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Introduction

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to talk about the recent study chartered by the Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics.   During the week of November 8, 2004, Mr. Michael Wynne, Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, chartered a multi-service/agency team which he asked me to lead and to conduct a review of the Air Force acquisition actions involving Ms. Darleen Druyun.  This team reviewed specific acquisition actions executed during the tenure (1993-2002) of Ms. Druyun as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisitions and Management.  The objective of the Study was to determine if decisions Ms. Druyun executed or influenced were consistent with DoD standards of integrity and sound business practices.  The acquisition actions identified for review were source selection decisions, Acquisition Strategy Panel (ASP) decisions, revisions to Acquisition Strategy Reports during or after ASP approvals, award fee determinations, equitable adjustments, actions involving contested payments to contractors, contract restructures, contract extensions, and contract litigations.  The Team reviewed 407 actions and approximately 8,000 documents between December 6, 2004 and January 28, 2005.  As a result, eight actions were identified where the acquisition process appeared irregular or abnormal and where the results may not have been in the best interest of the Government.  We called these actions anomalies.  The Acting Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) has referred these eight actions to the DoD Inspector General for further review and or investigation.
Methodology
The ground rules for the Druyun Study included the following considerations:

1) At the time Mr. Wynne chartered the Study, some of Ms. Druyun’s actions had already been identified as problematic.  Any such actions already identified and under review by other Government bodies were excluded from this Study.

2) The Study was to be concluded by late January/early February 2005, although additional time could be requested if needed in the interest of quality of information.

3) The Study was strictly limited in scope to identify actions requiring further review.  Given the time constraints for this initial review, it specifically was not intended as a definitive review of an issue or specific contract action.  Accordingly, the results are qualified to the extent they must be reviewed by an investigative agency in detail to determine whether an action is, in fact, a true problem or whether it is a reasonable action in light of further details.

To assess the magnitude of the Study, I worked with the Air Force and the Director, Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy to develop a data call of all acquisition actions that Ms. Druyun played a significant role in during the 1993-2002 timeframe.  As the data was being collected and based on preliminary information from the Air Force showing a field of about 250 actions, the Study Team was established.  It consisted of 40 people in the disciplines of contracts, technical, audit, legal counsel and staff support.  Representatives from the Navy, the Army, the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA), the General Service Administration (GSA), and the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) were sought for the team.  Expert level representatives in grades 13-15 were requested to ensure members would be capable of making informed judgments based on a relatively small amount of data, combined with discussions with knowledgeable individuals.  The final team composition included 40 individuals, 23 from DCMA, 7 from the Navy, 4 from the Army, 5 from DCAA and 1 from GSA.

In order to expedite the Study, I decided to send Study Team Members to the Air Force locations where pertinent documents were maintained, rather than have the documents forwarded to one location.  Analysis of the Air Force structure indicated there were four primary contracting locations where the bulk of the documents would be located.  Those four locations were:  Wright-Patterson AFB, Los Angeles AFB, Robins AFB, and Hanscom AFB.  Study Team Members were divided into five units, one for each primary Air Force location and one headquarters unit to provide support to the other four.  Each primary location had a definite product focus (Wright-Patterson – Aircraft, Los Angeles – Space and Missiles, Warner Robins – Air Logistics, and Hanscom – Electronics).   Therefore, unit assignments were made as much as possible on the basis of comparable product experience, as outlined in the resumes received from team members.  Some level of product knowledge of the units was expected to make the document analysis more efficient and effective.  

Assembling the Study team and issuing the data call required approximately one month.  Following that, the week of December 6-10, 2004, was used as a general orientation for all team members.  Initial information briefings were provided, team and sub-team introductions were made, and detailed work planning at the sub-team level began.  One day was devoted to briefings by the Air Force on the Air Force acquisition organization.  Time was also spent discussing how the Air Force conducts source selections in order to acquaint team members with any differences between their parent organizations’ procedures and those of the Air Force.  During this week, the team members contacted Air Force points of contact at each location to schedule entrance briefs, to request applicable documents, and to schedule interviews with involved acquisition personnel.  The field activities soon revealed some acquisition documentation was located at sites other than the four previously noted.  To capture the entire list of actions provided by the Air Force, visits were also made to Vandenberg AFB, Hill AFB, Peterson AFB, Kirtland AFB, Tinker AFB, Eglin AFB, Patrick AFB, Maxwell AFB, Bolling AFB, and the Department of Commerce in Maryland.


Upon completion of data collection in the field, each sub-team completed documentation of any anomalies.  Anomaly summaries from each team were reviewed in a plenary session of all sub-teams to ensure overall Study Team concurrence with the subject and content of the anomaly.  Senior Air Force acquisition officials were advised of the anomalies and were offered an opportunity to comment on them.  Finally, the anomalies were presented to a Blue Ribbon Panel of General Officer and Senior Executive Service acquisition officials from the Navy, the Army and the DCAA for a final confirmation that they warranted further review.  
Actions Needing Further Review

The Druyun Study Team identified eight acquisition actions (over and above those already under review by other Government bodies) that Ms. Druyun was involved in during the period 1993-2002 where the acquisition process appeared irregular or abnormal and where the results may not have been in the best interest of the Government.  It is important to note the qualifiers in the previous sentence – the process “appeared” irregular and the results “may” not have been in the best interest of the Government.  These qualifiers are in keeping with the charter of this Study which was to review a broad segment of data and to identify actions in that field of data which warrant further review.  This Study did not conduct a detailed review of anomalies found.  For that reason, after a detailed review is conducted, some or all of the anomalies reported may subsequently be found to be both reasonable and in the Government’s best interest.  A list of the anomalies identified during the Study is provided at Enclosure 1.
Conclusion


The Druyun Study Team identified eight new acquisition actions that Ms. Druyun was involved in during the period 1993-2002 where the acquisition process appeared irregular or abnormal and where the results may not have been in the best interest of the Government.  In closing, thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee.  Although the Study results are not conclusive as to wrongdoing, there is sufficient concern in each case to warrant a recommendation that the anomalies be reviewed further.

The Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics referred eight anomalies to the Department of Defense Inspector General’s office for further detailed review and analysis on February 8, 2005.
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