshold l evels

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 that the time for approval was directly proportion-

al to the number of agencies between the scientist/eng ineer with the require-

ment and the approval authority . This was certainly no surprise , as time

is required to get personnel at these agencies up to speed on the specific

requirement and also time is required for the addit ional administrative
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processes as well as transmission between applicable agencies. In the

case of the Air Force , these were not factors as the approva l could be

granted on site . The Air Force approval cycle time was measured in minutes

because of this. However , Army and Navy approva l 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

cyc 1 e s.

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
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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

d i sap prove d over a -three year period . This was also the experience of the

other approval authorities.

6. Regardless of the l evel 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 knowl edgeable 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 headquar-

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 AUP 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 delegation 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 prol i feration 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 approva l

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
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9eld units has been the reception 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 thresholds. 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 instrumenta tion .

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 approva l 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 to be already in

place. The maintenanc e and accounting of the DPI ’s are already functioning .

Delegation would only require an administrative order.

10. It is common knowled ge 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 author ity wou l d help accomplish this reduction of staffs.

18
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- 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

approva l cycle for system acquisitions costing less than $50 ,CO0 , (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 recomendations are inplemented , the fcllow-

ing payoffs can be expected . These a~’e based on the experience of AFSC .

1. More responsive and shortened approval time s for ADPE
requirements

2. Reduction in approval cycles required for A DPE ; financial
and ADP
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I
3. Better utilization of the “real” expert in the field

4. Better control of unique ADP systems at field level

5. Improved quality in requirements documents

6. More flexible approval cycle - microcomputers can be
easily integrated into approval cycle

7. More efficient utilization of an administrative
structure that already exists

8. Reduction in Headquarters staff workload

20
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PUBLIC LAW 89-306

“ THE BROO KS BILL ”
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AUTOMATIC DA TA PROC ESSING EQU IPMENT

Per Lcp j toIiv , F! i~1ory of Act , ace p. 3859

PDBLI C LAW BB-808; 79 STAT . 1127
rn.~ . 4t~ J

M Aet t . pr.w fd ,  fo r lOs , • e. ’ o ” I~ •c~ •~~ Ir? .. I  po rcI ~.... i .oo • . ,.1)~,I..
~ .,‘c., .p . r . t i o c , •r~f ,~ t i.~~ .r’ Cf •c~

(
~ ’,.tic d,~a g~~.c s o. ie , .qu ’p.

• ~.•nt ~~ r1e..~ i d c p a r t r ~ ..L1  .1,4 ~~~~~~~~

Pc ft .ncef.d by Ui. ccnot e  c~id ~~~~~ of R e p r e a e n fn f i v e a  of Ui. T.J n(t.4
Stnt .j  of A r.er~rc i~ Con;re?a c iar—tb f .d , Tknt:

DItl. I of the Ped eral  Trc - p er ty  an d  A d m !n t a t r , t l v c  Sarvic~ i Act of
194~ (E.S StaL 877). a.s *~n e r d i d . ii h er eby a rrien ~~ed by add in g a new
section to read as fOflow g : - .

AT.JTOMATIC DATA PR OCESSING EQU IPMENT
‘Eec. Iii. (a) !ri~a Ac~o~?o t..riit.or ia a~ thor i r .d  ari d d i r e c t e d  to

‘coordinate a n d provide for  the e c O n c ~oIc and e f f i d an t  p urc l~ase.
lu,. a nd te ~~~nc. of a u t o m a t i c  da ta  i r o c e 3 s l n g  e q u i p m en t  by
Yedex -a l agen cie s .

