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ABSTRACT 

The Department of Defense (DoD) relies heavily on contracted services but lacks 

a standardized, outcome-based framework to assess program health. Current practices 

emphasize process compliance and obligation rates rather than mission impact, limiting 

oversight and strategic visibility. This research develops a standardized performance 

measurement framework for the Acquisition of Services Pathway to improve 

accountability and decision-making. Using a qualitative design, policy documents were 

analyzed and 24 interviews conducted with senior DoD and industry stakeholders to 

identify and validate high-value performance indicators. Stakeholders reconceptualize 

“service health” as measurable contributions to operational readiness rather than 

administrative activity. The study validates a “Core-Plus-Tail” governance model and 

identifies seven foundational metrics covering cost, schedule, quality, customer 

satisfaction, and compliance, enabling enterprise reporting while allowing category-

specific tailoring. The Enterprise Performance Visibility (EPV) model and a Flexible 

Balanced Scorecard (FBS) are introduced to operationalize this model. Recommendations 

include updating DoDI 5000.74 to mandate the core set, automating data collection, and 

piloting a three-tier rollup structure to shift the acquisition culture from compliance to 

outcomes. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces the study’s motivation, scope, key research questions, and 

report structure. It highlights the importance of improving performance measurement in 

Department of Defense (DoD) service acquisitions and sets the foundation for the 

analysis and framework development in later chapters. 

A. CONTEXT OF THE ADAPTIVE ACQUISITION FRAMEWORK AND 
THE SERVICES PATHWAY 

The DoD relies on a diverse set of acquisition approaches to deliver capabilities 

effectively. Recognizing that a uniform model can hinder agility, the DoD implemented 

the Adaptive Acquisition Framework (AAF), governed by DoD Instruction (DoDI) 

5000.02, Operation of the Adaptive Acquisition Framework (Office of the Under 

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition & Sustainment [OUSD(A&S)], 2020). The AAF 

allows program managers to choose from six tailored pathways based on the nature and 

urgency of the acquisition. Chapter II provides a detailed explanation of these pathways, 

with particular focus on the Acquisition of Services (AoS) Pathway.  

This study is sponsored by the OUSD(A&S), which oversees the DoD’s AAF. 

The sponsorship emerged from the 120-day AAF Pathway Review directed by the Under 

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment (USD[A&S], 2024a) to evaluate 

training, policies, and performance measurement across the acquisition pathways 

(OUSD[A&S], 2024b). During that review, the Acquisition of Services (AoS) team 

identified the absence of outcome-based performance measures as a major barrier to 

assessing program health and mission contribution. The OUSD(A&S) (2024b) initiated 

this research to develop standardized, outcome-oriented metrics that strengthen 

accountability, enable cross-program comparison, and inform policy refinement within 

the AoS Pathway. 

The AoS Pathway provides the governance structure for the procurement and 

management of contracted services that span professional, technical, logistics, and 

sustainment support activities. These services represent a substantial portion of the DoD’s 

annual contract obligations, accounting for nearly half of total spending in recent years 
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(U.S Government Accountability Office [GAO], 2023b). Consistent with DoDI 5000.74, 

Defense Acquisition of Services, the pathway is designed to ensure service acquisitions 

are planned and executed to achieve measurable results and mission outcomes 

(OUSD[A&S], 2021). This research supports the DoD’s effort to strengthen performance 

accountability and establish standardized metrics that connect service acquisitions to 

readiness and mission impact (P. Smith, personal communication, December 13, 2024). 

B. PRACTICAL PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The core problem guiding this research is the absence of a consistent, department-

wide framework for assessing the health and effectiveness of service acquisitions within 

the AoS Pathway. Sponsor feedback during early consultation with the OUSD(A&S) 

revealed inconsistency and uncertainty across the acquisition workforce regarding which 

performance metrics are most meaningful, how they should be applied, and how they 

influence accountability across service categories. This gap limits the DoD’s ability to 

evaluate mission contribution and was identified by the OUSD(A&S) as a critical area for 

reform during the 120-Day Pathway Review. 

The DoD relies heavily on contracted services to support its mission, with fiscal 

year (FY) 2019 service contracts comprising nearly 50% of all DoD contract obligations 

(GAO, 2021a). Over the period from 2017–2020, annual service contract obligations 

ranged between approximately $184 billion and $226 billion, consistently representing 

about half of total contract spending (GAO, 2023b). Although services comprise a 

substantial portion of the DoD acquisition portfolio, the department primarily uses 

process-based metrics to evaluate service contract performance. Metrics such as 

procurement administrative lead time (PALT), competition rates, and contract award 

timelines offer useful insight into efficiency but provide little information on service 

outcomes or mission effectiveness (GAO, 2021b; McKernan et al., 2022). This 

overreliance on procedural data obscures the actual value and performance of services 

rendered, leading to a phenomenon akin to “metric mania,” which Casey et al. (2008, p. 

92) define as measurement eclipsing achievement.  

Without a standardized framework for outcome measurement, oversight bodies 

and acquisition leaders cannot determine whether contracted services are delivering 
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intended results or contributing optimally to mission readiness. According to the GAO 

(2021b), outcome-oriented measures emphasize results like cost savings, timeliness, 

quality, and customer satisfaction rather than process compliance. DoDI 5000.74 calls for 

the use of performance metrics but offers general guidance without establishing uniform 

standards (OUSD[A&S], 2021). Consequently, the current system is fragmented and 

lacks the tools necessary to support cross-program comparisons, trend analysis, and 

strategic oversight (OUSD[A&S], 2021; OUSD[A&S], 2024b). This shortfall presents 

broader consequences, such as weakened alignment with strategic goals and reduced 

capacity for continuous learning (GAO, 2013). External reviews, including GAO and 

Research and Development Corporation (RAND) studies, consistently emphasize the 

need for outcome-based metrics to strengthen the AoS Pathway’s impact on readiness 

and mission outcomes, echoing the 120-Day Pathway Review tasking (OUSD[A&S], 

2024a; GAO, 2021b; McKernan et al., 2022). 

C. KNOWLEDGE GAP 

Although oversight bodies and researchers have repeatedly identified the lack of 

outcome-based measures, existing studies have not produced a unified, empirically 

grounded framework that links service-acquisition performance to mission readiness. 

GAO (2013, 2021b) reports highlight incomplete or inconsistent data, while RAND 

analyses emphasize the difficulty of connecting acquisition activities to measurable 

outcomes (McKernan et al., 2022). Prior research focuses on describing deficiencies 

rather than designing a standardized model that the DoD could institutionalize across 

service categories. This study addresses that gap through the development and evaluation 

of a framework of outcome-based performance metrics tailored to the AoS Pathway, 

integrating insights from policy, literature, and practitioner perspectives. 

D. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This study centers on the need for standardized, outcome-based performance 

metrics within the DoD’s AoS Pathway. The primary question guiding this research is: 

1. What outcome-based performance measures should be used to 
assess the health of services?   
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The secondary questions support this core inquiry by exploring how these metrics 

can be developed and applied effectively: 

2. How can standardized outcome focused performance metrics 
improve assessment, oversight, and strategic decision-making 
across DoD service programs? 

3. What performance indicators used in service contracts can be 
adapted for DoD use? 

4. What challenges exist for implementing standardized metrics, and 
how can these be addressed across different service categories? 

Together, these questions are meant to inform a comprehensive framework for 

evaluating and improving service acquisition outcomes in the DoD. 

E. OBJECTIVES 

The overarching goal of this research is to improve the effectiveness, 

transparency, and accountability of service acquisitions within the DoD by developing a 

standardized, outcome-based performance measurement framework tailored to the AoS 

Pathway. Four supporting objectives guide this effort: 

• Catalog and analyze outcome-based performance metrics currently used 
across DoD service acquisitions, based on literature, policy guidance, 
existing data systems, and stakeholder interviews. 

• Compare and contrast DoD service acquisition metrics with those used in 
mature private-sector service organizations. 

• Develop a performance measurement framework based on logic models 
and literature, categorizing metrics by mission impact, service quality, and 
cost-effectiveness. 

• Evaluate the feasibility of implementing the proposed framework across 
different DoD organizations and service categories. 

F. SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF SUBSEQUENT CHAPTERS 

This chapter introduced the motivation, scope, and objectives of the study. It 

presented a description of how the DoD’s AAF and AoS Pathway govern the acquisition 

of contracted services and identified the absence of standardized, outcome-based 

performance metrics as a central problem affecting accountability, comparability, and 

mission alignment. The discussion established the foundation for this research by framing 

the issue as both a policy and management challenge that limits the DoD’s ability to 

evaluate the effectiveness of service acquisitions. 
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Chapter II provides essential background on the AAF and the AoS Pathway. It 

presents the policy environment, governance structure, and oversight mechanisms that 

shape service-acquisition practices, highlighting where existing processes and data 

systems constrain outcome-oriented measurement. 

Chapter III presents a review of the relevant academic, policy, and practitioner 

literature to define what is known and what remains uncertain about performance 

measurement in defense services. It integrates theoretical models, oversight analyses, and 

comparative private-sector practices to identify enduring gaps that justify the 

development of a standardized, outcome-based framework. 

Chapter IV presents the study’s methodology, data, analysis, and findings. It 

outlines the qualitative research design, including interviews and document/Key 

Performance Indicator (KPI) analysis, and details how the integrated evidence informed 

the development of a tiered performance measurement framework that connects contract-

level metrics to enterprise outcomes. 

Chapter V concludes the study with practical recommendations and implications 

for policy, workforce development, and data governance. It translates the proposed 

framework into actionable steps for improving performance measurement within the AoS 

Pathway and outlines future research opportunities to advance outcome-based 

accountability across the DoD. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

As part of the AAF’s 120-Day Review, the USD (A&S; 2024a) tasked pathway 

leads with identifying appropriate performance metrics for each acquisition pathway. 

However, for the AoS Pathway, most available metrics remain process-oriented and do 

not inform whether contracted outcomes meet mission needs (GAO, 2013; 2021b). 

Independent assessments by both the GAO (2021b) and the RAND Corporation 

(McKernan et al., 2022) have emphasized that improving service acquisition outcomes 

requires not just oversight but also meaningful performance management grounded in 

outcome-based data. 

Private-sector organizations commonly rely on a structured set of KPIs, such as 

cost control, timeliness, quality of service delivery, and customer satisfaction, to 

strengthen accountability and support informed decision-making (Icertis, 2025; Singh, 

2024). These metrics are used not only to evaluate contract outcomes but also to identify 

areas for improvement and ensure alignment with strategic objectives. Although certain 

military departments have begun piloting similar approaches, these efforts remain uneven 

and are not yet institutionalized through formal policy or adopted consistently across the 

DoD (McKernan et al., 2022).  

Without reliable, outcome-based metrics, program managers and contracting 

officials lack the tools to assess service performance with consistency or draw 

meaningful comparisons across contracts. The absence of standardized data structures 

further limits the DoD’s ability to synthesize results across programs, making it difficult 

to institutionalize best practices or ensure accountability at scale (GAO, 2023b; Anton et 

al., 2022). 

The remainder of this chapter provides an exploration of the foundational 

elements of the AoS Pathway and the broader acquisition framework. It outlines key 

policy documents, system structure, stakeholder roles, and oversight challenges to 

establish the basis for the proposed research in subsequent chapters. 
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A. ADAPTIVE ACQUISITION FRAMEWORK 

The AAF was implemented to provide a flexible, responsive acquisition system 

tailored to the unique needs of different capability types. It represents a departure from 

previous, more rigid frameworks by allowing acquisition professionals to select from six 

tailored pathways: Major Capability Acquisition, Middle Tier of Acquisition, Urgent 

Capability Acquisition, Software Acquisition, Business Systems, and AoS (OUSD[A&S], 

2020; see Figure 1)  

 
Figure 1. Adaptive Acquisition Framework. Source: OUSD (A&S; 2020). 

DoDI 5000.74 outlines the AoS pathway as responsible for managing a diverse 

portfolio of contracted services, such as base support, professional services, information 

technology, and logistics. Given the scale of service acquisition within the DoD, the AoS 

pathway holds significant potential for performance improvement and cost efficiency. It 

lacks consistent entry documentation, which complicates tracking usage and assessing 

program performance. RAND reported that analysis of AoS Pathway projects “relies 

solely on labor-intensive data collection to assess who is using the pathway,” and found 

limited post-award performance information outside of PALT (McKernan et al., 2022, p. 

7). These structural issues impede the DoD’s ability to aggregate outcome-based insights 

for enterprise-level performance reviews (see Figure 2). 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 9 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

 
Figure 2. Acquisition of Services Pathway within the Adaptive Acquisition 

Framework. Source: Defense Acquisition University (n.d.).  

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AOS PATHWAY 

According to the DoD’s Guidebook for the Acquisition of Services, service 

acquisitions typically follow a structured life cycle that includes requirements definition, 

acquisition planning, source selection, contract administration, and performance 

assessment (Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and 

Logistics [OUSD(AT&L)], 2012a, pp. 5–7). These activities rely heavily on 

documentation such as Performance Work Statements (PWS) and Quality Assurance 

Surveillance Plans (QASPs), with a strong focus on post-award monitoring. 

Key players include the requiring activity, contracting officers, Contracting 

Officer’s Representatives (CORs), and various oversight entities. Successful acquisition 

depends on collaboration among these stakeholders, yet current practices often lack 

shared performance metrics, leading to fragmentation in oversight and accountability. 

Some military departments have begun experimenting with outcome-oriented 

performance-measurement approaches; for example, the Air Force has piloted dashboards 

to track contract-to-capability time, and the Army initiated outcome-oriented metric 

pilots in 2020 (GAO, 2021a). Despite these efforts, they remain inconsistent and are not 

embedded in policy or practice across the enterprise (OUSD[A&S], 2024b). 

Services span multiple mission categories, including operational support, 

logistics, professional advisory, and sustainment, and may be defined by either 

performance-based or level-of-effort requirements. This inherent diversity complicates 

the development of uniform metrics applicable across all service types, a challenge 

consistently noted by acquisition professionals (McFall & La, 2011). Both scholars and 

policymakers have underscored the need for bucketing or categorizing services to enable 

meaningful, yet adaptable, metric application. For example, the DoD’s Taxonomy for the 
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Acquisition of Services and Supplies & Equipment formally groups services into 

categories such as knowledge-based, logistics management, equipment-related, and 

electronics and communications, providing a foundation for tailoring performance 

indicators to service characteristics (OUSD[AT&L], 2012b). 

While pathways like Major Capability Acquisition employ frameworks such as 

Earned Value Management and milestone testing to assess progress, the AoS Pathway 

does not have comparably rigorous tools for tracking effectiveness. This disparity often 

leads to overreliance on process indicators like PALT, defined by the GAO (2021a) as 

the average time between solicitation release and contract award. While useful for 

tracking efficiency, PALT provides limited insight into service quality or mission impact, 

creating a system in which “measurement eclipses achievement” (Casey et al., 2008, p. 

