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PROCUREMENT LEAD TIMES:  
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PARTIAL FORMAL DEFINITION, 
ACTUAL LEAD TIMES, AND TRACKING MECHANISMS 

ABSTRACT 

 In January 2021, a formal definition of procurement administrative lead time 

(PALT) was issued. This formal definition includes the beginning and end stages of PALT 

for various contract actions yet excludes a definition for the full acquisition lead time cycle. 

The formal definition also includes a proposed PALT tracking mechanism that would 

report PALT to the public. A review of the delta between the formal PALT definition and 

how PALT is measured at Army Contracting Command-Redstone Arsenal (ACC-RSA) is 

conducted. The proposed reporting mechanism is also reviewed for accuracy and viability 

to achieve the goal of governmental transparency into PALT. An in-depth assessment of a 

small subset of ACC-RSA data is conducted. The findings of this research indicate that the 

formal definition of PALT does not capture requisite actions performed by the contracting 

offices and may be reporting inaccurate information in the proposed tracking mechanism. 

Recommendations include a review of the formal PALT definition for the applicability of 

regulations at all levels to which it applies and a review of the proposed tracking 

mechanism to identify additional options. Finally, it is recommended that the full spectrum 

of the acquisition cycle, from identification of the requirement through award or delivery, 

also be investigated and defined to understand the proper placement of PALT within this 

cycle. 
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There are several reasons for the proposal delays shown in Table 11. According to 

the PCF comments and a review of the PCF cabinets, actions that were over 300 days for 

proposal receipt include 17-C-0009. This contract was issued as a sole sourced multi-year 

production contract for a major weapons system, awarded at a value estimated to be $6 

billion, including options. Within the PCF milestones, it is noted that the proposal was 

received; however, it included severe inadequacies and resulted in an adverse audit 

opinion, which required resubmissions of the proposal. 

For action 16-D-0050, the PCF cabinet clearly shows that seven solicitation 

amendments were issued between February 20, 2014 and July 10, 2014. Most of the 

amendments were issued to make changes to the spare parts listing of the requirement, after 

the contractor had received the solicitation. There are no notes indicating if the contractor 

or the government were instigating such changes. 

Awarded 
Dollar Value 

Contract 
Number 

Solicitation 
Issued 

Proposal 
Received/ 
Evaluation 

Start 

Time for 
Proposal 
Receipt 

$16M 21-C-0029 6/12/2020 9/2/2020 82 

$1M 16-C-0003 10/14/2014 12/17/2014 64 

$1M 19-C-0021 7/2/2018 8/23/2018 52 

$16M 19-D-0013 5/2/2018 6/18/2018 47 

$600K 20-D-0028 7/3/2019 8/16/2019 44 

$1M 21-C-0010 7/17/2020 8/20/2020 34 

$60M 20-C-0032 6/3/2020 7/6/2020 33 

$6M 17-C-0034 11/9/2016 12/7/2016 28 

$14M 21-C-0065 7/30/2021 8/18/2021 19 

$4M 21-C-0050 5/18/2021 5/28/2021 10 
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Contract action 20-D-0056 indicates in the PCF notes that there were contractor 

pricing errors and revised proposals being submitted by the contractor. In addition, the 

PNM states that the government removed part of the requirement after reviewing the 

contractor's proposal, thereby requiring another revised proposal. The initial proposal had 

been received December 20, 2018, with the revised proposal coming in July 29, 2019. 

Of particular interest is 15-C-0063, which was issued as an UCA. Such UCA 

actions are intended to be awarded in an expedited manner. There are no notes within the 

PCF database or cabinet files to indicate why the not-to-exceed proposal for an UCA action 

was significantly delayed. This solicitation was also issued on a sole-source basis. 

For negotiated actions, after proposal receipt, the government typically submits the 

proposal to the program office and DCMA for evaluations, depending on the dollar value. 

Negotiated actions less than $2 million, as indicated in Table 9, include the contracting 

officer doing the price analysis along with program office technical evaluations. After such 

evaluations are completed, a POM is prepared for all actions requiring a negotiation in 

accordance with FAR 15.406-1. Table 12 utilizes the same contract actions as Tables 10 

and 11, indicating the length of time such evaluations and POM preparations can take. 
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Table 12. Example Evaluation Timelines. Adapted from Department of the 
Army (n.d.). 

Awarded 
Dollar Value 

Contract 
Number 

Proposal 
Received/ 
Evaluation 

Start 

Negotiations 
Start 

Evaluation 
and POM 

Approvals 

$4M 17-C-0054 12/19/2014 11/3/2016 685 

$34M 21-C-0039 11/14/2019 6/18/2020 217 

$17M 20-D-0056 7/29/2019 1/4/2020 159 

$69M 16-D-0055 4/21/2016 9/2/2016 134 

$10M 21-C-0021 4/6/2020 8/6/2020 122 

$1M 21-C-0010 8/20/2020 12/14/2020 116 

$600K 20-D-0028 8/16/2019 11/27/2019 103 

$1M 16-C-0003 12/17/2014 3/19/2015 92 

$16M 19-D-0013 6/18/2018 9/12/2018 86 

$91M 19-D-0079 5/2/2018 7/26/2018 85 

$3M 20-C-0026 3/1/2019 5/20/2019 80 

$11M 16-D-0050 3/17/2015 5/14/2015 58 

$59M 19-C-0013 9/21/2017 11/16/2017 56 

$6B 17-C-0009 7/21/2016 9/8/2016 49 

$16M 21-C-0029 9/2/2020 10/20/2020 48 

$1M 19-C-0021 8/23/2018 10/4/2018 42 

$14M 21-C-0065 8/18/2021 9/16/2021 29 

$29M 18-D-0058 4/10/2018 5/3/2018 23 

$960K 15-C-0001 9/2/2014 9/10/2014 8 
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As can be seen in Table 12, significant delays to reach award can occur during the 

evaluations. Of the actions indicating N/A in the negotiations start date column, contract 

21-C-0050, was a competitive small business set-aside. The remaining five actions with no 

negotiation start dates were issued as UCAs or letter contracts. Such actions are evaluated 

and negotiated after award of the UCA or letter contract as a subsequent modification to 

the contract action. 