(b) (1) Au t -.at te data r o c r ~~I r ~g equ i pme nt aui t cb )e for ,ff !.
clin t a n d u f f e c t i v e  ut e  by F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  ~h a?i be ~ r o v f d e d  ly the
Admln stra tor t h r o u g h  ~u r cha ~ e . 1~ a~ e~ t ra n s f e r  of e q u i r m e n t  from
oth .r Te d.ra ~ a g c n c lee . or c er ~~i,e , a r d  t h e  A d m ~~~s t r a t o r  is cu-

~t h o r i x e d  and d i r e c t e d  to y 0 y j d e  by ci ~~t m a ~ t or F e r ~~!se for  th e
n i a l o t e n a t i e .  ari d m e p & i r  of t u c h  e- ~u i ;  i i e n t  In  c a r r y i n g  ou t  h i .  re-
apori ,~t t 1 ! t i e ,  u n d e r  th!s  a~ z t i ~ n th i  A i ’ I n i , t r a t~~r is a u t h o r i z e d  to
t r ansf er  a u t c r . a t ~c d a t a ; r c~ c~~ i n f  eqii  T e n t  b e t - ~ t e n F e d e r a l  agen-
cIe,~ t., p’- o v l d e  fo r  j o i n t  ~~r a t S~~r. c- f ~u cb  e ç L l p m f n t  t )  t’~o or

~~o:e Fedcr: i  ~;r n c t e s . ~~~~~~ to e~ ’~~~~~b a n d  o p e r a t e  er ~u i p r - ~r n t

poo ia ar i d d a t a  ~ r oce~ s l r .g  c e n t e r j  fo r  t h e  u c e  of t~ -o or m r - r e  a u c b
a g e n c i e s  ~ h e n  r e c e s a a r y  for  It .a rcio t e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i % e
u t i l i r  at ion .

~ (2)  The  A d m r . ie~ r a t c - r ni .y de)e ’~- a te to one oi~ m o r e  Prda r a~
a g e n c i e s  a u t h o r i t ~ to ~~a t e  a u t o m a t i c  dat . .  ; t o r e,  ~!ng e q u i p m e n t
poo’s a n d  c u i r - r i  d i r  d a ta  ; c r c  ~~ g cc  r~~cri ’ . an d  to ~t-a~~e , ; ~r cLas , ,
or m a i r t a l t  i n d i v i d u a l  ,t~t r— ~~ t j e  d a t a  ; r i - c c  • r~ g er r .  or
u n i t ,  of e q u i ; me  c t . i r ,c r : d .  .u ç ~. e q u i ;  ~r t  u c e d in  di c c - a t c da le
p m o r e ~ si n g  ~ c c ~ e en d  n u ~ d e ’e p r o c i  j i g  e r . r r ~ . ~~}e n  c ur b

a c t i o n  is d e t e r  ii -i~ n e d  t-y t~ -e A d  r ’ ’ r~~t c r  t o i c  r c r . - ~~ a c y  for  th e
ec onc - cny an d e f t ’ iHr n cy ct  ( ;~~r e t o r s . i t  c i i  o r b  ac ’ i r I r  )5 ~~~~~~~
t i a l  to r . a t i c r a l  ,3~~~e i i’e  c-c r a t c r - ~ l r~r r u r .T ~ l e  A r ’:r - r  t. ’a t o i
may f a ( e  to  i r e C r  r r r c i e  E. r a ~ a~~, i C ~ e q  ~~u~~’ c i d v  icr T c a ~~e~
p i i ;ch~ ire . or r - - i t s  i n  a r ’ rr -r a t , c  ct~~ a r oc c ’  r~~ C ;:rr r i  t o i t - c

ei tent  to ~ h i c ~ )~~~ c t e t e  c r r~ c u r b  . .c (  on to  ~ e i - i -  r •  • a m y  a n d  d e s ir-