92). This overreliance on process metrics has been criticized in various external reviews 

(GAO, 2013; McKernan et al., 2022) 

C. POLICY AND REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 37 and Defense Federal Acquisition 

Regulation Supplement (DFARS) Part 237 establish general principles for performance-

based acquisition and surveillance. However, these regulations do not prescribe specific 

outcome-oriented metrics, leaving their adoption to agency discretion. The Guidebook for 

the Acquisition of Services encourages flexibility and mission focus in defining metrics 

but lacks enforceable standards or data definitions, contributing to variation across 

commands and services (OUSD[AT&L], 2012a). 

Section 4.5 of DoDI 5000.74 promotes performance management “to the 

maximum extent practicable” (OUSD[A&S], 2021, p. 22) but does not identify concrete 

metrics or a unified framework, resulting in inconsistent implementation across the 

acquisition enterprise. Notably, DoDI 5000.74 is currently under rewrite, with an 

expected FY 2026 publication, signaling forthcoming policy changes that may impact 

metric mandates. The Acquisition Visibility Data Framework is a DoD-wide framework 

designed to standardize data collection and business rules across acquisition categories; 

however, RAND found that its applicability to services is limited because its data fields 
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are inconsistently populated and do not capture service outcomes (McKernan et al., 2022, 

pp. 30–31). 

Recent policy memoranda, such as the FY 2024 Acquisition of Services Review 

Panel Wrap-up, have emphasized the importance of measurable outcomes in all AAF 

pathways (USD[A&S], 2024b). However, implementation across the AoS Pathway has 

lagged due to legacy practices and limited enforcement mechanisms. 

D. EXTERNAL CRITIQUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Reviews of the DoD’s service acquisition practices have repeatedly identified 

problems with setting performance goals and measuring results. In 2006, the GAO 

reported that the DoD lacked a tailored approach to improving service acquisition 

outcomes and instead relied on broad, process-focused metrics. A later GAO (2013) 

review reached a similar conclusion, noting that the DoD still had not established clear 

goals or metrics to track progress. These findings showed that the DoD lacked clear and 

standardized measures to evaluate whether service contracts were achieving intended 

outcomes and contributing to mission success. 

More recent evaluations confirm that these problems remain. The GAO (2021a) 

found that the DoD’s report to Congress on service acquisition management 

improvements left out key planning elements, including outcome-based measures. The 

GAO’s (2023b) High-Risk List has also continued to flag DoD contract management as a 

long-standing problem area, citing weaknesses in acquisition data and performance 

measurement as risks that limit effective oversight. These assessments suggest that 

despite years of oversight, the DoD has made limited progress in developing effective 

performance measures for service acquisitions. 

The RAND Corporation (McKernan et al., 2022) and the Defense Business Board 

(DBB; 2022) both have noted that the DoD relies too much on process-driven measures 

when assessing acquisition performance. RAND found that AAF pathways, including the 

AoS Pathway, mainly use activity-based indicators that track compliance or 

administrative actions rather than mission outcomes. The DBB (2022) similarly 

recommended that the DoD adopt next-generation business health metrics, modeled on 
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private-sector practices, to better capture efficiency, effectiveness, and mission 

contribution. The GAO (2021b) supported this perspective, observing that while federal 

procurement leaders depend heavily on process measures, leading private-sector 

companies use outcome-focused metrics such as cost savings, timeliness, quality, and 

customer satisfaction. Together, these studies highlight that the DoD still lacks 

standardized outcome-based metrics for evaluating service acquisitions. 

The difference between process- and outcome-oriented measures is central to 

understanding this gap. Process measures track compliance and administrative efficiency, 

such as procurement lead time, competition rates, or small business participation (GAO, 

2021b). While useful for monitoring acquisition procedures, these measures give little 

insight into whether contracted services are achieving intended results. Outcome 

measures, in contrast, assess whether services support larger organizational goals, such as 

improving mission readiness, reducing costs, delivering on time, producing higher-

quality results, or satisfying end users (McKernan et al., 2022; GAO, 2021b). Without 

standardized outcome measures, the DoD cannot determine how well its service 

acquisitions contribute to mission outcomes. 

Collectively, these critiques show that the DoD continues to rely on process-

focused measures, even after years of oversight attention and expert recommendations. 

RAND (McKernan et al., 2022), DBB (2022), and GAO (2021b) have each stressed the 

lack of standardized outcome-based metrics and called for more meaningful approaches 

to evaluating efficiency, effectiveness, and mission contribution. These observations not 

only highlight the persistence of the problem but also reinforce the need for further 

research to address the gap in outcome-based performance measures for DoD service 

acquisitions. 

E. IMPACTS OF A LACK OF STANDARDIZED METRICS 

At the strategic level, the lack of standardized, outcome-based metrics prevents 

the DoD from forming a complete picture of service acquisition performance across the 

enterprise. The GAO (2013) first reported that the DoD had not established measurable 

goals or consistent metrics for service acquisitions, making it difficult to assess progress 

or determine effectiveness. Subsequent reviews reaffirmed that the DoD continues to lack 
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reliable data to evaluate results across portfolios (GAO, 2021a; 2025). RAND also found 

that limited post-award data and inconsistent indicators make it difficult to connect 

service performance to mission outcomes (McKernan et al., 2022). 

At the program level, contracting officials and program managers lack reliable 

benchmarks for evaluating contract performance. Individual organizations often create 

local metrics to fill this void, but these efforts vary widely in scope and rigor, which 

constrains the ability to share lessons learned or apply best practices across commands 

(GAO, 2013; 2021a; McKernan et al., 2022; OUSD[A&S], 2021). The GAO (2021a) 

reported that this inconsistency undermines comparability and prevents aggregation of 

results for higher-level decision-making. As a result, programs operate with limited 

visibility into relative performance, making it difficult to manage resources efficiently or 

demonstrate progress within their portfolios. 

At the oversight level, incomplete or inconsistent data restrict senior leaders and 

Congress from holding the DoD accountable for service-acquisition outcomes. The GAO 

(2013) identified that the absence of standardized metrics limited the DoD’s ability to 

assess performance and demonstrate results to Congress. Later reports confirmed that 

unreliable data and a lack of consistent performance information continue to hinder 

transparency and meaningful oversight (GAO, 2021a). The most recent High-Risk Series 

again noted that the DoD continues to face challenges in validating service-acquisition 

requirements, forecasting needs, and aggregating data to identify efficiencies, which 

limits visibility into contract performance and keeps contract management on the High-

Risk List (GAO, 2025, pp. 84–89). These conditions weaken accountability mechanisms 

and delay policy reforms needed to improve service-acquisition outcomes.  

At the mission level, the continued use of process-based measures prevents the 

DoD from linking service acquisition outcomes to mission readiness (GAO, 2021b; 

OUSD[A&S], 2021). Metrics such as procurement lead time or competition rates capture 

internal efficiency but provide little insight into whether contracted services contribute to 

operational effectiveness or readiness outcomes (GAO, 2013; McKernan et al., 2022). 

The GAO (2021b) and the OUSD (A&S; 2021) indicate that outcome-oriented data 

remain inconsistent across service programs. RAND analysis revealed that the limited use 
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of post-award performance information makes it difficult to determine how services 

affect mission success and value delivered (McKernan et al., 2022). Without 

standardized, outcome-based metrics, the DoD cannot fully assess how effectively 

services contribute to readiness objectives or make evidence-based adjustments to 

improve future performance. 

Overall, these challenges highlight the DoD’s continued need for standardized, 

outcome-based performance metrics that provide a clear picture of service-acquisition 

effectiveness. Without a common framework, strategic visibility, program management, 

and mission readiness remain fragmented, and decision-makers lack reliable evidence to 

guide improvement efforts. The following literature review presents an examination of 

prior research, policy analyses, and oversight findings that further define this gap and 

inform the development of a standardized, outcome-based metric framework for the AoS 

Pathway. 
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III. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to synthesize academic, policy, and practitioner 

literature that informs how performance is measured and managed within the DoD’s AoS 

Pathway. The review presents an examination of what is known and what remains 

uncertain about performance measurement in the DoD context to clarify why additional 

research is warranted. It integrates theoretical, policy, and applied perspectives to show 

how performance measurement has evolved, where current approaches fall short, and 

how outcome-based methods could strengthen accountability and decision-making. 

The chapter is organized around three primary thematic domains of literature: 

• Performance Measurement and KPIs: Foundational theory and public-
sector scholarship defining KPIs, distinguishing outputs from outcomes, 
and addressing the risks of overemphasizing process compliance 

• Federal and DoD Policy and Oversight: Statutes, guidance, and oversight 
studies—particularly from the GAO, RAND, and the DBB that assess the 
effectiveness of service-acquisition performance management and identify 
recurring measurement gaps 

• Transferable and Comparative Practices: Private-sector and cross-agency 
approaches such as service-level agreements, outcome-based and 
relational contracting, and balanced scorecard (BSC) systems that 
illustrate how outcome-oriented metrics are implemented and what 
practices may be adapted for DoD application 

Each domain contributes to understanding the evolution of performance 

measurement and the persistent barriers to standardizing outcome-based metrics across 

DoD service portfolios. These thematic areas also reflect the practical needs identified by 

the project sponsor, ensuring that the literature review remains grounded in operational 

relevance while advancing theoretical insight. Findings are synthesized thematically 

across sections rather than summarized article by article, with emphasis on leading versus 

lagging measures, process versus outcome orientation, and mechanisms for cascading and 

standardizing KPIs across the enterprise. 

A. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND KPIS 

This section provides a review of the foundations of performance measurement 

and the use of KPIs in both theory and practice. It begins with an establishment of 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 16 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

theoretical principles that explain how metrics translate strategy into results and 

continues with an examination of how these concepts are applied within the DoD’s 

service-acquisition environment. These discussions clarify how public organizations 

measure performance, where current practices diverge from intent, and why outcome-

oriented frameworks are needed. 

1. Theoretical Foundations 

This section includes a survey of foundational theory to show how performance 

measurement, when properly designed, translates strategy into behavior and results in the 

public sector. The discussion begins from an outcomes-first stance (Casey et al., 2008; 

Hatry & Bryant, 1998) and then lays out the architecture of balanced systems that 

integrate leading and lagging indicators (Kaplan, 2010). Two canonical frameworks, the 

BSC and the performance prism, demonstrate how objectives, measures, and governance 

can be aligned across stakeholders (Kaplan & Norton, 1992; Neely et al., 2002). Because 

measures can mislead if they are unreliable or invalid, indicators must be grounded in 

basic measurement theory (Messick, 1994 Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and in a causal 

chain from structure-process-outcome (Donabedian, 1988). Public organizations require 

this discipline because, unlike profit-driven firms, they must connect metrics to public 

value (Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008; Symes, 1999). 

According to Casey et al. (2008), effective performance measurement systems in 

the public sector focus on outcomes rather than on the volume of metrics. Metrics should 

inform decision-making and accountability, serving as tools to evaluate progress toward 

strategic goals rather than becoming ends in themselves. Scholars distinguish between 

outputs, which capture the direct products of contractor activities (e.g., services delivered, 

reports completed), and outcomes, which reflect the results or value realized by the 

buying organization (e.g., mission readiness; Hatry & Bryant, 2006). Public organizations 

lacking a profit bottom line often struggle to measure real outcomes; as a result, they may 

emphasize task counts rather than results linked to mission success (Casey et al., 2008). 

A sound KPI system balances leading indicators that predict future results with 

lagging indicators that confirm past performance (Kaplan, 2010). It also avoids 

overreliance on process measures, such as cycle times or contract actions, which can 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 17 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

obscure whether services actually achieve intended outcomes. The GAO (2021b, p. 15) 

observed that federal agencies rely heavily on process measures even as leading firms 

emphasize outcomes like cost savings, timeliness, quality, and user satisfaction. Poorly 

designed performance measurement systems can lead to “metric mania,” an excessive 

focus on metrics where measurements multiply without strategic connection, diverting 

attention from achieving mission or strategic results (Casey et al., 2008, p. 92). To 

counter this, design should begin with mission outcomes and cascade downward. 

The BSC provides a foundational framework for linking performance metrics to 

strategy. Kaplan and Norton (1992) originally proposed four perspectives—financial, 

customer, internal process, and learning and growth—to avoid single-measure myopia 

and provide a multi-dimensional view of organizational health. Later adaptations 

reframed the BSC as a strategy-management system by coupling objectives, measures, 

targets, and initiatives in a continuous feedback loop of execution and review, often using 

strategy maps to illustrate cause-and-effect (Kaplan, 2010). Public-sector versions place 

mission effectiveness at the top outcome and reframe the financial dimension as 

stewardship or cost-effectiveness. The customer perspective represents end users, 

citizens, or sponsors, preserving balance while aligning with public value (Kaplan, 2010). 

Measurement theory extends beyond what to count into how well one is counting. 

Sound measures demonstrate reliability (stable results under consistent conditions) and 

validity (capturing the construct of interest), with construct validity linking indicators to 

the underlying outcomes the enterprise cares about (Messick, 1994; Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994). In practice, this means defining each KPI’s purpose, construct, data 

source, method, and expected direction of movement, then testing for stability and bias 

over time. For service acquisitions, content validity improves when measures triangulate 

buyer, provider, and end-user perspectives (Neely et al., 2002). Without this discipline, 

organizations risk precise metrics that are precisely wrong—reliable but invalid proxies 

that steer behavior away from mission outcomes (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). 

Leading and lagging indicators should be anchored in a causal logic of results. 

Donabedian’s (1988) classic structure-process-outcome model clarifies how resources 

and activities (i.e., structure, process) are expected to yield results (i.e., outcomes; 
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Donabedian, 1988). Leading indicators typically track structures and processes that 

theory and evidence link to later outcomes (e.g., qualified cyber personnel on contract; 

mean time to resolve priority incidents), while lagging indicators confirm realized results 

(e.g., mission availability, user satisfaction, cost to serve; Institute of Medicine 

Committee on Quality of Health Care in America, 2001; Kaplan, 2010). Designing the set 

as a minimal, theory-backed chain helps avoid the proliferation of disconnected measures 

and keeps review conversations focused on the few signals that matter for decision-

making (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Neely et al., 2002). 

Organizational performance theory explains why public metrics often look 

different from private-sector dashboards. Public agencies operate under multiple 

principals (Congress, oversight bodies, citizens) with diffused objectives, soft budget 

constraints, and nonmarket outputs, which complicate incentive alignment and 

measurement (Hatry & Bryant, 1998). Unlike firms, government organizations cannot 

rely on profit to summarize value; they must balance efficiency with equity, compliance, 

and legitimacy across stakeholders (Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008). This makes portfolio 

balance across cost, timeliness, quality, user outcomes, and stewardship not just desirable 

but necessary to maintain credibility and control (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Organization 

for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2025). 

Public value and governance models reframe the terms “customer” and “value” 

for government work. Moore (1995) argues agencies create public value when they 

produce outcomes that are substantively valuable, operationally feasible, and politically 

legitimate. In services contexts, modern service-management views reinforce value co-

creation: outcomes emerge from the interaction of provider capabilities and user 

processes, which implies measures must capture both sides of the relationship (Axelos, 

2019; Neely et al., 2002). Practically, this means complementing output and compliance 

measures with indicators of user outcomes, experience, and adoption, as well as 

stewardship metrics that maintain trust and legitimacy (OECD, 2025; Kaplan, 2010). 

