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A m e r i c a n  F o r c e s  I n f o r m a t i o n  S e r v i c e

Improving/Standardizing DoD
Procurement Business Processes

E L E A N O R  S P E C T O R

I
t is my pleasure to speak to you
this morning about the state of
electronic commerce. Perhaps the
best way to tell you about elec-
tronic commerce is to describe

how we in the defense procurement
community will be making much
greater use of electronic technology to
conduct our business.

Standard Procurement System
As recently as the late ’80s, procure-
ment processes were generally manu-

ally intensive. There were some auto-
mated systems, but each tended to be
unique to its own organization. Few
performed all of the procurement
functions. They involved high mainte-
nance costs and had weak links to the
finance community.

Early in the ’90s, I initiated a joint Mil-
itary Department and Defense Agency
effort to standardize and improve pro-
curement business processes. From
1991 to 1994, we undertook the labori-
ous tasks of modeling the procure-
ment process, defining our require-
ments for an automated system, and
standardizing the data so that the sys-
tem would have the broadest possible
application. This was an ambitious
concept. We wanted to have the same
software for all DoD contracting
offices to interface with other func-
tional elements of DoD. This meant
that Army, Navy, Air Force, and the
Defense Agencies all had to participate
in all aspects of what now came to be
known as the Standard Procurement
System [SPS].

By May of 1994, the modeling and
requirements definition was deemed
sufficiently adequate to begin testing the
marketplace. We released a request for
information stating that we were seeking
existing commercial systems that could
handle 13 basic procurement functions.

In response to this request, we had eight
companies demonstrate their commer-
cial systems. Our own user demonstra-
tions validated the ability of the com-
mercial systems to perform most
government contracting functions.

The request for proposals was issued
in October 1995. It called for a basic

contract with options for three incre-
mental software enhancements and 10
years of support. We would use task
orders for installation, integration with
existing software, training and engi-
neering support. There would be no
“how to” specifications. Instead, we
would have a statement of desired
functions. Finally, any product would
have to be year 2000-compliant and
compatible with Windows™ software.

We wanted offerors to propose pricing
for software licenses. These would
vary with the size of the site involved.
They would also propose the content
of, and delivery schedule for, enhance-
ments. We requested a commercial
warranty and commercial software
rights. We did not want any source
code, since the government could not
modify it anyway.

Phase 1
The procurement had three phases. In
Phase 1, which we completed in Janu-
ary of 1996, we tested offerors’ commer-
cial software packages to verify their
products met a technical minimum for
continuation in the competition.

Phase 2
In Phase 2, completed in August of
1996, we used the Carnegie Mellon
Software Engineering Institute’s soft-
ware capabilities methodology to eval-
uate the products of four offerors, test-
ed the software to verify performance
was as claimed, determined technical-
ly acceptable offers, requested price
proposals and selected two offerors to
continue.

Phase 3
In the final phase, we conducted user
evaluations at 16 DoD contracting

Editor’s Note: The following
excerpt from Defense Issues, pub-
lished by the American Forces
Information Service, presents
remarks by Eleanor Spector,
Director of Defense Procurement,
Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense (Acquisition and Technol-
ogy) at the 5th Annual Dun &
Bradstreet Conference, Washing-
ton, D.C., June 16, 1997.

In June 1997, Secretary of Defense
William S. Cohen called for an
ongoing and future “Revolution in
Military Affairs” or RMA, which he
believes must be accompanied by
a “Revolution in the Business
Practices” of DoD. Spector’s
remarks detail how the Office of
Defense Procurement is revolu-
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and in the process, achieving its
own “Revolution in Electronic
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(This material is in the public
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http://www.dtic.mil/defenselink/
pubs/di_index.html.)
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activities, obtained an independent
technical assessment from the national
software testing laboratories, asked for
updated pricing and on April 7, 1997,
selected American Management Sys-
tems to deliver software, installation,
training and support. Our selection
criteria, in descending order, were the
performance at the 16 procurement
sites, the commercial enhancements
and upgrades being offered, the tech-
nical and management approach for
accomplishing outyear requirements,
and price.

Where are we today? We have MAIS-
RC [Major Automated Information Sys-
tem Review Council] approval to
deploy to 125 contracting sites. The
initial software release will accomplish
about 45 percent of our procurement
functions with FY [fiscal year] 98 and
FY 99 releases accomplishing the
remainder.