ab le to ailc -w f r t h e  o i - d c m ) y  i :u;~ e ’ r c r . t a t r o n  o f a p l c - g r a m  for the
u t i l i z a t o’i~~~f p u c h  c q u r ; : x -  cr 1.
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“(c) There is h ereby au thor i z ed  to be eat a b lis}r rd on the books
of the Treas ury ems auto m a tic data p r o c e s s i n g  fund , which ~ha!l be
avai lable  without  f i s ca l  y e a r  Jim it . a t ion for e~ p er r e es, In c l u d ing per-
eon s? serv ices , other cost s, a nd the p r ocurem en t  by lea se , purchase .
tr an sfer , or o therwi se  of eq u i p m e n t , m a i n t e n a n c e , a ri d repai r  of such
equ ipme n t  by con t r ac t  or ot h erw ise , n ece s s a ry  for  t h e  e f f i c i e n t  co-
ordin a t ion , ope r a t i on , u t i f l z~~t ion of such equ i pm r n t  by a nd for Fed-
eral s g e n c i e a :  Pr ouidcd , Th a t a repor t  of eq u i p m e n t  ir .v cnl cry ,  ut il-
ir e t ion , and acqu i s i t i o n s , t og et her w i t h  an accoun t  of rece i pts , di,-
bur ~e m e ntS , and t i a n s f c r s  to m n i s c e l I n n ~ ou i r ec e ip t s , under  t hi s C u .
t ho r i s a t i on  sha l l  be ma de a n n u a l l y  in c o n n e c t i o n  with the budge t
es t imates  to the D i r e c to r  of t i , e  Bu rc ’au of the Budge t  a nd to t he Con-
a re as , and t h~ inc lu s ion  in a p p r o p r i a t i o n  ac t s  of p r o s ’ i z i o n s  ,egu lat -
I n g t i e  oper a t i on of the a u toma t i c  d a t a  p roc essing  f u n d , or l i m i t i n g
the ex p e n d i t u r e s  the re f rom , is hereby au thor i z ed ,

“ (d)  There ar e a u th o r 7ed to be ap p r opr i a t ed  to saId fund  ,uc h
sums as may be rcqu i rcd w h i ch , t o g e t h e r  wi th  th e  va lu e , a, det er-
mined by the A dr ; r r r r i s t r a tor , of a u p p I L e ~ and e q u i - m e n t  fr o m t im e to
time t ran sferred  to the A d m i n j s t r a l o i ’, shal l  co r . s t i t u t e  the cap i ta l  of
the f und :  Prov~dcd , T h a t  said f u n d  ~ r a l l  hi c red i t ed  with (1) ad-
v a nces  and re lmhurser i ~cn t s fro m a vC i l r r ~~ e a p p r o p r i a t i o n e  and fund s
of any a g e n c y  ( i n c l u d i n g  the G e n e r a l  Serv ic e s  A drn in ic t j - a t i on) ,  or-
g a n i z a t i o n , or co n t r ac to r  u t~i i z i r g  such  t ’qu i prc e rr ’. and s e r v i c e s  ren-
dered them , at mu te s  d e t , c r m i n e d  by t h e A d m i n i s t r a t o r  to ap pr ox imate
tho costs  thereof  ru r- t by t~~e f u n d  ( i . r c ! u d r r r g ’  depr e c ia t io n  of oqu ip-
ment , p r ov i ~ l on for a c cs ’iied I rav e , nn~ (cr c ame r ~i:~~t~en of ir ~ t a I1a t t o n
cost ~ , but e ’ c l u d i n ~~, in th e d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of ra tes  prior to the fi~ c~ l
year l t ~67, su ch  d i r e c t  opc~ u~ r ig c x p c r r~r -s as cu rr y be d i rec t l y  ep pr O ’

- pr i a t e d  for , sc hi ~c h r ’ x —.- r~~es may be ch a r ize d  to the f u n d  ~ nd cover ed
by adv ance s Or n u i m b u r s e r n c u ~, fr o m  s u c h  d rec t  ap p r o p r i a t i o n s )  and
(2)  r e funds  or r e c o v e r i e s  r e s u l t i n g  (t orn op i r it ion s  of the f u n d ,
i nc l ud ing  the r :r- t ç r o cee d s  cit d i sp o i s a i  of e x c c a a  or s u r p lu s  p e r s o n 1
p r opert y an d r e c e i pts f r o m  ca r  r i e r s  and  o the r s  fcr loss of or da mage
to property : Pr.i r~ dc~ fur t hie r , That  f o l l o w i n g  th e close of ecreb f i e ca l
J e e r  an y nct It  rc me , a f t e r  n:a~~lr .g p r o v i s i o n s  for prIor yea r loSseS ,
ff an y, shal l  be t r ,-i r r s f e r r c d  to the T i c  r r s u r y  of the U n i t ed  ~ t atea  ~e
mls c e l~~n m - c u s  r , - c - i p t .a.

