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The current fiscal environment doesn’t help either. The work-
force knows that as budgets go down, protests go up. Again 
from the Congressional Research Service, from FY2001 to 
FY2008, total government procurement spending, adjusted 
for inflation, increased faster (over 100 percent) than the num-
ber of protests filed (35 percent). This trend reversed itself 
in FY2008: In FY2008–FY2012, total government spending, 
adjusted for inflation, decreased more than 10 percent while 
total protests increased 45 percent. These data indicate that, 
when compared to the rate of government spending, bid pro-
tests decreased from FY2001 to FY2008, and increased from 
FY2008 to FY2012. Yet DoD, following a very defined process, 
won virtually all bid protests. 

The workforce also knows that the smaller the contract, the 
more likely there will be a protest. For big companies bidding 
big contracts, a GAO protest is a business decision. For small 
companies, a decision to protest may mean the life of the 
company, a lack of understanding of the process, or simply 
an ego-driven decision. As the Naval Postgraduate School 
stated in a 2010 monograph, “Understanding and Mitigating 
Protests of Department of Defense Acquisition Contracts”: 
“Most protests involve contracts with comparatively small 
value—under $100 million—where protestors are relatively 
small—fewer than 500 employees, and most protests are by 
small companies protesting awards to other small companies.” 
For smaller contracts, abbreviated contracting procedures and 
tailored strategies would seem to make perfect sense. Yet in a 
highly risk-averse environment, small contracts can become 
every bit as complex as a major acquisition in terms of locally 
imposed process in an attempt to preclude or be fully prepared 
for a protest.

Process substituting for judgment is the unfortunate lesson 
well-learned. Look at any budget-driven acquisition strategy. 
The workforce knows that budget-driven programs result in 
underestimating the time, costs and risks of future actions 
while overestimating the benefits of those actions. This oc-
curs even when they have experience with similar overrun-
ning tasks. This is generally known as the “Planning Fallacy” 
and was first proposed in a 1979 paper by Daniel Kahneman 
and Amos Tversky. In a more humorous take, Bell Labs’ Tom 
Cargill offered the 90–90 rule for software development: 
“The first 90 percent of the code accounts for the first 90 
percent of the development time. The remaining 10 percent 
of the code accounts for the other 90 percent of the devel-
opment time.” 

Yet even when independent observers review programs and 
offer more pessimistic views of cost, schedule or technical 
performance, programs frequently proceed, having checked 
all the blocks and followed the process. In March 2014, the 
GAO reported “Over the past year, the overall size of DoD’s 
major defense acquisition program portfolio decreased, from 
85 programs to 80, while the estimated cost has increased by 
$14.1 billion. The average time to deliver initial capability to the 
warfighter also increased by 2 months. … In addition, many 

programs continue to commit to production before completing 
developmental testing.”

So is “the process” the enemy? We certainly spend enormous 
resources both following it and suggesting ways to reform 
it. Yet process is also a fundamental management tool and 
mechanism for large groups of people to work collaboratively. 
Process also provides a mechanism for best practices and en-
suring fairness in competition for defense procurements.

Process, however, is only a means to an end. Processes 
should be flexible and adaptable to the situation and allow 
for exceptions. The November 2013 Interim DoD Instruc-
tion 5000.02, Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, 

MDAP/MAIS Program Manager Changes 

With the assistance of the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, Defense AT&L magazine publishes the names of in-
coming and outgoing program managers for major defense 
acquisition programs (MDAPs) and major automated in-
formation system (MAIS) programs. This announcement 
lists all such changes of leadership for both civilian and mil-
itary program managers that occurred in recent months.  

Army
Col. James F. McNulty relieved Col. Robert G. McVay as 
project manager for Integrated Personnel and Pay System-
Army (IPPS-A) in May.

Air Force
Col. Amanda G. Kato relieved Col. Cordell A. DeLapena 
Jr. as program manager for the Family of Advanced Be-
yond Line-of-Sight Terminals Increment 1 (FAB-T Inc 1) 
Program on March 17.

Col. Amy J. McCain relieved Col. Ronald L. Jackson as 
program manager for the Presidential Aircraft Recapital-
ization (PAR) program on April 10.

Col. Philip A. Garrant relieved Col. Mark A. Baird as 
program manager for the Joint Space Operations Center 
(JSpOC) Mission System Increment 2 (JMS Inc 2) pro-
gram on May 1.

Linda W. Haines relieved Thomas Davenport as program 
manager for the Air Force Integrated Personnel and Pay 
System (AFFIPPS) program on May 4.

Col. Andrew J. Knoedler relieved Col. Thomas J. Killeen 
as program manager for the Mission Planning System In-
crement IV (MPS Inc IV) program on May 17.