In contract action 17-C-0054, the PCF file indicates several reasons for the 

significant delay. These reasons include multiple requests for information being sent to the 

sole-source contractor for information missing from the proposal, substantial exceptions 

from the proposal taken in the DCMA and program office evaluations, and changes in the 

requirements after receipt of the proposal. Also of note is that the POM required multiple 

resubmissions and rework prior to final approval. 

Action 21-C-0039 indicates inadequate subcontractor information provided in the 

proposal, disagreements with the contractor as to the contract type, and three weeks for the 

POM to process through reviews before approval to open negotiations. For contract 20-D-

0056, delays occurred during the evaluation due to the complexity of the proposal, and 

nearly three months were required to prepare and approve the POM prior to opening 

Awarded 
Dollar Value 

Contract 
Number 

Proposal 
Received/ 
Evaluation 

Start 

Negotiations 
Start 

Evaluation 
and POM 

Approvals 

$4M 21-C-0050 5/28/2021 N/A 0 

$4M 15-C-0063 6/30/2015 N/A 0 

$24M 17-D-0033 12/16/2016 N/A 0 

$147M 18-C-0017 1/3/2018 N/A 0 

$6M 17-C-0034 12/7/2016 N/A 0 

$60M 20-C-0032 7/6/2020 N/A 0 
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negotiations. In this case, the POM reviews and approvals occurred during November and 

December 2019. During this timeframe, many personnel are out of the office due to the 

holidays and use-or-lose annual leave situations. While not an excuse for such delays, it 

does relate to other timelines in which the absence of contracting officers and others within 

the review chain can affect the overall PALT of an action. 

Tables 11 and 12 show the timelines between release of a solicitation and proposal 

receipt, and the time from proposal receipt to opening of negotiations, respectively. Table 

13 will look at the time it can take to negotiate a contract action. This table utilizes the 

same contract actions as previously presented and is sorted by the length of time it took to 

negotiate. As previously stated, actions with N/A for the negotiation start date are either 

competitive small business set asides or UCAs. These actions also include N/A as the 

negotiation completion date as no negotiations were conducted at the time of award of the 

base contract. 
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Table 13. Example Negotiation Completion Timelines. Adapted from 
Department of the Army (n.d.). 

Awarded 
Dollar Value 

Contract 
Number 

Negotiations 
Start 

Negotiations 
Complete 

Negotiation 
Time 

$34M 21-C-0039 6/18/2020 6/28/2021 375 

$59M 19-C-0013 11/16/2017 11/19/2018 368 

$11M 16-D-0050 5/14/2015 5/11/2016 363 

$1M 16-C-0003 3/19/2015 3/8/2016 355 

$3M 20-C-0026 5/20/2019 2/20/2020 276 

$91M 19-D-0079 7/26/2018 4/19/2019 267 

$6B 17-C-0009 9/8/2016 3/16/2017 189 

$4M 17-C-0054 11/3/2016 3/28/2017 145 

$29M 18-D-0058 5/3/2018 9/24/2018 144 

$1M 19-C-0021 10/4/2018 1/31/2019 119 

$17M 20-D-0056 1/4/2020 3/27/2020 83 

$10M 21-C-0021 8/6/2020 10/28/2020 83 

$600K 20-D-0028 11/27/2019 2/6/2020 71 

$960K 15-C-0001 9/10/2014 10/17/2014 37 

$16M 19-D-0013 9/12/2018 10/12/2018 30 

$16M 21-C-0029 10/20/2020 11/16/2020 27 

$1M 21-C-0010 12/14/2020 12/22/2020 8 

$14M 21-C-0065 9/16/2021 9/24/2021 8 

$69M 16-D-0055 9/2/2016 9/9/2016 7 

$4M 21-C-0050 N/A N/A 0 

$4M 15-C-0063 N/A N/A 0 

$24M 17-D-0033 N/A N/A 0 

$147M 18-C-0017 N/A N/A 0 

$6M 17-C-0034 N/A N/A 0 

$60M 20-C-0032 N/A N/A 0 
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Negotiating the contract type continued to be an issue for 21-C-0039, according to 

the PCF milestone comments. The government intended to issue an FFP-Incentive Fee firm 

target type of contract with minor Cost-Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) elements. However, the 

contractor refused to accept an incentive fee type of contract and insisted the action be FFP 

with the minor CPFF elements. According to the PNM, the situation was elevated through 

ACC-RSA management, and resulted in this sole source contractor obtaining the FFP and 

CPFF contract requested after nine months of negotiations. 

Contract action 19-C-0013 sustained different types of delays. The contractor's first 

counteroffer was received over seven weeks after the opening of negotiations. Such 

contractor counteroffer delays appear to be a significant factor throughout this negotiation, 

according to the PCF comments. In addition, the contractor's second counteroffer included 

additional effort not initially proposed that required government evaluation. Disagreements 

about the required materials were also present within the contract file for this FFP long-

lead material and spares contract. 