“ (e) The p r~ vi ~ c f c - i l c ~~in g  p a r a ,, r a p h  (4)  in ~c c t i o n  2O1 ~~a) of tb la
A ct  an d  t l r ~ , s i on s  cr 1 c! i cn ~u ’ ( d )  of t h i s  A c t  sh , a l l  h~~- - ,’ rio op-
p l i c e t i o n  in t t .e  c. ~rn ~~: r . t  r .; t r o r l  cf t h r u  ~m - c t i 0 n .  No o th e r  r o v l a i o n
of t~i : s  A c t  or r~r v  c-t ~,r r  Act .~h i c h is cc t - s i c ~~i - : r t  ~~ t h  t h e  p r r  v i s i n i~
of t h i s  sec t i on  s~~a 1i be i rp ~~~ : t i c  iii t h e  a d r r . i n k tr r , t r c r i  cf  t t~i5 sec-
tio n .
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“(f) The Secretary of Commerce Ii author ized (1) to provide
agencies , and the Admini s trator of G e n e r a l  Services in the e~xer c ise
of the au t h o r i t y  d e l c g a ~cd in t h i s  sec t ion , with  s c i e n t i f i c  an d techno—
logica l a dv isory services  r e l a t ing  to au tomat ic  data proc ess in g and
rel a t ed sy st ems , ari d (2) to make appropr ia te  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  to
the P r c a i d c n t  r e l a t i n g  to the c a t u b l i s l i m c n t  of un i for m F’ed cral auto-
matic da ta  process in g  a tand .- ir d s .  The Secretary of Commerce is

- author ized to under t a ke  the necessary re search in the sc iences  and
technolo gies of au tc ma t i c  data  p roces s ing  compu ter  and related sys-
tem a , as may be requ i red  under  provi s i ons  of this subse c t ion ,

“(g) The author i ty  confe r r ed  upon the Admin istr r1 to x’ and the
Secretary of Commerce by th i s  sec t ion  sha l l  be exercised subject to
direction by the P re s iden t  a ri d to f i sca l  and policy control exerc ised
by the Bureau of the Bud ge t ,  A u t h o r i t y  so confe rr ed opon the
Adm i nis t r a tor  shal t  not be so cons t rucd  as to (m n p a i r  or in t e r f e re
with the dc te z- r -nin a ti o n by a gencies  of their i nd iv i d u a l  a u tomat i c
data process i ng  e q u i p m e n t  r e q u i r e m e n t s , i n c l u d i n g  the de vel opr i -re nt
of apec i f i ca t ions  for aji d the s e l e c t i o n  of the  types a n d  c o n f i g u r a -
t ions of e q u i p m e n t  needed The A d m i n i s t r a t o r  s h a l l  not in t ’- r ( c r e
with , or a t tempt  to con t ro l  in any way, th e u se r rr a d e of aut omati c
data process ing  e q u i p m e n t  or c o m p o n e n t s  thereof  by an y agency .
The Admi n i ~ tr u tor  shal l  p rov ide  a d e q u a t e  notice to al l  a g e n c i e s  and
other users  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to each p rop ose d d e t e rm i n a t io n
specif ical ly  a f f e c t i n g  the m or th e a u t o m a t i c  data  p r o c e s s i n g  equip-
~~ent or component ,  used by t t iem . I n the absenc e  of mu tua l  agree-
mint be tween  the A d r r c r n i , t r a t o r  and th e a gency  or u se r  conce rned ,
such propo sed d e t e r m i r . a t i c r .s sh a l l  be subjec t  to r e v i e w  and d e r i s i o n
by the Bureau  of the B u d g e t  u r i i e ~ , the P r e s i d e n t  o th e rwi se  d i rec t s ,