Stakeholder-centric frameworks help formalize this balance. The Performance 

Prism starts with stakeholder satisfaction and contribution (what stakeholders want from 

the organization and what the organization needs from stakeholders), then aligns 
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strategies, processes, and capabilities—a useful scaffold for service contracts where 

contractor, government sponsor, and end user all shape results (Neely et al., 2002). 

Periodic “metricide” (retiring measures that no longer serve decisions) keeps the system 

lean and prevents drift toward metric accumulation (Neely et al., 2002, p. 3). 

Finally, governance must anticipate strategic behavioral responses and the 

potential for gaming. Bevan and Hood (2006) show that target regimes are vulnerable to 

gaming such as “hitting the target and missing the point” (p. 9), and they cite Goodhart’s 

law that states “any observed statistical regularity will tend to collapse once pressure is 

placed on it for control purposes” (p. 9), to illustrate how measures can distort behavior 

once they become instruments of control. Similarly, audit-culture critiques warn that 

excessive reliance on indicators can crowd out professional judgment when measures 

become detached from their original purpose (Strathern, 1997). Drawing on multiple 

scholars’ findings, effective countermeasures include (a) mixed baskets of indicators 

(outcomes with a few process/assurance checks), (b) transparent definitions and stable 

targets, (c) random audits and data-quality ownership, and (d) routine strategy reviews 

that validate causal links and prune weak proxies (Brubaker et al., 2018; Kaplan, 2010; 

Neely et al., 2002). In short, the measurement system is part of the control system—it 

shapes incentives, behavior, and ultimately mission outcomes. 

Overall, these foundations yield a practical design logic: Start with mission 

outcomes, build a minimal theory-backed chain of leading and lagging indicators, and 

govern the system to sustain validity, parsimony, and learning (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; 

Neely et al., 2002). Public managers must also anticipate behavioral response—avoiding 

“hitting the target, missing the point” (Bevan & Hood, 2006, p. 9) through mixed 

indicator baskets, stable definitions, and periodic pruning (metricide) of weak proxies 

(Neely et al., 2002; Strathern, 1997). Finally, by framing value as co-created between 

provider capabilities and user adoption, and by aligning stewardship and legitimacy 

alongside efficiency, measurement becomes a control system that supports accountability 

and public value (Axelos, 2019; OECD, 2025; Moore, 1995). This theoretical base sets 

the stage for the next section’s move from concepts to policy and oversight practice (e.g., 

GAO findings, DoD governance expectations) and, ultimately, to the contract-level 
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heuristics the researchers apply in the Acquisition of Services context (OUSD[A&S], 

2021; GAO, 2021b). 

2. Public Sector and DoD Service Acquisitions 

Building on the theoretical foundations from the previous section, the application 

of performance measurement within the DoD services acquisition enterprise reveals a 

complex interplay of policy design, organizational behavior, and implementation 

practice. Over 2 decades of reform have sought to embed performance-based principles 

in how the DoD plans, executes, and evaluates service contracts. This section presents an 

examination of how those efforts have evolved, beginning with the conceptual foundation 

of performance-based services acquisition (PBSA), progressing through the 

institutionalization of oversight mechanisms under DoDI 5000.74 and component-level 

policies, and concluding with assessments from the GAO, RAND, and the Institute for 

Defense Analyses (IDA) that reveal recurring gaps in data integration, accountability, and 

outcome alignment. Together, these perspectives show that while the DoD has clearly 

articulated its intent to manage services through measurable results, the persistence of 

process-heavy metrics and decentralized governance continues to hinder consistent, 

outcome-oriented implementation. 

The DoD relies heavily on contracted services; according to the GAO (2023a), 

contractor-performed work represents roughly half of the DoD’s total contract 

obligations, underscoring that performance measurement is a core acquisition 

management concern. Within this context, Lucyshyn and Rigilano (n.d.) define PBSA as 

an approach that structures contracts around measurable results rather than prescribing 

the processes for achieving them. This method grants contractors flexibility in how to 

deliver outcomes and shifts performance management from process compliance to 

results. DoDI 5000.74 institutionalizes PBSA principles within the AAF, emphasizing 

data-driven oversight and specifying data elements needed to measure progress and 

performance (OUSD[A&S], 2021, sec. 2.3). The instruction assigns governance 

responsibilities from USD(A&S) policy development to component-level data sharing to 

ensure that performance reviews and decision authorities are informed by measurable 

outcomes rather than procedural compliance. Yet, as later GAO (2021a, 2021b, 2023a, 
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2023b) reports confirm, implementation remains uneven, with data integration and 

accountability varying widely across components. 

Organizational dynamics also affect how public organizations measure 

performance. This tendency to accumulate indicators that are easy to count rather than 

those that demonstrate mission value, a practice previously identified as metric mania 

(Casey et al., 2008), is a known challenge. To counter this, Casey et al. (2008) advocate 

focusing on a small set of “whole goal” (p. 97) indicators directly linked to strategic 

outcomes, while minimizing or eliminating metrics that measure activities or processes 

without clear ties to results. At the contracting-office level, traditional throughput 

measures, such as number of contract actions or days to award, can misrepresent true 

effectiveness. O’Sullivan (2003) finds that volume-based metrics such as cycle-time 

goals may undermine customer satisfaction and decision quality. O’Sullivan (2003) 

proposes a BSC model for evaluating field contracting offices that integrate efficiency, 

customer results, internal operations, and employee development to provide a more 

comprehensive assessment of performance. 

DoD policy directs performance-management expectations but allows flexibility 

in execution. DoDI 5000.74 directs the use of tailored performance metrics and periodic 

reviews for major service contracts (OUSD[A&S], 2021). Component policies reinforce 

this guidance; DAF Instruction 63–138 (DAF, 2024) directs multifunctional teams to plan 

early and use performance metrics that inform requirements approval and oversight. 

Secretary of the Navy Instruction 4200.37A (Department of the Navy, 2019) formalizes 

the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program Council to standardize 

self-assessments and annual reviews; and Army Regulation 70-13 (Department of the 

Army, 2010) emphasizes performance-based contracting, surveillance planning, and 

periodic reporting of contractor performance and manpower data. These reflect a clear 

policy intent to institutionalize oversight without uniform implementation. 

Earlier GAO reviews reinforce that this challenge is structural rather than new. As 

early as 2006, the GAO recommended that the DoD adopt an “integrated, department-

wide architecture” linking service-acquisition decisions to strategic goals and risk-based 

metrics but found limited progress in establishing reliable baseline data or enterprise 
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comparability (pp. 20–35). Later, GAO (2013) reiterated that the DoD still lacked 

specific goals and associated metrics to assess whether reforms were improving 

outcomes, citing fragmented data and unlinked financial systems as ongoing barriers to 

strategic oversight. These findings underscore that policy intent alone has not produced 

sustained measurement capability. 

Despite component directives, the GAO has found persistent weaknesses. In 2013 

it concluded that the DoD had not established department-wide goals or metrics to assess 

whether service acquisitions were improving. Subsequent GAO (GAO, 2021a, 2023a) 

revealed that persistent planning and data challenges continued to hinder the DoD’s 

ability to assess progress and manage service acquisitions effectively. Across 

government, the GAO (2021b) observed that agencies overuse process measures like 

competition rates and lead times, whereas leading private-sector companies focus on 

outcomes such as cost savings, timeliness, quality, and customer satisfaction. RAND 

echoed these findings, concluding that the AoS Pathway and other AAF pathways rely 

largely on activity-based indicators rather than mission outcomes (McKernan et al., 

2022). These findings suggest that DoD policy expectations have not yet translated to 

consistent, outcome-oriented implementation. 

More recent observations highlight both progress and remaining gaps. The FY 

2024 Acquisition of Services Review Panel Wrap-Up memorandum (USD[A&S], 2024b) 

notes increased use of automation tools and multifunctional teams within the AoS 

Pathway but also persistent disparities in post-award oversight and training among 

components. Likewise, the IDA reports that high-performing commercial firms maintain 

“smart-buyer” functions that centralize data, validate bids, and preserve institutional 

knowledge through knowledge management systems—capabilities still maturing within 

DoD services acquisition (Kelly et al., 2015, pp. 18–19). Together, these studies suggest 

that achieving outcome-oriented measurement requires not only policy consistency but 

also enterprise data governance, professional development, and feedback loops 

comparable to private-sector strategy management systems. 

In summary, the literature depicts a DoD services-acquisition ecosystem that has 

steadily embraced performance-based principles in policy yet continues to fall short in 
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consistent implementation and data integration. The DoD’s heavy reliance on contracted 

services magnifies the stakes of these shortcomings; without standardized, outcome-

oriented metrics, oversight remains fragmented, and decision-making reactive. The 

persistent gap between intent and execution underscores the need for a more coherent, 

enterprise-level approach to performance measurement that links component policies, 

contracting behaviors, and strategic outcomes. These systemic challenges provide the 

foundation for the framework developed in Chapters IV and V, in which the researchers 

aim to design and operationalize an outcome-based performance measurement model 

aligned with the DoD’s readiness and mission priorities. 

B. FEDERAL AND DOD POLICY AND OVERSIGHT 

This section synthesizes 2 decades of oversight reports and analytical studies on 

DoD services acquisition, organized chronologically to show how findings evolved and 

where they converged. Across the GAO, Defense Science Board (DSB), DBB, RAND, 

IDA, and recent DoD reviews, a consistent pattern emerges: Metrics are plentiful but 

often process-oriented, data systems are fragmented, and links between contract 

performance and mission outcomes are weak. The evidence that follows highlights the 

most policy-relevant lessons to inform the KPI cascade developed in the next chapter. 

1. Chronological Review of Evidence 

Table 1 summarizes the major studies published between 2000 and 2024, 

presenting each report’s direct findings and the key takeaways. For example, a 2000 

RAND study on strategic sourcing found that commercial buyers and providers achieved 

better results by jointly developing a few outcome-based performance indicators tied to 

cost, quality, and satisfaction (Baldwin et al., 2000). Together, these works reveal the 

analytical foundation for outcome-based performance measurement and inform the KPI 

cascade developed later. 
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Table 1. Chronological Evidence Review 

Year Source / Title Key Finding Key Takeaway Report ID / 
Citation 

2000 RAND, Strategic 
Sourcing 
(Installations/FM) 

Commercial buyers and providers co-
designed small set of outcome KPIs (cost, 
quality, satisfaction) to drive value over 
compliance.  

Shared 
accountability 
for limited 
outcome metric 
set strengthens 
performance 

DB-287-AF 
(Baldwin et 
al., 2000) 

2002 RAND, 
Implementing Best 
PSM Practices 

Linked purchasing outcomes to enterprise 
goals through measurable standards and 
incentives w/KPIs refined through pilots and 
feedback. 

Keep KPI set 
lean, adaptable, 
and linked to 
strategy to 
avoid metric 
sprawl 

DB-334-AF 
(Moore et al., 
2002) 

2004 RAND, 
Installation 
Support Contracts 

2–7 KPIs (quality + cost) tracked per service; 
outcome-based metrics more useful; two-
way comms sustained alignment.  

Limit KPIs, 
emphasize 
outcome 
measures 

MR-1812-AF 
(Baldwin & 
Hunter, 2004) 

2006 GAO, Acquisition 
Workforce/Data 

Unreliable workforce data undercuts 
oversight. 

Data integrity 
is a 
precondition 
for any KPI 
framework 

GAO-06-987R 
(GAO, 2006) 

2011 DSB, 
Improvements to 
Services 
Contracting 

Advocated treating services separately from 
weapons; added outcome measures (quality, 
timeliness, continuity, productivity). 

Adopt 
taxonomy & 
outcome 
measures; 
reframe KPIs to 
effectiveness 

ADA550491 
(DSB, 2011) 

2011 Finkenstadt & 
Peterson, Air 
Force (AF) 
Program 
Executive Office 
(PEO)/CM 
Benchmark 

Annual Execution Reviews (AERs) and 
Expectation Management Agreements 
(EMAs) provided visibility on cost/schedule/
performance. 

These artifacts 
operationalize 
portfolio-level 
KPI 
governance 

(Finkenstadt & 
Peterson, 
2011) 

2013 GAO, Services 
Portfolios 

Lack of measurable goals and baselines; 
weak portfolio authority limit improvement; 
incomplete Federal Procurement Data 
System (FPDS) limits visibility. 

FPDS 
constraints 
obscure spend 
patterns and 
outcomes 

GAO-13-634 
(GAO, 2013) 

2015 GAO, Non-Major 
Acquisition 
Oversight 

Missing APBs and data errors block trend 
analysis. 

Without 
standardized 
baselines, KPI 
cascades won’t 
scale. 

GAO-15-188 
(GAO, 2015b) 

2015 IDA, Commercial 
Best Practices 
(KBS/ERS) 

Private sector links contractor performance 
to organizational outcomes and uses post-
award analytics/scorecards 

Embed 
outcome 
statements in 
PWS 

P-5257 (Kelly 
et al., 2015) 

2016 CRS, Using Data 
to Improve 
Defense 
Acquisitions 

DoD lags in analytics; fragmented/unreliable 
data impedes outcome-aligned decisions 

Integration of 
data systems is 
necessary for 
forecasting and 
prioritization. 

R44329 
(Peters, 2016) 

2019 RAND, DoD Use 
of Analytics & 
Data Mgmt 

Stovepiped data and inconsistent definitions 
impede cross-program KPI comparability. 

Strong data 
governance is 
essential for 

RR-3136-OSD 
(Anton et al., 
2019) 
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enterprise 
metrics. 

2021 GAO, Outcome-
Oriented Metrics 
(Agency Practices) 

End-user co-development and feedback 
loops balance compliance vs. mission value. 

Reframe KPI 
design toward 
stakeholder 
relevance and 
outcome 
validity. 

GAO-21-491 
(GAO, 2021b) 

2021 GAO, Services 
Inventory & 
Services 
Requirements 
Review Board 
(SRRB) 

SRRBs matured, but System for Award 
Management (SAM)/FPDS blind spots and 
weak budget links still block outcome 
measurement 

Governance 
exists; data 
quality lags. 

GAO-21-267R 
(GAO, 2021a) 

2022 RAND (Anton), 
Early Predictive 
Indicators 

Developed leading indicators (CPI-like risk 
signals). 

Shift DoD KPI 
thinking from 
lagging to 
predictive 
metrics. 

RRA-542-1 
(Anton et al., 
2022) 

2022 RAND 
(McKernan), AAF 
Pathway Metrics 

Logic models reveal AoS Pathway relies on 
manual, activity metrics and thin post award 
outcomes 

Outcome KPIs 
and pathway-
aligned 
measures are 
needed. 

RRA-1349-1 
(McKernan et 
al., 2022) 

2022 DBB, Business 
Health Metrics 

Proposed 20–30 enterprise indicators in 
Advancing Analytics (ADVANA) across 
cost/schedule/performance/people/
innovation using BSC logic. 

Demonstrates 
feasibility of a 
DoD-wide BSC 
cascade. 

DBB FY23-01 
(DBB, 2022) 

2022 DoD, National 
Defense Strategy 

Called for data-driven readiness and 
measurable implementation oversight. 

Top-down 
demand signal 
for outcome 
KPIs across 
pathways. 