The users, who have already budgeted
for local hardware and installation, will
determine the order of site deploy-
ment. Generally, though, we expect to
deploy first to non- or semiautomated
major systems sites. We are also anx-
ious to assist in resolving the
unmatched disbursement problem
through the use of SPS. In FY 97, we
plan to issue orders for SPS installa-
tion at about 100 to 125 sites, covering
approximately 5,000 users. By 2000,
we expect installation in 900 procure-
ment offices throughout the Depart-
ment.

Shared Data Warehouse
Related to the development of SPS, a
shared data warehouse is being devel-
oped by the DLA [Defense Logistics
Agency] System Design Center. This
will be a repository for contracting
data that can be accessed by procure-
ment and other functional elements.
This warehouse will use DoD standard
procurement data definitions.

The ultimate objectives of the shared
data warehouse are to eliminate manu-
al data entry, to facilitate information
exchange between various elements in
the acquisition process, such as the

finance and logistics offices, and to
contribute to the elimination of
unmatched disbursements. A proto-
type was established in May 1997 that
stores data transmitted by 850/860
transaction sets. A functional ware-
house will be fully integrated with the
SPS by June 1998.

I believe the introduction of the SPS
and the shared data warehouse will
improve the overall acquisition process
as well as the lives of many of us in the
procurement community who often
feel overwhelmed by data and paper-
work. This is the way acquisition
reform should work.

Central Contractor Registry
Database
The other side of this revolution in
electronic interactivity requires the
contractors to be able to easily and
efficiently communicate with us. To
that end, we are in the process of pop-
ulating the central contractor registra-
tion database, or CCR. The CCR was
originally developed as a single point
for contractors interested in conduct-
ing electronic data interface transac-
tions with the government to register.
As a result of the Debt Collection
Improvement Act of 1996, we are now

required, for contracts resulting from
solicitations issued on or after July 26,
1996, to pay contractors by electronic
funds transfer, or EFT. We are also
required to collect and report taxpayer
identification numbers.

In order to simplify the collection of
the taxpayer identification number
and bank routing information for EFT
payments, we concluded that using
the existing CCR infrastructure would
be the least disruptive to the govern-
ment contracting and finance commu-
nities and would provide a single face
to industry for contractors to register
these data elements. Requiring con-
tractors to register in the CCR also
provides the added benefit of estab-
lishing a single database for existing
automated contract writing and con-
tract pay systems.

As we continue to improve and auto-
mate our administrative functions, the
CCR will evolve as necessary to sup-
port these systems. We will use the
CCR in an assortment of automated
functions such as building bidders
mailing lists, writing contracts, assign-
ing contract administration functions,
and in support of all aspects of elec-
tronic commerce. In time, CCR will
eliminate the requirement for contrac-
tors to submit multiple Standard
Forms 129, Solicitation Mailing List
Application, to different contracting
activities because the requisite infor-
mation will reside in the central data-
base.

Status of Mandatory Contractor
CCR Registration
In early February, I signed a letter
advising the acquisition community of
my intention to propose regulations
requiring that for awards resulting
from solicitations issued after Septem-
ber 30, 1997, the contractor must be
registered in the CCR or a contract
cannot be awarded. I established an
integrated product team, or IPT, to
support the CCR implementation
process. As we reviewed the process, it
immediately became clear to me that
registering in the CCR was just too dif-
ficult. We felt that the Internet registra-
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tion process was too cumbersome,
and we found that many of our con-
tractors simply could not access the
Internet.

We also concluded that the time lag
between submission of a registration
package and the completion of the
registration process was too long — it
has taken some companies as much as
30 days to complete the registration
process.

As a result of the problems we encoun-
tered with the registration process, Dr.
[John] Hamre, [then] Comptroller of
the Defense Department, and I signed
a letter delaying implementation of the
requirement for contractors to register
in the CCR as a condition for receiving
a contract. We are currently assessing
the schedule to improve the registra-
tion process, and we have not estab-
lished a firm date for implementation
of the registration policy. For planning
purposes, however, the policy will not
be implemented earlier than March 31,
1998.

We are taking a number of steps to
improve the CCR registration process.
We are developing a seed file from
existing government and Dun and
Bradstreet files to pre-populate the
CCR database. We are revising the
Web registration process and the reg-
istration form to be much more user
friendly. We are working with the
electronic commerce resource centers
to develop outreach centers to help
the smaller contractors register in
CCR. Finally, we are working to sig-
nificantly reduce the time it takes to
register.

As soon as we analyze the steps neces-
sary to improve the registration
process, we will establish a firm date
when contractors must be registered
in CCR as a condition to receive a con-
tract.

We know that CCR is a new way of
doing business, and we are convinced
that over time it will support automat-
ed systems that will improve our pro-
ductivity.

Director Of Defense Procurement
Office Of The Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition & Technology)
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