Delays in the contractor's counteroffers appears to also be an issue with action 16-

D-0050, according to the PCF comments. In this case, the government opened negotiations 

in May 2015 and the first contractor counteroffer was received in December 2015, more 

than six months after the opening of negotiations. According to the PNM, multiple issues 

affected the counteroffer delays, including disagreement of what spares should be included 

in the requirement, the sale of the of contractor to another parent company, and the resultant 

updated forward pricing rate proposals. 

The last action in Table 13 in which negotiations took over 300 days is 16-C-0003. 

In this instance, delays appear to be related to the contractor repeatedly changing the make 

or buy quotas from their original proposal. In one instance, the contractor took nearly four 

months to submit an acceptable counteroffer. The file also indicates negotiation issues 

regarding indirect rates and profit. 

The next step after negotiation completion is preparation and approval of the PNM, 

receipt of certified cost or pricing data, if required, CRB/Peer Review, and congressional 

announcement of award, if required. Table 14 provides an insight into these timelines. As 
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previously stated, this sample is not intended to be statistically significant to the thousands 

of contracts issued at ACC-RSA. The purpose of this table is to indicate how long processes 

within the PALT to award a contract can take, and to identify some of the reasons for such 

delays. 

Table 14. Example Post Negotiation Timelines. Adapted from Department of 
the Army (n.d.). 

 

 Awarded 
Dollar 
Value 

Contract 
Number

Negotiations 
Complete

Certified 
Cost or 

Pricing Data 
Received

CRB/Peer 
Reviews 

Completed

PNM 
Approved

Announcement 
of Award 
Posted

Contract 
Awarded

Post-
Negotiation 

Process 
Timeline

$16M 21-C-0029 11/16/2020 11/23/2020 N/A 1/2/2021 Unknown 3/23/2021 127
$6B 17-C-0009 3/16/2017 4/20/2017 5/15/2017 5/15/2017 5/31/2017 6/22/2017 98
 $1M 16-C-0003 3/8/2016 4/1/2016 N/A 4/21/2016 N/A 6/3/2016 87
$34M 21-C-0039 6/28/2021 7/7/2021 9/15/2021 9/15/2021 9/27/2021 9/21/2021 85
$11M 16-D-0050 5/11/2016 5/24/2016 N/A 6/6/2016 7/20/2016 7/26/2016 76
$91M 19-D-0079 4/19/2019 4/12/2019 6/14/2019 6/14/2019 6/18/2019 6/25/2019 67
$4M 17-C-0054 3/28/2017 4/28/2017 N/A 5/3/2017 N/A 6/1/2017 65
$16M 19-D-0013 10/12/2018 10/15/2018 11/6/2018 11/6/2018 12/6/2018 12/11/2018 60
$3M 20-C-0026 2/20/2020 2/28/2020 N/A 3/9/2020 N/A 4/6/2020 46
$17M 20-D-0056 3/27/2020 4/8/2020 N/A 4/9/2020 Unknown 5/11/2020 45
$600K 20-D-0028 2/6/2020 N/A N/A 2/18/2020 N/A 3/17/2020 40
$960K 15-C-0001 10/17/2014 11/6/2014 N/A 11/6/2014 N/A 11/18/2014 32
$59M 19-C-0013 11/19/2018 12/10/2018 12/19/2018 12/19/2018 12/18/2018 12/20/2018 31
$1M 19-C-0021 1/31/2019 N/A N/A 2/6/2019 N/A 2/21/2019 21
$69M 16-D-0055 9/9/2016 9/16/2016 9/26/2016 9/26/2016 9/23/2016 9/27/2016 18
$10M 21-C-0021 10/28/2020 11/3/2020 N/A 12/7/2020 Unknown 11/12/2020 15
$29M 18-D-0058 9/24/2018 9/24/2018 N/A 9/26/2018 9/26/2018 9/27/2018 3
$14M 21-C-0065 9/24/2021 9/24/2021 N/A 9/27/2021 9/27/2021 9/27/2021 3
$1M 21-C-0010 12/22/2020 N/A N/A 12/22/2020 N/A 12/23/2020 1
$4M 15-C-0063 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6/30/2015 0
$6M 17-C-0034 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 12/22/2016 0
$24M 17-D-0033 N/A N/A N/A N/A 5/25/2017 5/31/2017 0

$147M 18-C-0017 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/9/2018 1/11/2018 0
$60M 20-C-0032 N/A N/A N/A N/A Unknown 9/14/2020 0
$4M 21-C-0050 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7/12/2021 0
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Five of the actions in Table 14 took over 70 days to award after the completion of 

negotiations. Of note is 21-C-0029 at 127 days. This action did not require a CRB/Peer 

Review, yet the PNM took 47 days to complete and approve. There are no notes within the 

PCF cabinet to explain this delay in PNM approval. However, there are multiple comments 

within the PCF milestones related to awaiting sufficient funding which prevented the final 

drafting of the contract. This is due to funding being required to build the contract line-

item numbers. As a result, another 80 days of delay are attributed to the funding issues. 

For contract 17-C-0009, the first delay was the 35 days it took for the contractor to 

submit their certified cost or pricing data. Once the data was received, the PNM could be 

submitted for CRB/Peer Review. This CRB/Peer Review process took another 25 days. 

Once the internal ACC-RSA CRB/Peer Review was completed, a waiver from conducting 

a DPC Peer Review was sought and received. The higher-level review would otherwise 

have been required based on the dollar value of the contract, per Table 9. 

The issues with contract 16-C-0003 appear to be contractor related. It took 24 days 

to receive the certified cost or pricing data. In addition, per the PCF milestone notes, it took 

another 50 days for the contractor to review and sign the contract due to disagreements 

with three clauses. 