A pproved October  30 , 19G5 .
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ADPE APPROVAL THRESHOLDS
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A E K  300-2 Att ac h.nesit 2 14 Febrü~ry 1975

— 

Tl.u’shold Paragrap h A ppro val
(TIins.~andi of 5) (refe r io AFR 300 2) 

— 
- 

- 

Aut ho r ity

ADrE A pprova l—Compet i tive Selec t ion:
a. Lease (a n n u a l COS tS)

Mote than SI00 but not more th an  SI mil lion . .. . 12c( I) 140 USAF/ACD
$100 and less 15b(2) MAJCOM / USA F

ADPS Mana ger

b. Purclrarce (lotal costs): -

$3 mill ion and less per ye a r 12c( I) IIQ USAF/ACD

2. ADPE A ppro v a l—Sol e Sou rce :
— a. Lease (annual costs):

More t han 550 hut not more than  $200 32c(2) HO USAF/ACO
$50 and lc~s per year 15b( I) MAJCO M/USA F

b. Pur chase (tota l costs): ADPS Mana ger
$500 and less J2c( 2) HO USAF/ACD

3. ADPE A pprovs l—Reu titsz.a t io n:
a. Lease (annual costs):

- 
- $200 and less I 2c(6) HQ USAF/ACD

b.,Ow rred Equi pment:
$500 and less 12c(6) HO USAF/ACD

4 . ADPE A pp re rv a l— EAM:
a. Lease ISc MAJCOM / USAF

ADI’S Ma n ag er
b. Purch a se 12c IIQ IJSAF /ACD
c. Expen se It e m Purchase :

SI and less ISd MAJ COM/ USAF
ADPS Miansgrr

5. ADS Devcl o pm c nt:
Systems Du- ~rn and r r ogr ~ m rni r ig —O rg an ic  M.urp ower :
Less than 25 man-years  lS g MAJCO M/ USAF

ADPS Mana g e r
More th an  25 bu t not more Slum SO ma n -~ r a r s  12c (7) l iQ USAF/ACD

6. ADP C o n t r a c t u a l  Sr -m v , c es
M or e i l r i r  5100 b ut  not mor e t h an  5500 i2c (4)  II Q U SAF/ACD
5100 i f l r i  less ISa MAJCO ,’i I / U SAF

A1)l’S M a n a g e r

7. Curr rnrc : ~ irr l S rtirc _ , r c  A r 1 r j i ’ l I u f l .

a. P u i - ~~ j - r  ( l ~~i .r I r r Y % )

Mo r e  t h a n  550 tro t r iot u n - r e  t t i j n  ~~0O l2c(S) IIQ V SA F/ AC [)
$50 and less ISe M~~)C O\ i / PSAF

AOl ’S M a n a g e r

b. Le ase (. i nnu al c o s t )
Mor e  S I a n 5 7 5  bu t  not t unic t ~ an $200 I 2c (5 )  110 L’S ‘SF/ACt)
$ 15 j r~ les s l ’re PntPr h (l ’-t P -‘ii

A L)I’S t h~- - 
~~

FIfl’ ’~ E t~ 1 A P  F - ~~ E 7r~t1’ P P ~~~~~~~~ T~-~ESHfl LPS
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Table 7— 1. Selection and Ac q u iMi tion It ppro sll ) Author i t ies ‘-‘

AS4 OCSA A RSTA F
(FM) MISt) MACOM Re/crc ire,

SOl.E-SOURCE ACQUISITION Pars 3-12
A. Er.~erd* $50,000 pu rc have br innu s l  ~~~~~ X
B. Up to 150.000 pr . r cha .e  or a n n u a l  leave x