(DoD, 2022) 

2023 GAO, DoD 
Service Contracts: 
Identify & 
Forecast 

High-risk status persists; forecasting/
prioritization of services requires better 
enterprise metrics. 

Emphasizes 
KPI cascades 
for portfolio 
planning. 

GAO-23-
106123 (GAO, 
2023b) 

2024 DoD, National 
Defense Industrial 
Strategy (NDIS) 

Introduces proto-KPIs for resilience and 
capacity link contract to industrial-base 
outcomes. 

Aligns service 
KPIs with 
enterprise-level 
national-
security 
metrics. 

(OUSD[A&S], 
2024) 

Note. Table created by author based on findings from the GAO (2006, 2013, 2015b, 2021a, 2021b, 
2023a, 2023b), Baldwin et al. (2000), Moore et al. (2002), Baldwin & Hunter (2004), Anton et al. 
(2019), McKernan et al. (2022), DSB (2011), IDA (Kelly et al., 2015), DBB (2022), CRS (Peters, 
2016), DoD (2022), and OUSD(A&S; 2024a) 

This timeline of policy and oversight reports reveals a consistent, two-decade 

narrative of persistent challenges in measuring and managing service-contract 

performance. The following section synthesizes these findings into cross-cutting themes. 

2. Cross-Cutting Lessons Learned 

Convergent themes across 2 decades of oversight from the GAO (2006, 2013, 

2015, 2021a, 2021b, 2023a, 2023b), Baldwin et al. (2000), Moore et al. (2002), Baldwin 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 26 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

and Hunter (2004), Anton et al. (2019), and various defense bodies (DSB, 2011; DBB, 

2022; Kelly et al., 2015), as well as recent AAF pathway assessments (Anton et al., 2022; 

McKernan et al., 2022; OUSD[A&S], 2024b), reveal persistent barriers to effective 

services-acquisition governance and measurement. Collectively, these sources underscore 

the need for a paradigm shift toward integrated, outcome-oriented KPIs that connect 

contract-level execution to enterprise mission outcomes. 

The cross-cutting lessons learned are as follows: 

• Outcome Orientation Missing. Metrics remain activity-based, with weak 
linkage to outcomes. Despite calls for tailored measures such as quality 
and timeliness in services taxonomy (DSB, 2011), oversight prioritizes 
compliance over results, reflected in limited use of customer satisfaction 
and mission-effectiveness indicators (GAO, 2021b; Kelly et al., 2015). 

• Fragmented Data Systems. SAM, FPDS, and financial data systems lack 
integration, and predictive analytics remain underused. AAF review 
confirms current metrics do not link pathways to capability outcomes, and 
non-major programs lack standardized baselines (GAO, 2015b). Persistent 
data reliability issues hinder trend analysis and forecasting, though 
initiatives like ADVANA offer potential for consolidation (GAO, 2015b, 
2023b; DBB, 2022; USD[A&S], 2024b; OUSD[A&S], 2024b). 

• Compliance Culture versus Performance Culture. Oversight 
mechanisms emphasize rule adherence and surveillance rather than 
mission value. Commercial benchmarks show that co-developed KPIs 
foster collaboration, yet DoD structures like SRRBs continue to generate 
process tracking without substantive outcome measures (Moore et al., 
2002; Baldwin & Hunter 2004; GAO, 2013, 2021a). 

• Workforce and Leadership Gaps. Insufficient analytic capacity and high 
turnover undermine accountability and institutional learning. Reports 
highlight the lack of personnel skilled in data governance and metrics 
development, compounded by inconsistent training across pathways 
(Finkenstadt & Peterson, 2011; GAO, 2006; OUSD[A&S], 2024b). 

• Strategic Alignment Absent. Metrics rarely cascade from contract 
performance to enterprise objectives. While logic models and BSCs could 
align services with readiness, current frameworks fall short, as evidenced 
in AAF evaluations (McKernan et al., 2022; DBB, 2022; USD[A&S], 
2024b). 

• Learning and Feedback Loops Deficient. The DoD lacks a consistent 
mechanism for translating performance data into institutional learning. 
Predictive indicators and post-award analytics remain underutilized, 
limiting adaptive responses in services contracting (Anton et al., 2022; 
Kelly et al., 2015; Peters, 2016). 
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These lessons from DoD reports and studies affirm that while reforms such as 

SRRBs, category management, and ADVANA have advanced data capabilities, systemic 

gaps in outcome-focused metrics continue to impede the effectiveness of services 

acquisition. The AAF assessments specifically found that existing metrics were 

inadequate for pathway performance, with the AoS Pathway requiring enhancements like 

certified program managers, greater SRRB flexibility, and value-tied indicators (OUSD 

[A&S], 2024). Collectively, these insights justify the development of a comprehensive 

KPI framework to strengthen governance and measurement, setting the stage for Chapter 

IV’s design and validation efforts. Having established how performance measurement 

has evolved within the DoD, the next section presents an examination of transferable and 

comparative practices. 

C. TRANSFERABLE AND COMPARATIVE PRACTICES 

Literature from the private sector and international governments provides useful 

contrasts for understanding how outcome-based and collaborative performance 

frameworks operate in environments that mirror the DoD’s scale and complexity but 

differ in flexibility and incentive structures. These comparative perspectives highlight 

approaches like service-level agreements (SLAs), outcome-based contracting (OBC), and 

relational governance that demonstrate measurable results in managing service 

performance. Insights from these models inform subsequent analysis of frameworks for 

standardizing KPIs across DoD service portfolios. 

1. Private Sector and International Insights 

Private-sector and international practices provide valuable contrasts for DoD 

service acquisitions. In industry, commercial firms frequently employ SLAs and 

operational-level agreements (OLAs) to define expected outcomes and monitor 

performance. SLAs establish measurable deliverables such as system uptime, response 

times, or defect rates that link provider performance to customer expectations (Axelos, 

2019). In contrast, OLAs are internal agreements among support teams that specify how 

interdependent processes must perform to sustain SLA compliance (Kirvan, 2023). 

Together, these mechanisms reinforce the Information Technology Infrastructure Library 
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(ITIL) principles of co-creating value through transparent performance expectations 

across organizational layers.  

ITIL, a globally adopted set of best practices for Information Technology (IT) 

service management, aligns IT operations with business objectives and enables 

systematic measurement and improvement of service delivery through processes such as 

incident management and continuous feedback (Axelos, 2019; Iden & Eikebrokk, 2013). 

Related standards, including International Organization for Standardization/International 

Electrotechnical Commission (ISO/IEC) 20000-,1 operationalize these principles by 

requiring a Service Management System encompassing performance evaluation, internal 

audits, management reviews, and service reporting, often integrated with ISO 9001 to 

achieve unified quality and service management (Cooper, 2022). Evidence from the 

commercial aerospace sector also supports the ITIL and ISO principles of systematic 

performance measurement and continuous improvement. Guajardo et al. (2012) found 

that outcome-based contracts improved reliability (using mean time between unscheduled 

removals) by 25–40% compared with time-and-materials contracts. 

High-performing organizations are increasingly incorporating user-experience and 

satisfaction metrics into sourcing contracts, recognizing that service value extends 

beyond meeting technical performance targets (Gacenga et al., 2010; Herbert & Colenso, 

2018). These indicators complement traditional KPIs and SLAs by capturing end-user 

perceptions of service quality and linking performance more closely to business 

outcomes. For example, process maturity assessments integrate customer satisfaction 

with operational metrics such as service quality and SLA compliance (Iden & Eikebrokk, 

2013). In IT service management, these approaches enhance efficiency measures by 

connecting service delivery to organizational outcomes, while studies continue to reveal 

gaps and emphasize the need for empirical metrics to fully realize their benefits (Gacenga 

et al., 2010). 

OBC is another practice with potential relevance for the DoD. Commonly used in 

manufacturing, logistics, and IT services, OBC ties supplier compensation to achieved 

results, such as system availability or performance outcomes, rather than inputs like labor 

hours or materials. This structure fosters innovation, risk-sharing, and collaborative 
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problem-solving between buyers and providers (Hypko et al., 2010). Akkermans et al. 

(2019) describe how collaborative KPIs enable both buyer and supplier to align 

incentives around shared goals, evaluating not only supplier contributions but also buyer 

behaviors that support performance. This represents a shift from siloed, technical SLAs to 

end-to-end indicators that promote collaboration and mutual accountability. Such 

approaches emphasize co-production and partnership in contrast to transactional contracts 

that define performance narrowly in terms of cost and compliance. Relational contracting 

literature similarly highlights trust, flexibility, and joint governance as enablers of 

sustained performance (Poppo & Zenger, 2002). In logistics, for instance, performance 

measurement frameworks for third-party providers include numerous KPIs for quality 

and efficiency, though underutilization reveals persistent challenges in achieving 

outcome-oriented results (Domingues et al., 2015). Compared with performance-based 

logistics—a defense analog on availability and readiness through incentive structures—

OBC in private sectors often involves greater uncertainty in costs and dependencies. 

However, both share underlying principles of risk incentives and effectiveness factors 

like governance and supply chain management (Hypko et al., 2010). 

International governments have experimented with models similar to the private-

sector outcome-based and relational contracting approaches regarding collaborative, 

outcome-focused frameworks that emphasize partnership over adversarial transactions. In 

the United Kingdom, the Ministry of Defense and the National Health Service have both 

adopted outcome-based and relational approaches to contracting. Results have been 

mixed. For example, while the United Kingdom Ministry of Defense Availability 

Transformation: Tornado Aircraft Contract and Air Defence Availability Project 

programs successfully delivered availability metrics (e.g., mission-ready flying hours, 

spares availability) and reportedly saved £1.3 billion (Ng & Ding, 2010), these models 

also faced significant implementation challenges, including attribution of outcomes, 

balancing of risk-sharing, and data quality assurance (Roehrich et al., 2014). Comparable 

adaptations appear in Australia and Germany, where performance-based logistics-like 

strategies in defense procurement emphasize outcome incentives for availability and 

capability. Case studies highlight buyer input and supply chain integration as critical 

factors for effectiveness (Alqahtani et al., 2023). These lessons indicate that outcome-
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based and collaborative models are viable in the public sector but require robust 

governance and carefully designed performance frameworks. 

For the DoD, these private-sector and international insights present both 

opportunities and cautions. Practices such as SLAs, customer-satisfaction surveys, and 

outcome-based partnerships illustrate ways to link services more directly to delivered 

value. At the same time, persistent challenges related to attribution, incentives, and 

governance underscore why direct transferability remains difficult. The literature 

therefore supports selectively adapting private-sector approaches to fit the DoD’s scale, 

complexity, and accountability environment. These examples of transferable practices 

provide essential context for the broader structural frameworks used to standardize 

performance metrics, which are discussed next. 

2. Frameworks for KPI Standardization 

Several streams of literature and DoD-specific guidance address how performance 

metrics should be structured and governed to provide reliable, actionable insights across 

organizational levels. A recurring theme is the need for KPIs that align with strategic 

objectives while supporting comparability, accountability, and continuous improvement. 

This section synthesizes key frameworks from the research, emphasizing cascading 

structures, balanced perspectives, and governance mechanisms. Although not exhaustive, 

the review focuses on frameworks most relevant to this study’s objectives. These 

approaches mitigate risks like metric gaming—optimizing reports at the expense of 

outcomes—and help ensure that metrics remain meaningful within complex 

environments like DoD service acquisitions (Bevan & Hood, 2006). 

a. Cascading KPI Frameworks: Aligning Levels from Enterprise to 
Contract 

A foundational approach is the tiered cascade framework, which distinguishes 

among strategic, operational, and tactical levels to ensure vertical coherence (Axelos, 

2019). At the strategic (enterprise) level, metrics capture broad outcomes such as mission 

readiness, cost stewardship, or cyber resilience. Portfolio-level measures aggregate 

performance across service categories, such as knowledge-based versus logistics services, 

enabling leaders to compare domains and identify systemic trends. At the tactical 
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(contract) level, metrics focus on specific deliverables like timeliness, defect rates, or 

customer satisfaction, which roll up to inform higher-level indicators (Brubaker et al., 

2018; Neely & West, 2022). 

This cascade is explicitly reinforced in the ITIL Service Value System 

framework, which links organizational goals to critical success factors and then to KPIs 

(Axelos, 2019). For example, a strategic goal such as enhancing warfighter readiness 

(DoD, 2022) may cascade to operational critical success factors like service availability 

above 95% and to tactical KPIs such as mean time to repair. Governance processes, 

including measure design & selection, data capture, and information provision, are 

essential to maintain alignment and validity (Franco-Santos et al., 2007). Within DoD 

contexts, this approach addresses data and governance gaps identified by the GAO 

(2015b) and Peters (2016), where inconsistent baselines and data reliability hinder 

performance tracking for non-major programs. 

To operationalize cascading in the AAF AoS Pathway, frameworks recommend 

limiting KPIs to five to 10 per level to maintain parsimony, clearly defining data 

owners—such as program managers for tactical metrics—and establishing review 

cadences such as quarterly portfolio assessments (Neely & West, 2022). Weak 

governance can lead to the proliferation of disconnected measures, creating risks of 

perverse incentives and metric gaming (Bevan & Hood, 2006) or the audit-culture 

critiques (Strathern, 1997) discussed in the theoretical foundations. 

b. BSC Frameworks: Integrating Multiple Perspectives 

Building on the cascading approach, the BSC framework provides a 

multidimensional structure that prevents over-reliance on financial or output metrics 

(Kaplan & Norton, 1992). This model is particularly relevant for the AAF, which must 

balance speed and compliance with mission-level outcomes. The BSC integrates four 

perspectives: financial (e.g., cost savings, return on investment), customer (e.g., 

satisfaction scores), internal processes (e.g., cycle time, compliance rate), and learning & 

growth (e.g., workforce skills gaps) (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). This ensures a holistic 

view, where outcomes are balanced against leading indicators such as process efficiency 

(Brubaker et al., 2018). 
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In practice, the Department of Energy (2016) adapted BSC for procurement 

systems, using it to shift reviews from process-oriented to results-focused assessments. 

Similarly, the Institute of Medicine Committee on Quality of Health Care in America 

(2001) applied the BSC to workforce health management, tracking readiness compliance 

and patient satisfaction across perspectives. Hristov and Chirico (2019) extend this model 

into a sustainability balanced scorecard by incorporating environmental and social 

dimensions (e.g., resource consumption, skills gaps), which potentially relevant for DoD 

(2022) priorities like climate resilience outlined in the National Defense Strategy. Within 

DoD service acquisitions, the BSC could map contract-level KPIs (e.g., on-time 

performance or delivery) to portfolio outcomes—for example, readiness increases from 

the NDIS proto-KPIs like “increase in DIB capacity” (DoD, 2023). 