The contract file for 21-C-0039 does not discuss the significant delay in the CRB/

Peer Review process for PNM approval. However, there are indications in the CRB folder 

that the Peer Review process did not start until late August 2021, two months after 

completion of negotiations. In addition, there are multiple comments regarding delayed 

funding issues. There are also seven congressional notification documents within the 

contract file, each changing the award date. The date indicated in Table 14 is the date 

identified in the final approved notification. Finally, a review of the contract files shows 

that the contract was awarded in the contract writing system on 21 September 2021; 

however, the final contractor signature was not received until 27 September 2021. 

The last action over 70 days for award after negotiation completion is 16-D-0050. 

In this case, the contractor requested changes to the delivery schedule and clauses. 

According to the PCF milestone notes, these changes required coordination with the 
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program office and legal advisor. One of the contractor’s requested clause changes required 

the contracting office to seek a waiver to a DFARS-required clause. 

As indicated, there are multiple reasons for contract award delays and 

misconceptions as to what point PALT should start. The next section will look at how the 

OMB-OFPP proposes to capture PALT and other possible options of doing so. 

F. REPORTING OF PALT IN FPDS-NG 

As previously discussed, the FPDS-NG is the proposed tracking mechanism for 

PALT. The reported information is publicly available and user friendly. However, the 

reporting of solicitation issuance date does not align with actions performed by the 

contracting offices prior to release of the solicitation. This will likely result in inaccurate 

reporting of PALT to not only the public, but to government officials as well. In addition, 

the reporting of dates does not tell the story of the circumstances behind delays in contract 

awards. It only reports that such delays exist. 

A consolidation of the PALT timelines is provided in Table 15 and indicates 

significant deficiencies in the use of the solicitation release date as beginning the PALT. 

As can be seen, a lag of weeks, months, or even years can occur between receipt of a 

completed CRP and issuance of the solicitation. Note that issuance of the DD Form 2579 

has been utilized as CRP acceptance throughout this discussion. 
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Table 15. Example DD Form 2579 Approval/Solicitation Issuance Gaps. 
Adapted from Department of the Army (n.d.). 

Awarded 
Dollar 
Value 

Contract 
Number 

Contract 
Awarded 

PALT 
from DD 

Form 
2579 

Approval 
to Award 

PALT from 
Solicitation 
Issuance to 

Award 

DD Form 
2579 

Approval / 
Solicitation 
Issuance 

Gap 

$4M 21-C-0050 7/12/2021 626 55 571 

$69M 16-D-0055 9/27/2016 811 350 461 

$11M 16-D-0050 7/26/2016 1133 992 141 

$10M 21-C-0021 11/12/2020 469 336 133 

$59M 19-C-0013 12/20/2018 871 743 128 

$6B 17-C-0009 6/22/2017 1255 1154 101 

$34M 21-C-0039 9/21/2021 882 784 98 

$6M 17-C-0034 12/22/2016 136 43 93 

$960K 15-C-0001 11/18/2014 342 264 78 

$4M 15-C-0063 6/30/2015 356 300 56 

$91M 19-D-0079 6/25/2019 671 627 44 

$24M 17-D-0033 5/31/2017 350 309 41 

$600K 20-D-0028 3/17/2020 292 258 34 

$147M 18-C-0017 1/11/2018 178 147 31 

$14M 21-C-0065 9/27/2021 88 59 29 

$29M 18-D-0058 9/27/2018 421 394 27 

$4M 17-C-0054 6/1/2017 1038 1011 27 

$1M 16-C-0003 6/3/2016 624 598 26 
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There may also be gaps between what is reported and verifiable in PCF via the 

official contract file, and what is being reported in the FPDS-NG system. During a review 

of the FPDS NG reported CARs, it was noted that the solicitation date was not an available 

field until approximately FY 2017. As mentioned in Chapter I, the FPDS-NG system 

automatically pulls information, such as the solicitation release date. The PCF contract 

cabinets are dependent on data input from the contracting personnel working the 

requirement. 

Table 16 provides some indication as to how the two solicitation release dates 

between PCF and FPDS-NG can potentially vary at the base contract level. The reviewed 

contracts are the same as the previous analyses. The nine actions reflecting “N/A” are due 

to being issued prior to the solicitation date being an available field in FPDS-NG. For the 

one action reflecting a “Not Entered” in the FPDS-NG field, no clear explanation in the 

file could be found. However, while the field was available, it may not have been required 

at that time. 

Awarded 
Dollar 
Value 

Contract 
Number 

Contract 
Awarded 

PALT 
from DD 

Form 
2579 

Approval 
to Award 

PALT from 
Solicitation 
Issuance to 

Award 

DD Form 
2579 

Approval / 
Solicitation 
Issuance 

Gap 

$1M 19-C-0021 2/21/2019 258 234 24 

$16M 21-C-0029 3/23/2021 305 284 21 

$16M 19-D-0013 12/11/2018 244 223 21 

$17M 20-D-0056 5/11/2020 662 642 20 

$1M 21-C-0010 12/23/2020 176 159 17 

$60M 20-C-0032 9/14/2020 117 103 14 

$3M 20-C-0026 4/6/2020 665 651 14 
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Table 16. Example Solicitation Release Date Gaps – Base Contracts. 
Adapted from Department of the Army (n.d.). 