IL. GENERAL ( ‘Utt pu. sE  AL)PE Par .s 3-4 , 3— It
A. Central Procev. ~ng Unit (CPU)

I. Ezceedv 1)4)0 .000 pur chave  or annua l leave - -  X
2. Up to 1)00 .000 and eacre,t a 150.000 pu rc har.e

or snnu a t  le av e  x
3 Up to $50 000 pu rc hav, or annual leav e X

B- Other AD I’E
I. Eareeds $500 000 pur c h ave or $200 ,000 annual 

2. Up to 1500.000 pur cha- e  or  1200,000 annual
leav e 

III. S&E AND PROCESS CONTROL ADP E ’ Pars . 3-4, 3-51
A. More than one CPU or e*cerd ,  1500 .000 pu rcha s e

or $200 000 a n n u a l  t r ’a.e X -

B. D~~~v not i r r c t u rk  more t han  our .’ CP U and  does not
eacee d ~~, ~~~~~~ purr have or ~~. ,r,I O(lO S TI rru al leave x

IV. R EUT lL l iATL O~~ OF’ C0VERNMENT OWN ED
A DP E  Pa r a 3-6
A. Rep la ce ,d t ’n t r ca l  ( I r k ,  t ype)  l .a. , ,r .5 AD P E

1. CPU 
2 Other A1 ) I’E -.  x

B C1’U for i n r t n r i l r r r ’ t r , t i n j t r , u r ,  of ~~n~ r~ , r r , n t 1 1 t i o n  X
V . R E I t T I L I z A r I t I N  OI’ t E A S E L )  A I I l ’ E  ‘ Pars 3—12

( R e t r t i t r z a t i o n  0r , ‘s ’. - i  A n t ’ ) . :  for o t l r r r  t h a i ,  i i i
or ..r ,naI prir J %I ~%i ’ 11,3, 1 11 ,1 I’ - n f l  ,I,i,’r , rl ir~ ‘n I l ”  vi lure..
pr . nr ~~: - ’ n.’ 71! . t~~ n r , - ’ ’~n ’ l ! ,  r , ,  I n ’- -~~ .’ ap;- !s’.)

VI . S O ) . l W A R E  4 ,1 \ ! \ l ). .1: l A l l . Y  A V . - ’ r I L ~~ };LF: “  P .r av 3.—? , 3 — I l
A. C e n r u a l  l’ur ~ n ’s ~ Sr n t S n 4 s r e

1. Fi ceer li 1:. 1(30 p r n r c l n r . . . - r . r  a n n r n j r l l e ave  - -  - x
2. U p to $ , n u n  ; ‘ n r r r - ) r l r , , ’ n - i  . , u r n u a l  ,‘a.p I

B- A p p l r c a t r r r n  ‘~o( t -.’a r e
I 4, t a , , a ~~r ’ , r r ,’ r-u t l u r f n r r r , n  ‘it n u n  Syvt , ’m ,   x
2 SA F I ’ , . . . .  ~, Cr r r t r r r t  ~~~ s). mS

( a )  F~ ,- . -  ~ I n iu n i n  ~~ n r  l , ~~e or a n r r n r v t  l e av e  X
(b ) I ’ ; t n  ~ ~ ~ p u r n -~~. r . v e  or a r r r r r n a t  - a v e  X

VI!. A Pr S \ ’ - I F  ‘ni :  - i  4 ) - O R T  :-F RV I rES   Par s  3-7
A. I n i t i a l  R ~~) l ~ - ’ r .- nt i

I F . i c e e I v  ~ ~
. n n r r ) • n rnnns t i ~ p . r  r Y - l u n r . ’ rrue nt -—  X

2 t ’ p t o I ‘ n j  n i r n n n r s f l 5 I - e r r ,-~~ , .  , , - r - n , ’ , r (  ‘ I
B. I’ i i . ’.. n - r n , - r ) o , , ’ r r r e r r t v

5 5 ~~~~~~~~~~ $ - n ,  n r ( n 1r _ . ._  x
2 S,ri r rr d a u n t  51 - ,nI 3 ’  a r i - i i , ~~n O r  n $ , ’ r r t n l , r d  in