Governance in the BSC framework emphasizes strategy mapping and periodic 

reviews to adapt measures over time, addressing common DoD data limitations such as 

unreliable FPDS data (Peters, 2016). The OUSD(A&S; 2024b) AAF review reinforces 

this point, noting that “existing metrics do not indicate policy effectiveness” and 

recommending measures for “capabilities delivered and value” (pp. 6–20). 

c. The Contract Scorecard 

An adaptation of the BSC tailored specifically for outsourcing contracts is the 

Contract Scorecard framework proposed by Cullen (2016). Drawing on Kaplan and 

Norton’s (1992) multidimensional approach, Cullen (2016) reframed the perspectives 

into four quadrants: Quality (e.g., precision, reliability, speed, effectiveness, satisfaction), 

Financial (e.g., cost reduction, benchmarking, total cost of ownership), Relationship (e.g., 

power dynamics, mutual reviews, trust drivers), and Strategic (e.g., innovation, business 

contribution, underlying practices like staff continuity). Together, these perspectives 

provide a holistic basis for evaluating contract performance. The framework emphasizes 

designing contracts by design—that is, intentionally structured to drive successful 

outsourcing—beginning with stakeholder assessment and cascading down to actionable 

KPIs that balance leading and lagging indicators. Unlike traditional process-heavy 

metrics, it prioritizes outcomes linked to stakeholder value and follows a seven-step 

process for KPI development: allocating responsibilities, assessing stakeholders, listing 
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KPIs, setting thresholds, generating calculations, prototyping reports, and testing for 

validity (Cullen, 2016). 

For DoD service acquisitions, the Contract Scorecard provides transferable 

insights by addressing gaps in relational governance and strategic alignment noted in 

oversight reports (GAO, 2021b; McKernan et al., 2022). It mitigates risks like metric 

gaming (Bevan & Hood, 2006) through parsimonious, theory-based measures and 

promotes co-creation of value between buyer and provider, similar to collaborative KPI 

contracting (Akkermans et al., 2019). Although originally developed for the private 

sector, the framework could be adapted to incorporate DoD-specific elements, such as 

mission readiness in the Strategic quadrant or stewardship in the Financial quadrant to 

enhance the AAF’s data-driven oversight (OUSD[A&S], 2021). This framework 

underscores the value of minimal, adaptable scorecards that evolve with contract life 

cycles, providing a bridge from tactical deliverables to enterprise outcomes. 

d. Structure–Process–Outcome and Purpose-Driven Frameworks 

Donabedian’s (1988) structure-process-outcome framework, widely applied in 

performance measurement, categorizes metrics into structural enablers (e.g., governance 

policies), processes (e.g., acquisition workflows), and outcomes (e.g., health, financial or 

productivity results; Institute of Medicine Committee on Quality of Health Care in 

America, 2001). The model distinguishes between leading indicators, which emphasize 

proactive prevention, and lagging indicators such as defect rates, thereby promoting a 

continuous feedback loop for improvement. This approach aligns with Behn (2003), who 

identified eight purposes of measurement—including evaluation, motivation, and 

learning—and matched indicator types to each (e.g., outcomes for evaluation and real-

time outputs for motivation. Within the DoD, this model could help standardize AoS 

Pathway KPIs by purpose, such as using customer satisfaction data (American Customer 

Satisfaction Index, 2024) for promotion or disaggregated data for learning (Peters, 2016). 

e. Collaborative and Relational Frameworks for Interdependent Services 

For outsourced services with significant buyer-supplier interdependencies, 

collaborative KPI contracting introduces bilateral metrics that evaluate the performance 
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of both parties such as supplier reliability and buyer demand discipline (Akkermans et al., 

2019). This uses KPI trees and joint governance structures, such as a collaborative office, 

to map causal linkages and reduce moral hazard. It is analogous to Kirvan’s (2023) 

description of OLAs, which states that OLAs KPIs such as mean time between failure 

and mean time to repair in internal service agreements. Applied to the DoD context, this 

framework can strengthen vendor relationships and improve compliance tracking as 

demonstrated by Fagundes (2016). 

f. DoD-Specific Assessment and Governance Frameworks 

The NDIS assessment framework (DoD, 2023) provides proto-KPIs as illustrative 

outcomes and outputs such as, “decrease in cybersecurity incidents,” and “reduction in 

skills gaps” (p. 24). These are accompanied by near-term tracking through intermediate 

measures and a call for dedicated data analysis. The GAO’s (2005) Framework for 

Assessing the Acquisition Function emphasizes policy and process oversight across the 

acquisition life cycle. Building on this, Finkenstadt and Peterson (2011) illustrate how 

Air Force organizations apply the framework through tools like quad charts (covering 

scope, cost, and performance history) and AERs to evaluate progress. Both tie closely to 

AAF governance discussed by USD(A&S; 2024) and OUSD[A&S] (2024b), which 

prescribes metrics for pathway performance and data collection. Strategic alignment 

anchors these frameworks in the DoD’s key guiding documents, which prioritize 

readiness, people, innovation, cyber resilience, and stewardship (DoD, 2022, 2023; 

OUSD[A&S], 2024a). Metrics could be mapped to these priorities, such as timeliness 

indicators to readiness objectives and workforce measures to the people dimension. 

In summary, effective standardization draws on multiple complementary 

principles: cascading for alignment, the BSC for multidimensional balance, the Contract 

Scorecard for integrating relational and strategic dimensions, purpose-driven selection for 

relevance, and collaborative mechanisms for interdependencies. DoD-specific 

frameworks outlined in strategic documents offer tailored governance approaches, yet 

persistent gaps (data reliability) remain a central challenge (GAO, 2021b, 2023b). 

Implementing these frameworks require limiting KPI sets, clarifying definitions, and 

embedding review cycles to ensure decision usefulness and sustained strategic impact. 
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3. Relevant Academic Studies and Research at the Naval Postgraduate 
School 

The Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) has played a pivotal role in advancing 

research on defense acquisition, particularly in the areas of service contract performance 

and metrics. As a leading academic institution serving military and civilian acquisition 

professionals, NPS produces theses and studies that frequently draw on empirical data 

and practitioner insights to address real-world acquisition challenges. This section 

synthesizes key NPS research thematically, rather than chronologically, to build a 

conceptual understanding of how this body of work has evolved and where gaps persist in 

standardization, management practices, and outcome measurement. 

a. Foundational Studies on Quality, Workforce, and Efficiency (1989-
2003) 

Early NPS research established the foundational elements of contract 

performance. Barnd (1989) identified four primary factors influencing service quality—

quality assurance, contractor capability, the statement of work, and contract type—

providing an early framework for defining quality metrics. Subsequent studies examined 

the influence of policy and structure. Pope (1997) evaluated the effects of the Defense 

Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act on workforce quality, offering early insight into 

human capital as a performance enabler. O’Sullivan (2003) questioned the effectiveness 

of prevailing performance models, finding that systems used to evaluate field contracting 

offices were inadequate and recommending a balanced model to capture efficiency and 

effectiveness, moving beyond narrow output-based measures. 

b. Empirical Analysis of Management, Oversight, and Sourcing (2009-
2011) 

A subsequent wave of researchers empirically examined how management and 

oversight function in practice. Stevens et al. (2009) explored the management of 

specialized medical services, emphasizing the importance of market research in 

acquisition planning. Finkenstadt and Peterson (2011) conducted a benchmark study of 

the Air Force Program Executive Office for Combat and Mission Support, identifying 

governance tools like AERs and quad charts as effective mechanisms for standardized 
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oversight. During the same period, other studies analyzed specific drivers of 

performance, with Muir (2010) modeling the determinants of sourcing performance and 

McFall and La (2011) providing an empirical assessment of Army Mission Installation 

Contracting Command management practices, revealing variations in efficiency. 

c. Defining and Measuring Contract Success (2012) 

A pivotal pair of studies in 2012 examined the fundamental question of how to 

define “success.” Miller et al. (2012) applied stakeholder theory and found no 

standardized definition or measurement of success in DoD service contracts which is a 

critical gap this research also seeks to address. Similarly, Hagan et al. (2012) analyzed 

U.S. Navy contracts and determined that stakeholders prioritized outcome-related factors 

over process-oriented ones, reinforcing the need for a shift in measurement focus. 

d. Analysis of Performance Levers, Metrics, and Models (2013–2022) 

More recent NPS research has focused on specific levers, metrics, and models that 

influence contract performance. Wilhite et al. (2013) identified management levers, like 

performance reporting, that drive contract success. Baker et al. (2016) provided 

quantitative analysis linking source selection strategies (lowest price technically 

acceptable versus tradeoff) to differing performance outcomes. Brubaker et al. (2018) 

directly critiqued existing performance metrics within DoD agencies, finding that they 

lacked balance and overemphasized outputs such as lead time; they proposed a hybrid 

framework (Three Integrated Pillars of Success-Efficiency Effectiveness and Process) to 

integrate personnel, platforms, and protocols with a balance of input, process, output, and 

outcome metrics. Other studies expanded the inquiry: Peters et al. (2019), explored 

maturity models; Hunter et al. (2019) analyzed the quantitative effects of service 

complexity on performance, and Lowry and Droeske (2022) clarified the definition and 

application of process metrics such as PALT. 

e. Synthesis of NPS Research 

Collectively, this body of NPS research demonstrates a clear scholarly 

progression. Early studies identified foundational challenges in quality and efficiency 

(Barnd, 1989; O’Sullivan, 2003). Subsequent work moved toward empirical analyses of 
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management practices and the definition of success, consistently revealing stakeholder 

preferences for outcome-based measures (Hagan et al., 2012; Miller et al., 2012). More 

recent research has focused on identifying specific performance levers and models 

(Brubaker et al., 2018; Wilhite et al., 2013) yet confirms that a balanced, standardized, 

and outcome-oriented framework remains elusive. These studies provide a robust 

empirical foundation for this project and highlight the persistent, well-documented nature 

of the measurement gap this research seeks to address. When combined with the broader 

policy and theoretical literature, this focused body of work points directly to several 

enduring deficiencies, which are synthesized in the next section.  

4. Identified Gaps 

The literature on performance measurement in service acquisitions reveals 

significant progress in theoretical frameworks, policy guidance, and comparative 

practices, yet it also exposes enduring gaps that hinder the DoD’s ability to effectively 

manage and evaluate its AoS Pathway. These shortcomings are particularly salient when 

viewed through the lens of the project’s objectives: identifying current metrics, 

benchmarking them against private-sector practices, proposing a standardized framework, 

and assessing implementation feasibility. Recent oversight reports continue to cite 

chronic challenges in DoD acquisition reform, such as data fragmentation, weak cross-

organizational integration, and slow adoption of adaptive pathways, while leaving 

specific deficiencies in services metrics unresolved. This section presents a synthesis of 

those gaps, an explanation of their implications, and an underscoring of why they 

necessitate targeted research such as this study. 

First, despite clear policy directives in DoDI 5000.74 and the AAF, the DoD lacks 

a standardized set of outcome-based metrics tailored to service acquisitions. Oversight 

reports from the GAO (2013, 2021a, 2021b, 2023a) and RAND (McKernan et al., 2022) 

consistently document an overreliance on the process-oriented indicators, such as 

procurement lead times and competition rates, discussed in Sections B.2 and C.2, while 

outcome-focused measures remain fragmented and inconsistently applied across service 

categories. This is a critical gap because it prevents accurate assessment of program 

health and effectiveness. Existing metrics emphasize procedural efficiency over 
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substantive results such as service quality, cost-effectiveness, and mission impact. 

Without standardization, DoD components operate largely in silos, resulting in duplicated 

efforts, inefficient resource allocation, and an inability to demonstrate value from the 

roughly half of all contract obligations dedicated to services (GAO, 2023a). The 

persistence of this issue reflects decentralized governance and varying implementation 

maturity, as noted in cross-cutting lessons from earlier sections (e.g., fragmented data 

systems and compliance culture), and it requires research to develop a cohesive set of 

outcome-based metrics that align with the AAF’s intent for data-driven oversight. 

Second, a related gap concerns comparability and integration across 

organizational levels. The literature reveals no integrated, logic-based framework that 

cascades metrics from contract-level outputs, such as timeliness and quality, to portfolio 

and enterprise-level outcomes like mission readiness and strategic alignment. McKernan 

et al. (2022) and the AAF’s 120-Day Review (OUSD[A&S], 2024b) emphasize that this 

absence limits leaders’ ability to aggregate performance data, compare portfolios, or link 

service contracts to broader DoD objectives, a concern reiterated in recent assessments of 

AAF pathways. Data-quality challenges compound this problem, with definitional 

inconsistencies and unreliable systems (FPDS and SAM) distorting validity and 

perpetuating fragmented reporting (Brubaker et al., 2018; GAO, 2015a). Why is this a 

gap? It erodes enterprise visibility, hampers strategic decision-making, and contributes to 

the metric mania described by Casey et al. (2008), in which indicators proliferate without 

meaningful connections. Empirical studies from NPS, such as those by Hunter et al. 

(2019) and Brubaker et al. (2018), further illustrate this challenge, showing mixed results 

influenced by service complexity and relational factors but no scalable framework for 

comparability. Addressing this gap requires research to develop KPIs that ensure validity, 

parsimony, and alignment, filling a void that policy alone has not addressed. 

Finally, a profound gap remains in explicitly linking service-acquisition 

performance to mission readiness and public value. While private-sector and international 

literature, such as outcome-based contracting (Guajardo et al., 2012) and relational 

frameworks (Akkermans et al., 2019), emphasize metrics like customer satisfaction, 

availability, and co-created value, defense-specific research has yet to produce a 

validated, DoD-adapted framework that connects service outcomes to operational 
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effectiveness. This shortfall is evident in chronological evidence (DSB, 2011; DBB, 

2022; USD[A&S], 2024b) and NPS studies (Hagan et al., 2012; Miller et al., 2012), 

which identify stakeholder preferences for outcome metrics but reveal no standardized 

implementation. As a gap, it means the DoD cannot reliably demonstrate how services 

contribute to strategic priorities outlined in the National Defense Strategy (DoD, 2022) or 

the National Defense Industrial Strategy (OUSD[A&S], 2024a). This can lead to 

misaligned incentives and the kind of “hitting the target, missing the point” dynamic 

described by Bevan & Hood (2006), resulting in suboptimal mission impacts. The 

persistence of this gap reflects enduring challenges in data collection, outcome 

attribution, and the tendency to prioritize major weapons systems over services, as noted 

by the GAO (2021b). This research directly addresses the gap by benchmarking DoD 

practices against private-sector KPIs, assessing data challenges, and proposing feasible 

outcome-based metrics aimed at shifting the culture from process compliance to outcome 

accountability, thereby enabling better-informed decisions and enhanced mission 

effectiveness in service acquisitions. 

In essence, these gaps reflect a systemic shortfall in the DoD’s AoS Pathway, 

which is the absence of a standardized, outcome-oriented framework that integrates 

theory, policy, and practice for measurable mission impact. They persist because they 

perpetuate inefficiencies, diminish accountability, and hinder the AAF’s objectives for 

adaptive, data-driven acquisition. Despite 2 decades of oversight and reform, no 

comprehensive solution has emerged, as the latest reports continue to document recurring 

challenges without pathway-specific resolutions. This reality justifies dedicated research, 

which seeks to fill that void by developing tailored metrics, evaluating their feasibility, 

and providing actionable recommendations to improve assessment, comparability, and 

alignment with DoD priorities. Addressing these needs through literature review, data 

collection, interviews, and comparative analysis advances both theoretical understanding 

and operational relevance, as detailed in the following chapters. 