Awarded 
Dollar 
Value 

Contract 
Number 

PCF 
Solicitation 

Issued 

FPDS-NG 
Solicitation 

Issued 
Delta 

$10M 21-C-0021 12/12/2019 10/21/2020 314 

$600K 20-D-0028 7/3/2019 1/24/2020 205 

$1M 21-C-0010 7/17/2020 12/3/2020 139 

$16M 21-C-0029 6/12/2020 8/19/2020 68 

$14M 21-C-0065 7/30/2021 8/25/2021 26 

$1M 19-C-0021 7/2/2018 7/10/2018 8 

$4M 21-C-0050 5/18/2021 5/18/2021 0 

$60M 20-C-0032 6/3/2020 6/3/2020 0 

$34M 21-C-0039 7/30/2019 7/30/2019 0 

$3M 20-C-0026 6/25/2018 6/25/2018 0 

$16M 19-D-0013 5/2/2018 5/2/2018 0 

$91M 19-D-0079 10/6/2017 10/6/2017 0 

$29M 18-D-0058 8/29/2017 8/29/2017 0 

$59M 19-C-0013 12/7/2016 12/7/2016 0 

$17M 20-D-0056 8/8/2018 7/30/2018 -9 

$147M 18-C-0017 8/17/2017 Not Entered  

$6M 17-C-0034 11/9/2016 N/A  

$24M 17-D-0033 7/26/2016 N/A  

$69M 16-D-0055 10/13/2015 N/A  
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Awarded 
Dollar 
Value 

Contract 
Number 

PCF 
Solicitation 

Issued 

FPDS-NG 
Solicitation 

Issued 
Delta 

$1M 16-C-0003 10/14/2014 N/A  

$4M 15-C-0063 9/3/2014 N/A  

$4M 17-C-0054 8/25/2014 N/A  

$6B 17-C-0009 4/25/2014 N/A  

$960K 15-C-0001 2/27/2014 N/A  

$11M 16-D-0050 11/7/2013 N/A  

 

It is equally difficult to decipher the significant differences between the two 

systems for those actions with four weeks to nearly a year. One possibility is that the 

solicitation may have been issued to the contractors, but not officially released in the 

contract writing system. It is known to this researcher that a released solicitation does not 

require a contracting officer’s signature on the document, thereby making a print preview 

of the draft solicitation identical to the version officially released. For instance, contract 

action 21-C-0021 has a PCF solicitation release date of December 12, 2019, and the 

contract was awarded on November 12, 2020. However, the FPDS-NG solicitation date is 

October 21, 2020. This is a strong indication that the solicitation was not released in the 

contract writing system until the contracting office was prepared to build the award 

document. 

Even more dramatic issues lie with the solicitation release date for pre-priced task/

delivery orders, as can be seen in Table 17. This researcher contacted the ACC-RSA Policy 

Team via a help ticket requesting a copy of the ACC-RSA policy related to entering 

solicitation dates for pre-priced task/delivery orders that have no related solicitation. The 

response was that there is no specific policy related to pre-priced task/delivery orders and 

solicitations. However, it was stated that contracting officers can use receipt of the CRP as 
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the solicitation release date, but there is no requirement to use the CRP date. As such, Table 

17 utilizes the CRP receipt date, as reported in PCF, as the solicitation release date within 

the PCF system. The solicitation date for FPDS-NG was verified as being the date reported 

within the system. Note, as there is no solicitation for pre-priced task/delivery orders, the 

solicitation field in FPDS-NG is input by the contracting officer at or after award of the 

order. 
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Table 17. Example Solicitation Release Date Gaps – Pre-Priced Orders. 
Adapted from Department of the Army (n.d.). 

 

Dollar 
Value 

TO/DO 
Number

PCF CRP 
Accepted

FPDS-NG 
Soliciation Delta

 $495K 21-F-0416 7/19/2021 6/19/2015 2,222      
 $588K 22-F-0120 12/2/2021 8/29/2017 1,556      
 $290K 22-F-0123 11/10/2021 8/30/2017 1,533      
 $317K 20-F-0061 10/3/2019 8/11/2015 1,514      
 $600K 22-F-0062 10/15/2021 8/29/2017 1,508      
 $314M 21-F-0024 1/26/2021 4/27/2017 1,370      
 $803K 21-F-0134 11/16/2020 7/31/2017 1,204      
 $481K 21-F-0105 10/16/2020 8/29/2017 1,144      
 $10M 21-F-0313 4/21/2021 5/18/2018 1,069      
 $145M 21-F-0188 4/19/2021 11/2/2018 899        
 $2M 19-F-0087 10/31/2018 6/3/2016 880        
 $2M 20-F-0116 11/13/2019 7/31/2017 835        

 $483K 19-F-0133 8/26/2019 7/31/2017 756        
 $2M 20-F-0389 4/6/2020 7/30/2018 616        
 $1M 21-F-0175 12/10/2020 7/2/2019 527        
 $1B 21-F-0147 8/17/2020 5/9/2019 466        
 $5M 21-F-0358 8/11/2021 8/2/2021 9            
 $11K 20-F-0335 1/31/2020 1/24/2020 7            
 $253K 21-F-0327 8/26/2021 8/26/2021 0
 $470K 21-F-0301 7/22/2021 7/31/2021 -9
 $11K 22-F-0151 1/3/2022 Not Entered 0
 $120K 22-F-0146 1/11/2022 Not Entered 0
 $35K 22-F-0115 11/15/2021 Not Entered 0
 $213K 22-F-0074 11/4/2021 Not Entered 0
 $28K 21-F-0387 6/24/2021 Not Entered 0
 $11K 21-F-0356 5/24/2021 Not Entered 0
 $10M 20-F-0354 3/31/2020 Not Entered 0
 $11K 21-F-0352 5/19/2021 Not Entered 0
 $22K 21-F-0347 5/17/2021 Not Entered 0
 $9K 21-F-0251 2/16/2021 Not Entered 0
 $5K 21-F-0163 12/3/2020 Not Entered 0
 $8K 21-F-0155 11/24/2020 Not Entered 0