In i t i a l  s~~; r I i  1.~ A ’  \ 3 -M
(a) \ n ’ :  e . , , , - d  - ,  a ) ’ (  . n r r l  f 1 I l l  t ( 3  
(b) 5 ~~ , , , n - , n n - ; n n r n ,  I a ’ - - - n I T  I I : - ~ — — I

.4 l’ uiur’ t l’i 5 ,  ‘i r n cm
(I! l’ r , - n . -  , .. ‘ r •;‘ ~‘ n . - ’ ’ ’ r  ( - s  ~ -‘r i ’  “ t I  (or 3

Sr.,. 
‘ -  x

lb S t’,.. . r , , n , .  > ~p~- ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘-  I t~~ A R  1 -\ I St A COM
fur 3 ~~r s r v  ( n . m l  ( ( n m ? ‘ t  vi  t l n r ~r n r K h
4t h s e a r )  ‘I n t i I r , l n , , l ’  - t i n . - ,  •~ n (m n1 ~) X

(i’S l’ T 4 ’ S n r ’ o ’ 5 
~~

‘r . ’ ’ ” ’1 ~ A~
(or 3 ~~, . r ’  ( o n  v i s e  , ,  n - I . ’  ‘n t  riot
V . ,  .r.I,r~ 3 . n ’”’ , -  X

F 1 C I I R E  f — 3  ,‘
~ -

‘y 
~~~~ fN’1-~-V ,~( ~~~~

‘ r c t
~ n~ nç
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22 March 1976

ASA OCSA ARSTA F
(FM) MISD MACOM Referenc e

V I I I .  ADPE MAINTENANCE SERVICES I Pars. 3-7, 3-11

LX. ADr surPLI I:s X Para 3-39

X. HARDWARE A ND SOFTWARE PERFORMANCE
MONITORS B x Paras 3-’7 , 3-35

Foot iro f e5:
‘Compliance with  new s tar t  (n ew estalrlir.h me nt , initia l invtalla t io n , upg ,’nde , or consolidation ) t hreshold ap proval

r e qu i rements  of AR 235— S is p re requis i te  to c se r c m s e  of t h ese a p p r o v a l  , u t h o r i t r e s .  -
‘ Ff’M R , A S PR . and A P P  app ly to a l l  A D ) -’ pr oc urement s .  R eq u i r e n n e n t s  for Dele gation of Procu rement Author ity

(DPA) from GSA fo r A PPE , APP servIc es, and s upp l r es are co nt * ine d in th e FPMR.
‘Inc ludes ADP E for Marnkge ment lnfo r ms t ruin Systems , W’i’r’St CCS , t e lec o mm u n rc a t i of l s . and IDHS. HQ DA ret ar ns

appro val authority for commercia lly avSi )KI -nla general purpo s e ADPE requ i red for t a r t n ca l  and/or mobi le s y ste ms

acqu ired under prov isions of thi s r,-gul ~ t ion. In certain r , r t u a t ,0n3 . DIA se lect i and re q u ev t s  procurement of 11)1-I S

equi p - r e n t  t hrou g h a sp ecif ied  procurem ent  a c t i v i t y .  Inc lude data acqui s i t ion d e v i cea  and I’CM Reutil ization of

A DPE by ARSTA F/MACOM is subj ect to the pr os- is ion s of AR 1R-.7.
• Selection and approval of ADI’E ~nd so ftware assocr ~ ted wit h Class A —I syat em s must be approved by I-IQDA

regard less of these d elegat ion s.
‘ S&E app licat io ns must co n~t.it ute at Ie’ iv t 75 percent of all up p li c at i on a

• Acquisition of general purpose software for use on compu ters operating Class A sy stems must be appro v ed by the

A RA(s) for the systems-
‘ARSTAF / MA CO M nu ay rede lega t e  au tho r i ty  up to $70 ,000

• Hardware and sof tware per formance  m oni to rs  a r - c p rocu red  by the Federal  Computer Perfor m an ce and S n m u l a -

tion Center.

FIGURE B-3 (cont) ARMY ~rr APPRO V AL THRESH OI P S
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