D. SUMMARY 

This chapter synthesized the literature on performance measurement and 

management within the DoD’s AoS Pathway, integrating theoretical foundations, public-
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sector scholarship, federal and DoD policy oversight, transferable private-sector and 

international practices, frameworks for KPI standardization, relevant NPS studies, and 

identified gaps. It traced the evolution of performance measurement from process-

oriented compliance to outcome-based accountability, distinguishing outputs from 

outcomes, and highlighting risks like metric mania and Goodhart’s law. Key frameworks 

such as the BSC, Performance Prism, Donabedian’s (1988) strategy-process-outcome 

model, and cascading KPI structures, were examined for their contributions to aligning 

performance metrics across enterprise, portfolio, and contract levels. The review also 

analyzed DoD-specific policy instruments (e.g., DoDI 5000.74), chronological oversight 

from the GAO, RAND, and others, empirical NPS research on contract success factors, 

and private-sector models including SLAs, OBC, and relational governance. 

Despite this extensive body of work, significant gaps persist. The DoD has yet to 

implement a standardized set of outcome-based metrics across service categories, 

continuing to rely on fragmented, process-heavy indicators that constrain comparability, 

strategic decision-making, and enterprise visibility. Data quality issues, definitional 

inconsistencies, and challenges in attributing outcomes to mission readiness remain 

unresolved at scale, as reflected in continuing GAO critiques of performance 

measurement in related domains like IT and weapon systems. These shortcomings 

underscore the urgency of targeted research that bridges theoretical, policy, empirical, 

and practical insights to develop a coherent, adaptable framework for outcome-oriented 

performance measurement. This review confirms that the core deficiencies—absence of 

standardized outcome metrics, poor data integration, and a weak link to mission value—

are enduring and well-documented. These findings validate the necessity of this research, 

which aims to design the framework the literature proves is missing, thereby 

strengthening accountability, mission alignment, and overall effectiveness in DoD service 

acquisitions. 
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IV. METHODOLOGY, DATA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS, 
PROPOSED FRAMEWORK 

This chapter details the research methodology, analysis, and findings which 

present the proposed metrics of the study. It is organized into three main parts, following 

the logic of the research process: 

1. Methodology: the “why” behind the research. This section 
outlines the overall research strategy and the theoretical grounding 
that guided the study’s design.  

2. Analysis: “how” the research was conducted. This section details 
the specific, methodical application of techniques used to collect, 
process, and evaluate the data. 

3. Findings: “what” the analysis discovered. This section presents the 
outcomes of the analysis, including the key themes synthesized 
from stakeholder interviews and the set of validated KPIs that form 
the basis of this research. 

A. METHODOLOGY: THE RESEARCH STRATEGY (THE WHY) 

This study employs a qualitative, exploratory research design to develop a 

comprehensive framework for standardized, outcome-based performance metrics for the 

DoD’s AoS Pathway. A qualitative approach was necessary because, as Miller et al. 

(2012) identified, there is no agreed-upon definition of success in DoD service contracts, 

meaning stakeholder values must be understood before measurable constructs can be 

defined. Grounded in established performance measurement theory, such as the BSC, and 

informed by the persistent gaps identified in the literature, this methodology enables in-

depth examination of current practices, stakeholder perspectives, and policy constraints. 

Qualitative inquiry is valuable in this context because limited consensus or standardized 

practices exist across the DoD; it allows the research to probe how metrics are 

interpreted, implemented, and influenced by organizational culture and policy.  

Through open-ended questioning and thematic analysis, the study uncovers the 

practical challenges and contextual factors that shape metric development and adoption, 

ensuring that the resulting framework is both empirically grounded and operationally 

relevant. A phased research design provided the structure needed to move from broad 

theoretical exploration to a refined set of practitioner-validated recommendations. This 
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sequential approach ensured that each step of the inquiry contributed to developing a 

relevant operationally grounded framework. The phases included: 

• Phase 1 (KPI collection): Conducting a comprehensive review of 
academic literature, policy guidance, oversight reports, and existing KPI 
repositories to gather a large, theoretically relevant pool of KPIs and 
metrics used in the field. This phase highlighted common themes, gaps, 
and opportunities for standardization. 

• Phase 2 (synthesis & refinement): Consolidating and refining the initial 
KPI list by identifying cross-category commonalities and removing 
redundancies, resulting in a coherent set of metrics aligned with strategic 
and operational priorities. Questions such as which metrics are most 
widely applicable across contexts, and which KPIs best capture 
meaningful outcomes guided this process. 

• Phase 3 (validation): Validating the refined KPI list through semi-
structured interviews with senior DoD officials, industry leaders, and 
subject matter experts. This step ensured that the metrics were realistic, 
relevant, and aligned with stakeholder expectations and operational 
realities. It also provided an opportunity to gather feedback on potential 
implementation challenges. 

• Phase 4 (framework development): Integrating qualitative insights from 
interviews and KPI synthesis to develop the standardized, outcome-based 
metric framework, presented in Chapter V. The resulting framework aims 
to be flexible, practical, and aligned with strategic objectives. 

This phased qualitative strategy supports the creation of a practical, adaptable, 

and standardized outcome-based metric framework that is tailored to the DoD service 

acquisition environment. By integrating stakeholder interviews with documentary 

evidence, the approach ensures that the framework is grounded in operational realities, 

policy guidance, and strategic priorities. It also enables continuous refinement 

stakeholder buy-in by capturing contextual factors and diverse viewpoints that 

quantitative methods might miss. Overall, this comprehensive approach helps bridge the 

gap between theory and practice, fostering a more effective performance measurement 

paradigm within the defense services context.  

B. ANALYSIS: THE METHODICAL APPLICATION (THE HOW) 

This section details the specific methods used to execute the research strategy. It 

covers how participants were selected, how data was collected, and how both qualitative 

and quantitative data were systematically analyzed. 
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1. Interview Sampling and Participants 

A total of 24 individuals were interviewed to gather diverse perspectives on 

current practices, challenges, and opportunities related to performance measurement 

within the DoD’s services acquisition ecosystem. Participants were selected based on 

their extensive experience in managing, awarding, or developing requirements for 

services acquisitions. This purposive sampling aimed to ensure insights from a broad 

cross-section of the defense and related sectors (Bullard, 2024).  

Participants represented a diverse range of organizations, including component 

headquarters such as the Air Force Sustainment Center, Department of the Army, DAF, 

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), Defense Contract Management 

Agency (DCMA), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), Defense Threat Reduction Agency 

(DTRA), Defense Health Agency (DHA), Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), and the Space Force. The sample 

also included representatives from Boeing, Jacobs Engineering, Northrop Grumman, 

Raytheon, and Lockheed Martin. Additionally, some participants work for municipalities 

and the National Park Service. 

This diverse pool of expertise spans multiple levels of organization from 

installation and wing-level personnel to senior leadership, policy, and oversight offices, 

including the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The participants represented a range of 

functional areas, including contracting officers, program managers, functional leads, 

category managers, analysts, and senior leaders involved in services contracting and 

requirements development (see Table 2). 

Table 2. Interviewee Profile & Summary 

Category Representative Organizations # of Interviews Avg Yrs of Experience 

DoD–AF AFSC HQ, DAF Staff, Contracting 

Officers, PMs 

11 20+ 

DoD–Army Army Medical Command (Health 

Readiness Contracts) 

1 20 

DoD–Navy/Pentagon NAVAIR, NAVFAC, MDA HQ 

Program Directors 

3 20+ 
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DoD–Agencies/Others DCMA, DLA, DHA, VA, National 

Park Service, TRANSCOM, 

Contract Specialists 

4 20+ 

Local Government County Procurement Office (FL) 1 15+ 

Industry–Defense 

Primes 

Raytheon, Northrop, Boeing, Jacobs 

Engineering 

3 25+ 

Industry–Small/Other Tribal Company, T Rowe Inc. PMs 2 20+ 

Total Interviews - 24 ~ 23 yrs 

Note. Interviewees are grouped by organizational category rather than listed individually. 
Representative organizations illustrate the types of roles and offices included in each category. 
“Avg Yrs of Experience” reflects the approximate mean experience of all participants in that 
category. The table is intended to convey the diversity and depth of acquisition expertise included 
in the sample.  

2. Interview Protocol and Data Collection 

The semi-structured interview instrument was derived from the study’s research 

purpose and informed by the theoretical framing and gaps identified during the Phase 1 

literature and policy review. The guide was designed to elicit evidence that could validate 

and refine the initial set of KPIs while capturing variation in how stakeholders define and 

assess success. To support this goal, the interview protocol was organized into five 

sections, with question sets tailored to participant role and applied flexibly depending on 

the interviewee’s expertise and time available.  

Section 1 (Background) established participant context through a standardized 

opening question on role and services-acquisition experience, with follow-ups probing 

tenure in service acquisition and whether participants primarily worked with outcome-

based or process-based metrics.  

Section 2 (Agency-level questions) assessed whether a standardized performance-

measurement process existed at the enterprise level; depending on the response, follow-

ups examined either informal practices or—where standards existed—the required KPIs, 

selection rationale, reporting chain, accountability for reviewing performance data, and 

actions taken when services did not meet expectations.  

Section 3 (Requirement owner questions) shifted to program execution and 

focused on critical success factors, current measurement practices and PWS/QASP data 
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requirements, alignment (or misalignment) with any agency-level standards, practical 

challenges in collecting and using data, and an unconstrained “ideal metrics” prompt that 

asked what they would measure if current constraints did not apply.  

Section 4 (Industry representative questions), used only with contractor 

participants, captured the industry perspective on effective service-contract KPIs, the 

types of data typically collected to demonstrate performance, use of benchmarks, and 

private-sector performance-measurement approaches that could translate to DoD services 

acquisition.  

Section 5 (Closing and additional insights) invited any missed considerations, 

allowed participants to raise issues not captured elsewhere in the guide, and asked 

whether they were willing to review preliminary findings or be re-contacted for 

clarification. 

In addition to these question sets, most interviews incorporated a structured KPI 

adjudication exercise using the draft KPI list. After the conceptual questions, the 

interviewer shared the KPI list and walked through selected indicators, asking 

participants to comment on each KPI’s clarity, usefulness, typical data sources, 

applicability across programs or services, and any conditions, caveats, or re-wording 

needed. Participants were also asked to identify or rank those KPIs they viewed as most 

critical for assessing services-program health. This exercise provided systematic, item-

by-item validation and refinement of the candidate KPIs while anchoring abstract 

discussions of “good metrics” in concrete examples. 

Each interview followed a repeatable funnel logic embedded in the guide. 

Sessions opened with rapport-building and a recording/consent notification, then moved 

from context-setting (Section 1) into progressively more analytic and future-oriented 

prompts (Sections 2–4), concluding with the KPI adjudication exercise and closing 

questions. The protocol intentionally transitioned from descriptive current-state questions 

(“what do you measure today and how?”) to diagnostic constraint questions (“what limits 

good measurement?”) and finally to prescriptive ideal-state questions (“what should be 

measured to reflect mission outcomes?”). This sequencing ensured cross-interview 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 46 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

comparability while preserving flexibility for follow-up probes and emergent themes 

relevant to the research questions. 

A full copy of the semi-structured interview questionnaire is provided in the 

appendix, and the candidate KPI list used during the adjudication exercise is provided in 

Table 3. Interviews were predominantly conducted via Microsoft Teams, with one 

session held via FaceTime. Sessions lasted approximately 45 minutes to 1.5 hours and 

were conducted between August 6, 2025, and October 29, 2025. All interviews were 

audio-recorded and transcribed using Otter.ai to support systematic thematic analysis.  

a. Use of interview Data 

This study relied on semi-structured interviews as a primary qualitative data 

source. To preserve confidentiality in accordance with NPS IRB approval, all participants 

are anonymized and cited in the text as Interviewee 1–24, along with a brief descriptor of 

their role (e.g., “senior contracting officer,” “requirements owner”). These interviews are 

treated as research data rather than as personal communications; therefore, they are 

described in the methodology and quoted directly in the findings but are not listed in the 

reference section. 

3. Document and KPI Data Collection 

The KPI Universe was constructed during Phase 1 through a structured review of 

the study’s source documents (policy, oversight, literature, and contract-execution 

artifacts). The source set deliberately spanned multiple evidence types to capture both 

formal requirements and real-world execution signals. Specifically, KPIs were extracted 

from: (a) DoD and Service policy, instructions, playbooks, and performance-management 

guidance; (b) oversight and audit products (e.g., GAO, DSB, RAND, IDA, and NPS 

studies) that identify what is currently measured and where outcome gaps persist; (c) 

contracted execution artifacts such as PWS/SOO/QASP templates, SLAs, incentive 

constructs, surveillance plans, and CPARS narratives that reveal how performance is 

operationalized post-award; and (d) internal analytic products and dashboard repositories 

used for portfolio or enterprise reporting. Rather than adopting an existing published KPI 

repository, the research team extracted candidate measures and measurement concepts 
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directly from these source files and consolidated them into a single master list. Where the 

source materials implied a performance objective but did not specify a measurable 

indicator, the team used Claude Sonnet 4 within NIPRGPT to propose draft KPIs to close 

those gaps. All LLM-suggested metrics were treated as candidates, not ground truth, and 

were retained only when they aligned with the study’s theoretical framing and could 

plausibly be measured in DoD services environments. 

This process produced an intentionally expansive initial pool of approximately 

338 KPIs, captured in the attached KPI universe supplemental. The pool was inclusive by 

design at the collection stage to preserve the full range of possible outcome and process 

measures across heterogeneous service categories. In Phase 2, the KPI universe was 

normalized for analysis by collapsing duplicates, reconciling synonymous measures, and 

standardizing definitions so that each KPI could be compared and coded consistently in 

later steps. The resulting dataset served as the baseline for systematic classification and 

for structured elicitation of stakeholder feedback during interviews. 

4. KPI Data Analysis and Refinement 

The KPI universe described above was analyzed in two linked stages: (a) 

structured classification of each candidate metric, and (b) iterative refinement driven by 

stakeholder adjudication. 

• KPI Classification and Coding. Each KPI in the 338-metric universe was 

coded using a common schema to enable cross-category comparison and 

to prepare the list for reduction. Coding dimensions included: 

• Temporal orientation: leading vs. lagging 
• Result orientation: process vs. outcome 
• Category alignment: cost, schedule, performance, customer 

satisfaction, regulatory compliance 
• Balanced Scorecard perspective: financial/stewardship, customer/

readiness, internal process, learning & growth/innovation 
• Tier level: contract, program/portfolio, enterprise 

• Stakeholder-Driven Refinement and Selection. During Phase 3 

interviews, participants were walked through the candidate KPI list and 

asked to assess each measure’s usefulness, feasibility, caveats, and 
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applicability within real services programs. This adjudication functioned 

as the primary validation mechanism for the KPI universe: interview 

feedback identified which measures were realistically collectible, which 

were redundant or misleading, and where outcome-alignment was 

strongest or weakest. Metrics that consistently failed feasibility or 

relevance tests were removed, while measures supported by multiple 

stakeholders across roles were retained. Through this structured reduction, 

the KPI set was narrowed from 338 candidates to a validated cohort of 21 

KPIs. Final selection proceeded in consultation with the project sponsor, 

resulting in 7 core KPIs positioned as foundational indicators for 

standardized services-acquisition performance management. The final set 

of 7 KPIs was supported by an estimated >90% convergence, as confirmed 

in the systematic thematic analysis. The researchers estimate the 

consensus level for the broader Top 21 cohort at approximately ~75-80% 

(Broad/Conditional Consensus) using the same analysis. This leads the 

team to believe these 21 KPIs still have viability at other tiers. The 

original 338 KPIs had a < 20% consensus and should only be used at the 

discretion of the contract level team.  