 $180K 20-F-0525 8/17/2020 Not Entered 0
 $1M 19-F-0222 1/17/2019 Not Entered 0

 $11M 19-F-0144 12/11/2018 Not Entered 0
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The contract files do not provide specific details as to what date was used in FPDS-

NG for the solicitation release date. This is due to no solicitation is directly related to such 

pre-priced orders. The field in FPDS-NG specifically requires a solicitation date. As such, 

many contracting officers may be utilizing the base contract solicitation date or inputting a 

random date. It is also unknown how some actions were allowed to be finalized in the 

FPDS-NG system without the required solicitation date. 

For pre-priced task/delivery orders, the formal definition of PALT is awarding the 

order and issuance of the solicitation as the same date. Considering a pre-priced task order 

does not require a solicitation, and many do take one day or more to award, this reporting 

may also be misleading. As noted in Table 6, pre-priced task/delivery orders can also take 

upward of weeks or months to award. In the analysis of the FPDS-NG reports, it was clear 

that required solicitation dates for pre-priced task/delivery orders results in several 

inconsistent responses. 

G. REPORTING OF PALT IN PCF 

The PCF system is the official Army contract filing system and is utilized by Army 

contracting personnel for a variety of reporting such as PALT. The system allows for 

estimated and actual PALT milestones to be input, as well as notes related to issues 

encountered during the procurement process. As previously noted, this is the primary 

system utilized by this researcher for the analyses. 

For most contract actions, the program office initiates a PCF cabinet and uploads 

the CRP documents. Once complete, the cabinet is submitted to the contracting office for 

review and acceptance. The acceptance is done via a Requirements Package Assistant 

(RPA) in which the contracting office identifies all documents required for a complete 

CRP. The contracting office can reject any document back to the program office for rework 

within the RPA function. Notes can also be made within the RPA to identify delays in the 

CRP acceptance cycle. However, these notes currently do not transfer to the Acquisition 

Milestones section of PCF. 

It is the Acquisition Milestones section in PCF that receives the most attention from 

ACC-RSA management and used within the PALT analyses. A weekly report is pulled 
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from PCF and submitted to the workforce and management with data fields such as Current 

PALT, PALT Forecasted, and another field for Forecasted PALT Goal (Based on 

Forecasted PSC). The last field related to PSC is directly related to Table 9 and category 

management as previously discussed. Most importantly for this report is the inclusion of 

the last entered note from the Acquisition Milestones to indicate why there are or may be 

delays. The contract specialists enter a weekly status of the action in the Comment section 

of the Award milestone for each action, which is pulled into the weekly status report. 

One of the obvious issues with using the PCF system governmentwide is that it is 

currently only utilized by the Army. In addition, as an official contract filing system that 

includes proprietary information, cost or pricing data, and other sensitive information, 

public access is not feasible. These issues will likely be troublesome for further expansion 

into the planned PALT tracking. 

H. REPORTING OF PALT IN PIEE 

Within the PIEE is a PALT, Protest Tracker, and Request for Equitable Adjustment 

module. The PIEE is the same system utilized for contractor payments, contracting officer 

representative appointments and reporting, and various other functions. Upon logging into 

the PALT tracker, this researcher identified actions for various DOD and other 

governmental agencies utilizing the database. As such, it appears the PIEE system is widely 

used throughout the government. On the first page of the PIEE module, the following 

statement is provided related to PALT: 

PALT Tool – Procurement Administrative Lead Time (PALT) is the 
number of total days from the time of requirement identification to the time 
of contract award. The PALT Tracker is a web-based tool that will be used 
by contracting offices to track the major milestones leading up to these 
awards. This tool allows users to enter the estimated and actual dates of the 
pre-award process to include PALT milestones. (Procurement Integrated 
Enterprise Environment, n. d.) 

While this definition of PALT does not align with either the OMB-OFPP definition or 

ACC-RSA’s more stringent version thereof, a review of the module was conducted for 

viability as a tracking mechanism. 
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The system allows for establishing milestones from the earliest planning of the 

requirement, such as the Acquisition Plan, to award. It also provides for a Procurement 

Audit History in which the contracting officer can enter notes as to the problems or issues 

related to the delay of the procurement. However, the system does not appear to be 

generally available to the public. According to the registration help page, the system is only 

available to government account holder personnel and contractors registered in the System 

for Award Management program authorizing them to enter government contracts. In 

addition, a majority of the actions reviewed only included the estimated milestone dates 

and no notes as to if or why any dates had been exceeded or delays encountered. 

I. SUMMARY: CHAPTER IV 

Chapter IV provides an analysis of multiple visions of this research. First, an 

interview into the perceptions of OMB-OFPP at the development of the formal definition 

of PALT was conducted, followed by a limited insight into the program office’s 

perspective. A review is also conducted into what PALT may be at the ACC-RSA 

contracting level as provided by examples of base contracts and task/delivery orders. 

Finally, a review into what information can be provided via various reporting systems and 

to whom this information is available was conducted. 