5. AI-Assisted Systematic Thematic Analysis 

This study analyzed interview transcripts using the AI-assisted systematic 

thematic analysis process outlined by Naeem et al. (2025). Naeem et al.’s (2025) method 

adapts Braun and Clarke’s (2022) six-step thematic approach into a research-question-

driven workflow suitable for generative AI support. The six steps are as follows: 

1. Transcription, familiarization, and quotation selection 
2. Keyword selection guided by the “6 Rs” criteria 
3. Coding by grouping quotations and keywords into conceptually 

meaningful labels 
4. Theme development by organizing codes into higher-order 

categories aligned to the research questions and theoretical framing 
5. Conceptualization through interpretation of the relationships 

among themes and codes 
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6. Development of a conceptual model/framework to represent the 
final concepts and their linkages.  

The defining feature of this systematic approach is that themes are generated to 

address the research gap and questions, rather than simply emerging from frequency-

based commonalities in the data. The AI-generated summaries were treated as 

preliminary analytic products. Each AI output was rigorously checked against the original 

transcript by a researcher to confirm accuracy. Once verified, the insights from each 

interview were synthesized and grouped into higher-level thematic categories. All 

personally identifying information was removed from the transcript documents to protect 

confidentiality. This AI-assisted approach accelerated the initial synthesis of complex 

qualitative information while the research team performed final verification, curation, and 

interpretation of all themes. 

In practice, the research team implemented Naeem et al.’s (2025) steps using 

Anthropic’s Claude Sonnet 4 within NIPRGPT as an analytic assistant. Although Naeem 

et al. (2025) operationalized their six-step process with ChatGPT, the procedure itself is 

model-agnostic; therefore the team applied the same structured prompts with Claude 

Sonnet 4, which was selected based on its strong performance and higher ARC-prize 

leaderboard rating relative to the ChatGPT variant used in Naeem et al.’s (2025) study, as 

well as NIPRGPT’s data-handling posture in which model interaction data are owned and 

controlled by the U.S. Government rather than OpenAI. This additional safeguard was 

important to further protect participant information, even though the interview transcripts 

used for analysis were anonymized prior to ingestion. Prior to analysis, the model was 

provided with the study’s purpose, research questions, theoretical underpinnings, KPI list, 

and the full transcript corpus to ensure contextual grounding. 

Following step 1 (familiarization and quotation selection), the model was 

prompted to extract high-salience quotations organized under research-question-specific 

extraction lenses, for example, medical contracting practitioners’ descriptions of 

outcome-based personal services and telephone access standards (e.g., aiming for 95% of 

calls answered within two minutes to protect patient satisfaction and access to care), as 

well as senior leaders’ concerns that traditional cost/schedule metrics fail to indicate 

whether services are actually delivering mission value. In step 2, the model then proposed 
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candidate keywords anchored in those excerpts—such as mission impact, customer 

satisfaction, service health, standardized metrics, enterprise visibility, and data quality—

which were iteratively reviewed and consolidated by the research team into a vetted 

keyword set. 

In step 3, the vetted quotations and keywords were used to generate concise 

abductive codes (≤3 words) that captured underlying ideas, including codes such as 

Mission-Driven Value, Customer-Centric Results, Fragmented Measurement Systems, 

Commercial Efficiency Models, and Metric Value Proposition. These codes were 

checked against the raw transcripts and refined by a researcher to ensure they faithfully 

represented stakeholder meaning. In step 4, the verified codes were clustered into 

candidate themes, such as Mission-Outcome Alignment Crisis (connecting mission-

driven value, customer-centric results, and time-critical performance) and Enterprise 

Fragmentation and Visibility Paradox (linking fragmented measurement systems, data 

system fragmentation, and enterprise visibility gaps), each supported by multiple 

representative excerpts. 

Step 5 focused on reviewing, defining, and naming the final themes: overlapping 

or overly broad themes were merged or split, and each theme (e.g., Mission-Outcome 

Alignment Crisis, Commercial-Military Measurement Translation Challenge, 

Measurement Implementation Ecosystem Barriers, and Integrated Performance 

Framework Evolution) was given a 2–3 sentence definition explaining what it revealed 

about DoD services performance measurement and why it mattered for standardized 

KPIs. Finally, in step 6, the refined themes were synthesized into conceptual frameworks 

by mapping theme-level insights to specific measurement domains—for example, 

translating Mission-Driven Value and Customer-Centric Results into mission readiness 

indicators, end-user outcome measures, and service health indicators, and linking 

fragmentation and implementation barriers to stewardship, process excellence, and 

innovation measures across the enterprise. A persistent human-in-the-loop verification at 

each step preserved analytic rigor and ensured that responsibility for interpretation 

remained with the research team, consistent with Naeem et al.’s (2025) transparency and 

accountability guidance. 
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C. FINDINGS (THE WHAT) 

This section presents the outcomes of the analysis. It begins with a comprehensive 

summary of the findings, followed by a detailed breakdown of the seven major themes 

derived from the systematic thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews, and concludes 

with the validated set of KPIs. 

1. Summary of Findings 

This comprehensive analysis, synthesizing interviews with a diverse group of 

DoD and industry acquisition professionals, reveals a deep and shared understanding of 

the challenges in measuring service contract success. The findings are categorized into 

seven interconnected themes that explain the current state of services acquisition and the 

path forward. The analysis identifies a primary mission-anchored definition of “Services 

Health,” where success is defined not by administrative compliance, but by the service’s 

contribution to operational readiness. Stakeholders overwhelmingly endorsed a balanced, 

multi-perspective health scorecard, rejecting single-point metrics in favor of a holistic 

view that includes cost, schedule, performance, and customer satisfaction. 

The data highlights service quality and reliability as the primary evidence of 

outcome health while cost-to-value stewardship emerged as the necessary replacement 

for simple spend rate tracking. A major insight was the identification of a leading 

indicator structure-process-outcome chain, where foundational elements like 

requirements clarity and workforce stability are seen as the strongest predictors of future 

success. Addressing the tension between standardization and customization, the findings 

point to a standardized Core-Plus-Tail governance model—a common core of metrics 

supplemented by program-specific indicators. Finally, the analysis underscores that 

cultural and data distortions, such as risk aversion and manual data burdens, pose the 

greatest threat to the validity of any new measurement system. 

2. Key Themes from Stakeholder Interviews 

The following seven themes represent the most significant points of consensus 

derived from the qualitative interview analysis, structured according to the Naeem et al. 

(2025) thematic framework. 
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a. Theme 1: Mission-Anchored Definition of Service Health 

Core Idea: Health is judged by whether the service moves the mission needle. 

Participants consistently define healthy services as those with an explicit line-of-

sight to mission and readiness consequences. Outcome measures are viewed as valid only 

when they demonstrate how service performance protects critical operations. As 

Interviewee 1, a senior Navy stakeholder noted, the ultimate definition of success is 

simple: “my definition of success is fleet impact.” 

Outcomes Over Outputs: There is a strong demand to shift focus from process 

metrics to mission outcome metrics. Interviewee 23, an industry program manager 

highlighted the emptiness of on-time delivery without value: “you could meet 

deliverables on time, but what you gave me didn’t move the ball forward…we look at it 

as success if…the knowledge and content you’re giving us is helping…achieve the 

vision.” 

Requirements as the Cornerstone: Interviewees argued that successful outcomes 

are predetermined by the quality of foundational acquisition activities. Interviewee 1, a 

Senior Navy stakeholder, summarized the consensus: “(a) was the requirement written 

well, (b) did you hire the contractor that bid…and (c) did you administer the contract?” 

Conversely, poorly written requirements make measurement impossible. As Interviewee 

14, a government acquisition professional noted: “if you want to say, was the 

performance good…you have to walk it back to why—was it clearly defined?” 

b. Theme 2: Balanced, Multi-Perspective Health Scorecard 

Core Idea: Healthy services require balance across cost, schedule, performance, 

customer value, and compliance. 

No single perspective should dominate; stakeholders explicitly describe balance 

as the hallmark of health. Participants pointed to a modified balanced scorecard approach 

as the ideal state. Interviewee 24, an academic expert and former Air Force contracting 

officer summarized this view: “a healthy system [is] where everything balances well 

together…cost/schedule/performance…against customer experience…against 

compliance…if one…goes up too high or too low…we’re not healthy.” 
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The Consensus Framework: A clear vision for an ideal framework emerged, 

measuring performance across four or five key domains. Interviewee 17, an enterprise-

level services portfolio/category manager explained why this balance is critical to avoid 

blind spots: “if you just look at cost, schedule, performance, it forgets about the end 

user…having something that balances that… [is vital].” 

Avoiding Distortion: Interviewees noted that over-focusing on one area creates 

risks. For example, a contract might be “green” on cost but failing to deliver end-user 

value. A balanced approach ensures that “health” is a composite of efficiency and 

effectiveness. 

This finding empirically validates the theoretical requirement for 

multidimensional balance established by Kaplan and Norton (1992). It confirms that the 

single-measure myopia described by Brubaker et al. (2018), where agencies over-rely on 

lead time, is actively hindering current DoD service assessment. 

c. Theme 3: Service Quality and Reliability as Outcome Evidence 

Core Idea: Health shows up in reliable, available, “right-first-time” service 

delivery. 

Participants repeatedly point to objective quality outcomes, such as uptime, 

availability, and error-free delivery as the clearest health signals. Interviewee 23, an 

industry program manager described the clarity of these metrics: “very clear 

metrics…’resolve a help desk ticket in no more than 24 hours…incident in 2 

hours…uptime 99%’…those kind of things focus everybody to performance.” 

Objective vs. Subjective: While private industry relies on relationship satisfaction, 

DoD stakeholders viewed general “customer satisfaction” as difficult to rely on. As 

Interviewee 4, a government services program/portfolio manager noted: “people love 

customer satisfaction. People hate trying to measure customer satisfaction…because it’s 

too subjective.” 

Specific Metrics Endorsed: 

• Zero Critical Failures: widely praised for mission-critical contexts. 
Interviewee 3, a defense medical / laboratory services stakeholder, 
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explained: “some of these are tissue samples…you get no failures on that. 
…If your metrics don’t equal this number…this is a fail.” 

• First Pass Yield: viewed as a definitive indicator of quality, specifically 
for avoiding operational delays. Interviewee 24, an academic expert and 
former Air Force contracting officer noted: “deliverables accepted on first 
submission without requiring rework…aircraft maintenance…we want the 
work being done right the first time, because…that sortie doesn’t launch.” 

• Skepticism of Compliance Percentages: many expressed aversion to broad 
“compliance” percentages because they mask specific failures. 
Interviewee 22, an IT services / help-desk program manager argued: “you 
can close every help ticket within 36 hours…you didn’t resolve any of 
them, but you closed them all…you’re not measuring the important thing.” 

d. Theme 4: Cost-to Value Stewardship (Not Spend Alone) 

Core Idea: Cost health is about value and efficiency, not just burn rate. 

Participants want spend-plan variance plus attribution, ensuring the government is 

“right-sizing” what is bought. A common refrain regarding financial tracking was a focus 

on efficiency. Interviewee 15, a government program manager stated: “burn rate tells me 

that they’re spending money. It doesn’t tell me they’re spending money efficiently… the 

amount of money they spent tells you very little about actual progress.” 

Context-Dependent Metrics: Interviewee 8, a Defense Contract Management 

Agency contracting leader noted that financial metrics must match the contract type: 

“burn rate…useful…in almost every major contract… [but] you do have to question… is 

the juice worth the squeeze?” 

Value versus Savings: “Savings” alone was viewed with skepticism if it meant 

cutting necessary output. True stewardship was defined as getting the “A+ work” only 

when A+ work is required, avoiding “over-performance waste.” Interviewee 8, a Defense 

Contract Management Agency contracting leader noted regarding labor contracts: “I was 

paying…for butts in seats, and I was not getting value because the butt was not in the 

seat.” 

e. Theme 5: Leading-Indicator “Structure-Process-Outcome Chain” 
(Donabedian, 1988) Enables Outcomes 

Core Idea: Upstream, structural and procedural leading indicators are the 

necessary predictors of downstream, lagging mission results. 
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This theme mirrors the logic of the Donabedian (1988) Model, a conceptual 

framework originally developed for evaluating quality in healthcare. The model posits 

that outcomes are not random; they are the direct result of structure which is the attributes 

of the setting and resources, and process—how the work is actually done. Applying this 

theory to the interview data reveals that practitioners view “Structure” and “Process” as 

the essential leading indicators required to predict contract success. 

The Theoretical Shift: focusing upstream—outcomes do not appear by magic; 

they are the result of upstream health factors. By adopting a structure-process-outcome 

mindset, organizations can move away from purely retrospective reporting. Interviewee 

1, a Senior Navy Stakeholder, emphasized the urgent need to shift focus from lagging 

results to the upstream components of the Donabedian (1988) chain: “We need the 

leading indicators…we’re too hung up on measuring the lagging ones.” 

Structure: workforce stability—in the context of the Donabedian (1988) 

framework, structure refers to the capacity and stability of the resources performing the 

work. For professional services, human capital is the defining structural element. 

Metric: Personnel Turnover & Fill Rate. 

Significance: Without the “Structure” of a stable workforce, the “Process” cannot 

be executed effectively. 

Interviewee 9, a County-level Procurement Manager and Former Air Force 

Contracting Officer, described workforce stability as a primary structural metric: 

“Number one was personnel turnover… [and] actual fill rate… because a lot of them 

were just ‘butts-in-seats’… turnover and fill rate were very good [metrics].” 

Process: Administrative Disciplines 

Process represents the actual interaction between the provider and the 

government—specifically, how the contract is managed post-award. Active management 

serves as the mechanism that converts the “Structure” (the workforce) into the desired 

“Outcome.” 

Metric: Surveillance Plan Alignment. 
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Significance: Even with the right people (Structure), a failure in the management 

plan (Process) ensures failure in the mission. 

Interviewee 19, a Department of Veterans Affairs Branch Chief identified the 

alignment of task and surveillance as the critical process factor: “Well defined task and a 

matching surveillance plan. If you don’t have those two things, a service contract is likely 

to fail.” 

f. Theme 6: Standardized Core-Plus-Tail Governance for Roll-Up 

Core Idea: A standard enterprise core of outcome areas, with tailored KPIs by 

category/criticality. 

This theme addresses the “central dilemma” identified in the interviews: the 

conflict between standardization and the bespoke nature of services. Interviewee 24, an 

academic expert and former Air Force contracting officer argued: “we buy so many 

different types of services. I don’t see how you can get any standardized specific 

metrics… [except] very, very top-level metrics.” 

The “One-Size-Fits-All” Failure: Interviewees stressed that services range from 

“lawn mowing” to complex research and development. A rigid, standardized system 

would defeat the purpose of performance-based acquisition. Interviewee 23, an industry 

program manager noted: “Benchmarks…very 

different…facilities…housekeeping…transportation…category specific.” 