In Chapter V, a summary is provided to pull all of this information together. First, 

a review of the PALT definition and whether the overarching ALT or subsidiary ARLT 

has been defined is explored. A review our findings regarding the recommended reporting 

system and other available options for reporting timelines and the reasons for delays is 

provided. 
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V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. PRIMARY RESEARCH 

1. Primary Research Question 

As stated in Chapter I, the primary research question is if the OMB-OFPP formal 

definition of PALT aligns with the procurement actions required by regulation or policy to 

be performed by acquisition professionals to achieve award. The review consisted of 

current federal, DOD, and Army regulations as well as local policies. A thorough review 

of a small population of ACC-RSA base contracts and pre-priced task/delivery orders was 

also conducted. In addition, an interview with a person knowledgeable with the OMB-

OFPP final decision for the formal definition was performed. 

Additionally, whether the full acquisition cycle has been formally defined, or used 

consistently across the Government, was researched as related to the formal PALT 

definition. To analyze how PALT affects the acquisition community, an understanding of 

the full acquisition cycle is necessary to determine where PALT lies within the process. A 

literature review was conducted, as well as researching various federal and local 

definitions. 

2. Primary Research Findings 

At ACC-RSA, the PALT is utilized to predict contract award by number of days 

from receipt of a completed CRP to award of the contract. As clearly shown in Table 1, 

there are multiple steps required between the receipt of a completed CRP and the release 

of the solicitation. Most of these steps are required at the FAR, DFARS, and/or AFARS 

level and cannot be performed by the program offices. This indicates a significant gap 

between receipt of the complete CRP from the program office and release of the solicitation 

to which only the contracting officer can perform. 

As discussed above, the interview with OMB-OFPP identified several reasons for 

utilizing the solicitation date as the start of PALT. These reasons included: 
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• The definition was derived from the FY18 NDAA and had been adopted 

by the DOD. 

• The definition was least disruptive or controversial across the DOD 

elements. 

• The solicitation release date was relatively easy to capture in FPDS. 

What may be missing from the formal definition is a full understanding of the 

processes that are regulatorily required to take place at the contracting level prior to the 

release of a solicitation. The above Table 2 indicates that such processes can take weeks, 

months, or over a year to complete prior to the release of a solicitation. While a small subset 

of the ACC-RSA acquisitions was reviewed, the fact that regulations and policy dictate 

such actions cannot be disputed. 

In reference to the PALT for pre-priced task/delivery orders, it has also been shown 

that not all orders fall within the purview of ordering officers. As discussed with the OMB-

OFPP, an assumption was made that most task/delivery orders were issued by ordering 

officers. The FAR, DFARS, and AFARS have strict restrictions as to when an ordering 

officer is authorized. The actions reviewed for this research were all awarded by 

contracting officers, and per Table 6, none of them met the formal definition of PALT. As 

such, the assumption that pre-priced task/delivery orders can be awarded the same day the 

requirement is received appears to be inaccurate. 

It has further been found that there is no formal definition of the entire acquisition 

process, from identification of the requirement to award and/or final delivery. As shown in 

Table 9, there are many steps to be taken by contracting officers between receipt of the 

completed CRP and award of a contract. While the discussion of the program offices’ 

procedures during the ARLT phase of the overall timeline was not a priority topic in this 

writing, it has been found that delayed or changed CRP submissions have been identified 

as a significant factor in contract award delays. 

However, as presented in Table 8, most, if not all, policy requirements are only on 

the contracting offices to award contracts within specified timelines. During that process, 
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the contracting offices are also required to follow the FAR, DFARS, AFAR and local 

policy as presented in Table 9. While the 2020 FR post stated “PALT can also create 

incentives to drive greater efficiencies in the requirements development process, which has 

long been recognized as one of the most significant sources of delay in the acquisition 

lifecycle” (Procurement Administrative Lead Time [PALT], 2020, p. 3429), the shorter the 

PALT is made at the contracting office level, the longer the program offices may take to 

submit completed CRPs. 

There is also very little available research to review regarding contractor delays in 

the PALT. As the above indicates, contractors can have a significant impact on PALT, yet 

there are also no repercussions for their delays. The OMB-OFPP interview, as discussed 

above, also indicated that contractor delays were not considered. However, as indicated in 

Table 7, contractors can delay award of bilateral task/delivery orders. It is also very clear 

in Table 11 that the contractor’s proposal submission can be a significant delay in PALT, 

as well as delayed negotiations as presented in Table 13. 

3. Primary Research Recommendations 

The first recommendation from this research is for those instilling formal 

definitions for contracting policy and/or practices first understand the regulatory 

requirements of the processes required, and more importantly, who is required to perform 

those requirements. Whether the policy is suggested by congress or may be disruptive/

controversial should not override existing regulations. While several of the regulations 

referenced in Tables 1 and 9 are related to the AFARS or local policy, many others are 

DOD-level or above. Whether the other DOD agencies follow the same policies as the 

Army is not the focus of this current research, but it is highly recommended that each, at a 

minimum, follow the FAR and DFARS prior to releasing a solicitation within their 

individual PALT timelines. Utilizing the release of the solicitation, even as a draft, does 

not reflect appropriately to the actions required to be performed by the contracting offices. 

It is also highly recommended that the PALT for pre-priced task/delivery orders be 

reexamined. The current requirement of zero days requires contracting personnel to report 
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false information in the FPDS-NG system and would be of no assistance to the public or 

government officials. If such information isn’t helpful, it probably shouldn’t be reported. 

This singular focus on PALT could be viewed as unfair to the contracting offices. 

There are other entities involved in the PALT process, such as program offices and 

contractors. As stated above, the Army Audit Agency audit of Army policies and 

procedures refers to the lack of regulations pertaining to the program offices’ timelines. 

There also appears to be no true consensus if whether ALT ends at contract award or at 

final delivery, or if ALT even formally exists. As such, it is further recommended that the 

overarching ALT be identified first before instilling something inappropriate or inaccurate 

on the contracting offices in the middle of whatever the full process is determined to be. 

While not intended to be part of the initial primary research, the fact that contractors 

have a hand in the overall PALT process came to light. To date, this researcher has been 

unable to find any way to deter such contractor-instigated delays. There are no known 

regulations or repercussions for contractors that cause award delays. The only 

recommendation that can be made at this time is to further research the impact contractors 

have on PALT and determine a way to make them responsible for such actions. 

B. SECONDARY RESEARCH 

1. Secondary Research Question 

The secondary research question is whether the proposed FPDS-NG tracking 

mechanism provides accurate and/or sufficient data to indicate where delays in the 

procurement process occur. The available data for this analysis was limited to the two data 

points available in the FPDS-NG system, the award date and the solicitation release date. 

The primary focus of the analysis was on the accuracy of the reported solicitation release 

dates and the impact on the PALT. 

An evaluation of two potential substitutes or supplements for the FPDS-NG 

database was also conducted. The PCF and PIEE systems were reviewed for the level of 

data captured and how they are currently used. The intent of this review was to investigate 

ways to report sufficient information to decipher where delays occur, and where 

improvements can be made. 
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2. Secondary Research Findings 

As shown in Tables 16 and 17, some significant reporting delays can occur in the 

FPDS-NG reporting system. While the system may feed from data from the contract 

writing systems in most cases, even some of that data was found to be unreliable. The 

solicitation release date can be unintentionally manipulated, or, in the case of pre-priced 

task/delivery orders, a nonexistent date. 

With only two data points reported within the FPDS-NG system, it is also 

impossible to decipher exactly where delays are occurring throughout the procurement 

process. A couple of reasons stated for the issuance of a formal definition PALT were: 

Establishing a common definition of PALT and a plan for measuring and 
publicly reporting PALT data are important steps in helping the Federal 
Government to understand and better address causes of procurement 
delays [emphasis added]. PALT can help to drive continual process 
improvement and the pursuit of more innovative procurement practices, 
especially when the data are used in combination with other inputs for 
evaluating the overall effectiveness of the acquisition process in delivering 
value to the taxpayer, such as cost and the quality of the contractor’s 
performance. PALT can also create incentives to drive greater efficiencies 
in the requirements development process, which has long been recognized 
as one of the most significant sources of delay in the acquisition lifecycle 
[emphasis added]. (Procurement Administrative Lead Time [PALT], 
2020, p. 3429). 

While the intent of the formal PALT definition is understandable, the reporting of two data 

points is futile to the concept of understanding where the delays are occurring. Yes, one 

can see that delays occurred, but the reasoning behind such delays is elusive without 

reviewing specific contract actions. 

Two other existing reporting databases were also reviewed to find a more reliable 

reporting system. It was found that the PIEE system is capable of reporting at or above the 

DOD level; however, the reporting is sporadic and not publicly available. The PCF system 

was utilized throughout this analysis, yet it has even more stringent accessibility 

requirements, being accessible to Army acquisition professionals only. 
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3. Secondary Research Recommendations 

It is difficult to make a recommendation regarding the tracking mechanism for 

PALT. This is due to the lack of information provided in the FPDS-NG, and the lack of 

access to the PIEE and Army PCF systems. However, to meet the goal of understanding 

where delays in the procurement process exist, it is recommended that further 

implementation of the PIEE system be investigated. The PIEE system currently allows for 

government-wide access and contractors already have such access to some aspects of the 

system, such as Wide Area Workflow for payments. How the public could access such a 

system is beyond the realm of this research; however, it may be a possibility. 

One further observation is the existing Army PCF system. Said system allows for 

the contracting office to enter specifics as to why the PALT is being delayed. While an 

Army system is not used across the government, utilizing it as a baseline for a system that 

can capture such details may be possible. In a perfect world, contracting professionals 

would enter their data once that is captured not only locally, but as deemed necessary for 

the federal and public review as well. 
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VI. CONCLUSION AND AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

While the analysis consists of a small subset of the total actions performed at ACC-

RSA, many issues to the formal definition of PALT came to light. There are specific actions 

required to be performed by the contracting office prior to release of a solicitation. These 

actions cannot be performed by the program office. Actions such as the synopsis, DD Form 

2579, and peer reviews cannot be performed outside of the contracting office. It is highly 

recommended that the various FAR, DFARS, and related component regulations be 

reviewed to ensure consistency and regulatory compliance as is related to PALT. 

Additional research suggestions include other Army or DOD components to investigate if 

the ACC-RSA results presented above align with other federal organizations. A full 

analysis, if possible, may also be warranted to determine the impact of contractor delays in 

the procurement process. 

Another area open for additional research is the finalization of the definitions of 

ALT and ARLT. Without this full definition, ARLT may continue to be elusive to the 

program offices, leaving the contracting offices to make up the difference between late 

CRP submittals, contractor instigated delays, and other unforeseeable delays in the PALT 

process. While there is, and has been, a significant focus on PALT, the overarching ALT 

has had little attention, leaving the contracting offices with pressure to make up for delays 

caused outside of their purview. 

As discussed in Chapter IV, it has further been found that the recommended 

tracking mechanism, FPDS-NG, is unreliable and does not report enough information to 

make congressional-level decisions regarding acquisition delays. It is recommended that 

other existing mechanisms be reviewed for possible further implementation. If deemed 

unlikely, then perhaps a new system can be developed for such purposes. This would be an 

area of additional research beyond the technical capabilities of this researcher; however, 

may be of interest to others in their endeavors. 
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