The Core-Plus-Tail Solution: To solve this, participants supported a “choose your 

own adventure” structure. The DoD establishes high-level outcome categories (the core), 

but programs select specific, relevant KPIs (the tail). Interviewee 17, an enterprise-level 

services portfolio/category manager described this architecture clearly: “you have to have 

it be more like areas, and somehow the individual KPIs roll up to those graded 

areas…everybody can individualize their own thing but still feed the larger machine.” 

g. Theme 7: Cultural/Data Distortions Threaten Outcome Measurement 

Core Idea: Even good KPIs fail if culture, incentives, and data realities distort 

them. 
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This theme captures the systemic barriers that threaten the validity of the 

measurement framework. A major concern is that current metrics are often driven by 

complaints rather than data. Interviewee 3, a government services program/portfolio 

manager, noted: “The main metric that is utilized is complaining. It’s not based on 

quantifiable, measurable PWS metrics…very personal-based.” 

The Burden of Data: A powerful consensus exists that the “juice must be worth 

the squeeze.” Manual data calls are seen as a major barrier. Interviewee 10, a senior 

industry contracts and operations leader stated: “I can measure anything... It just becomes 

an issue of, is it value added, or is it just a data junkie?... Are you actually using those 

metrics for something to make a decision on?” 

Risk Aversion and Protests: The “fear of protest” drives a risk-averse culture. 

Interviewee 1, a Senior Navy stakeholder, noted that measuring protests themselves can 

be counterproductive: “Be really careful…just measuring quantity of protests…the risk is 

drive the risk-averse behavior even worse.” 

Leadership Top Cover: A cultural theme was the need for leadership to provide 

“top cover” for acquisition teams, allowing them the time to perform thorough upfront 

work rather than rushing to award. 

3. Rationale for Selected Performance Categories 

The selection of cost, schedule, performance, customer satisfaction, and 

regulatory compliance as the five pillars of this framework was not arbitrary; it represents 

a deliberate synthesis of traditional acquisition doctrine and the specific health 

requirements identified by stakeholders. As noted by Kerzner (2017), while the 

traditional “iron triangle” of cost, schedule, and performance remains the bedrock of 

program management, the analysis revealed that cost, schedule, and performance alone 

offer an incomplete picture of service health. As noted in Theme 2, stakeholders 

consistently argued that a contract could be “green” on cost and schedule yet still fail to 

deliver mission value if the end-user experience was poor. Therefore, customer 

satisfaction was elevated to a primary category to serve as a counterbalance to efficiency 
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metrics, ensuring that the quality of the experience is weighed equally against the 

efficiency of the transaction as noted in Theme 2. 

Furthermore, the addition of regulatory compliance as a distinct category 

addresses a unique constraint of the defense environment identified in Theme 5 

(structure-process-outcome chain). Unlike the private sector, where agility often trumps 

procedure, DoD services are bound by non-negotiable statutory and security 

requirements. A contractor that delivers on time but fails to maintain security clearances 

or safety certifications presents an unacceptable risk to the government. By isolating 

compliance as its own category, the framework distinguishes between “mission 

performance” (i.e., doing the job well) and “legal adherence” (i.e., being qualified to do 

the job), preventing critical compliance failures from being buried under general 

performance ratings. 

Finally, this five-category structure aligns the DoD’s service acquisition approach 

with the BSC theory explored in Chapter III. Just as Kaplan and Norton (1992) argued 

that financial metrics must be balanced with internal process and learning perspectives, 

this framework ensures that no single dimension dominates the assessment. By measuring 

these five areas in concert, the framework prevents the “gaming” behavior identified in 

Theme 7, where vendors might sacrifice quality to meet a schedule target or cut corners 

on compliance to lower costs. This holistic structure forces a tension between the metrics, 

ensuring that “service health” is defined by equilibrium across all five domains rather 

than optimization of just one. 

4. Selected Key Performance Indicators 

The analytical process of classifying over 300 candidate KPIs and validating them 

against stakeholder feedback resulted in a refined list of 21 high-value metrics. This 

validation process revealed a critical finding (Theme 6): stakeholders do not believe a 

single, universal KPI set can effectively measure the entire diversity of DoD services. 

Participants consistently emphasized that a one-size-fits-all approach risks creating 

meaningless data or incentivizing compliance over mission results. 
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However, to address the research question and enable enterprise visibility, the 

analysis identified a foundational core set of seven metrics. These metrics represent the 

“common language” of service health—universal enough to apply across most portfolios 

while remaining flexible enough to be tailored at the contract level. They are not intended 

to be the only measures used, but rather the standardized baseline that feeds into the 

broader Core-Plus-Tail framework proposed in Chapter V. 

a. Refined List of Validated KPIs 

Table 3 presents the 21 validated metrics, with seven core metrics highlighted as 

the foundational set for enterprise reporting. 

Table 3. Refined List of 21 Validated KPIs 

KPI 

Number 

Measure Target 

Cost Category 

1 Percentage of Contract spend obligated vs. Planned  95–105% alignment 

between planned and 

actual obligations. 

Schedule Category 

2 Percentage of deliverables submitted early or ahead of 

schedule. 

≥ 15% of total 

deliverables. 

3 Percentage of multi-phase contracts where phase 

transitions occur on or before the planned date. 

≥ 90% on-time phase 

transition. 

4 Percentage of contracts meeting on-time delivery for 

urgent or high-priority tasks. 

≥ 98% on-time delivery for 

urgent requirements. 

5 Number of schedule re-baselining events per contract per 

year (excluding government-directed scope changes). 

≤ 1 significant re-baseline 

event per contract year. 

6 Percentage of contracts meeting key milestone dates (e.g., 

initial delivery, service start, projected phase completion)  

≥ 90% milestone 

adherence 

Performance Category 
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7 Percentage of contracts meeting minimum acceptable 

technical performance thresholds per contract 

requirements. 

≥ 95% compliance. 

8 Percentage of contractor corrective actions closed on time 

after government-identified nonconformances. 

≤ 10% critical role 

turnover annually. 

9 Number of critical performance failures or service outages 

(defined by severity in the contract or QASP) per contract. 

Zero critical failures; or ≤ 

X per quarter based on 

service type. 

10 Percentage of government-identified non-conformances or 

deficiencies corrected within the required timeframe 

≥ 95% corrected on time 

11 Percentage of contract deliverable accepted on first 

submission without requiring rework 

≥ 90% first-pass 

acceptance 

12 Percentage of contracts meeting agreed-upon key 

performance indicators (KPIs) or service-level agreements 

(SLAs).  

≥95% compliance 

13 Percentage of contract-related issues (e.g., disputes, 

performance deficiencies) resolved within agreed 

timeframes 

≥ 95% on-time resolution 

14 Percentage of critical performance metrics and service 

levels, as defined within the specific service contract’s 

Performance Work Statement (PWS), that are met or 

exceeded by the contractor. 

≥95% of all defined critical 

SLAs met per reporting 

period.  

15 Percentage of service-related issues/problems reported by 

users that are resolved by the contractor within the 

contractually agreed-upon timeframe and to the user’s 

satisfaction 

≥ 95% resolved within 

SLA timeframes; ≥ 90% 

satisfaction with 

resolution.  

Customer Satisfaction Category 

16 Percentage of contractor personnel turnover impacting 

contract functions 

≤ 10% critical role 

turnover annually 

17 Percentage of Customer-reported issues or complaints 

resolved within agreed service levels 

≥95% resolution within 

SLA 

18 Percentage of stakeholder satisfaction ratings across all 

service portfolios 

≥ 90% satisfaction ration 
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19 Average satisfaction rating (e.g., on a 1–5 or 1–10 scale) 

from verified end-users of the service regarding its quality, 

timeliness, and contribution to their tasks.  

Average score of ≥ 4.0 out 

of 5.0 (or equivalent). 

Regulatory Compliance Category 

20 Percentage of contractor personnel maintaining required 

certifications, licenses, or clearance 

100% compliance across 

all service categories  

21 Percentage of identified critical contract risks with 

documented, active, and effective mitigation plans (as 

assessed by progress against plan and risk reduction)  

100% of critical risks have 

effective mitigation plans; 

≥ 90% of mitigation 

actions on tract 

b. Rationale for the 7 Core Selected Metrics 

These seven metrics were selected because they bridge the gap between 

standardization and customization. They reflect a balanced view of performance (Theme 

2) and incorporate both lagging outcomes and leading indicators (Theme 5) to predict 

health rather than just report history. 

• Cost Category (KPI #1): Percentage of Contract Spend Obligated versus 
Planned  
• Rationale: While participants rejected “burn rate” as a standalone 

measure of success, this metric serves as a vital indicator of 
Financial Stewardship (Theme 4). It aligns with the requirement 
for fiscal accountability without incentivizing “cheapness” over 
quality. By tracking the variance between planned and actual 
obligations, this KPI provides a standardized view of financial 
predictability across the enterprise. 

• Schedule Category (KPI #6): Percentage of Contracts Meeting Key 
Milestone Dates  
• Rationale: This metric operationalizes Mission-Timed Delivery 

(Theme 1). Unlike generic “on-time” metrics that can be gamed by 
delivering non-critical items early, this KPI focuses on the specific 
milestones that drive mission readiness. It ensures a direct link 
between the acquisition schedule and the operational capabilities 
required by the warfighter. 

• Performance Category (KPI #9): Number of Critical Performance Failures 
or Service Outages  
• Rationale: Directly addressing Theme 3 (Service Quality as 

Outcome Evidence), this metric was identified by stakeholders as 
the “gold standard” for no-fail missions (e.g., medical, IT, safety). 
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It creates a definitive, non-negotiable floor for performance health 
that is far more actionable than generic compliance percentages. 

• Performance Category (KPI #10): Gov-Identified Non-conformances 
Corrected Within Timeframe  
• Rationale: This metric balances accountability with 

responsiveness. It acknowledges that issues will arise but measures 
the contractor’s recovery speed and effectiveness. This creates an 
objective proxy for “responsiveness” that is less subjective than 
satisfaction surveys, addressing the “squishy metric” concerns 
raised in Theme 3. 

• Customer Satisfaction Category (KPI #16): Contractor Personnel 
Turnover Impacting Contract Functions  
• Rationale: Identified in Theme 5 (Structure-Process-Outcome 

Chain) as a primary Leading Indicator, this metric predicts future 
performance risks before they manifest as mission failures. High 
turnover in critical roles is often the first signal of instability, 
making this metric essential for proactive management, 
particularly in knowledge-based services. 

• Customer Satisfaction Category (KPI #19): Average Satisfaction Rating 
from Verified End-Users  
• Rationale: Despite skepticism about the subjectivity of satisfaction 

ratings (Theme 7), a balanced scorecard (Theme 2) requires a 
customer perspective. This metric is included as a necessary 
counterweight to cost and schedule efficiency. To mitigate validity 
concerns, it is scoped to “verified end-users” to ensure feedback 
comes from those directly impacting the mission, rather than 
administrative staff. 

• Regulatory Compliance Category (KPI #20): Percentage Maintaining 
Required Certifications  
• Rationale: This metric serves as both a Regulatory Floor and a 

Leading Indicator of capability (Theme 5). 100% compliance is 
essential not just for legality, but because a workforce lacking 
required certifications cannot legally perform the mission. It 
provides a binary, indisputable signal of “service health.” 

These seven metrics serve as the practical starting point for the standardized, 

outcome-oriented performance framework. They enable the DoD to aggregate health 

signals across the enterprise while leaving room for the “tail” metrics necessary for 

specific service categories. 
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D. SUMMARY 

This chapter detailed the research methodology, analysis, and findings used to 

address the critical gap in standardized, outcome-based performance metrics for the DoD 

AoS Pathway. The study followed a qualitative, exploratory design to navigate the 

complexity of service acquisitions, utilizing a rigorous multi-phase approach that 

progressed from a broad literature review to the systematic validation of specific metrics. 

The analytical process combined comprehensive document review with the AI-assisted 

thematic analysis of 24 stakeholder interviews, ensuring that the resulting insights were 

both data-driven and grounded in practitioner reality. 

The findings revealed a strong consensus that the current measurement system is 

overly process-focused and fragmented. Seven priority themes emerged from the 

analysis, establishing a new definition of “service health” anchored in mission 

contribution rather than administrative compliance. Stakeholders advocated for a 

balanced scorecard approach that integrates cost stewardship, schedule reliability, service 

quality, and customer satisfaction. A key analytical breakthrough was the identification 

of a causal structure-process-outcome chain, as described by Donabedian (1988), where 

leading indicators such as workforce stability and requirements clarity serve as early 

predictors of mission success. Furthermore, the data resolved the central dilemma of 

standardization versus customization by validating a Core-Plus-Tail governance model, 

which mandates a small set of enterprise metrics while allowing for category-specific 

tailoring. 

Finally, the analysis produced a refined set of 21 high-value KPIs and identified 

seven foundational core metrics to serve as the baseline for enterprise reporting. These 

selected metrics address the critical domains of stewardship, readiness, and service 

quality while mitigating the risks of gaming and administrative burden identified during 

the interviews. Collectively, these findings and the validated KPI set provide the 

empirical foundation for the standardized performance measurement framework 

presented in Chapter V, which translates these insights into an actionable system for 

improving accountability and mission alignment across the DoD. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This final chapter synthesizes the study’s findings to provide conclusions and 

actionable recommendations for the DoD. It directly addresses the core problem 

statement identified in Chapter I and by the OUSD(A&S) sponsor: the lack of 

standardized, outcome-oriented metrics to evaluate the health of service acquisitions. 

The central contribution of this chapter is the Integrated Performance Ecosystem 

(IPE). This ecosystem is not a static list of metrics, but a dynamic system composed of 

three distinct, interdependent components derived from the systematic analysis: 

1. Governance (The “What”): Core-Plus-Tail. The standardization 
logic that mandates what must be measured at the enterprise level 
while allowing flexibility for specific service categories. 

2. Structure (The “How”): Enterprise Performance Visibility 
(EPV). The architectural framework that organizes those measures 
and defines how they are rolled up by echelon from the tactical 
contract level to the strategic top tier. 

3. Visualization (The “View”): The Flexible Balanced Scorecard 
(FBS). The evaluation tool that allows leaders to see readiness and 
stewardship status at a glance. 

Following the summary of findings and the direct answers to the research 

questions, this chapter details the IPE and offers actionable recommendations for 

implementation, addressing policy, technology, and cultural transformation. 

A. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

The recommendations in this chapter are grounded in the seven major thematic 

findings derived from the analysis in Chapter IV. These findings serve as the empirical 

evidence base for the framework: 

• Mission-Anchored Definition of Health (Theme 1): Stakeholders 
redefined service health not as contract compliance, but as the service’s 
measurable contribution to operational readiness. 

• Balanced, Multi-Perspective Scorecard (Theme 2): There was 
overwhelming consensus that health cannot be assessed by a single metric. 
A balanced view across cost, schedule, performance, and customer 
satisfaction is required. 
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• Service Quality and Reliability as Evidence (Theme 3): Objective, 
right-first-time quality metrics were identified as the most credible 
evidence of outcome health. 

• Cost-to-Value Stewardship (Theme 4): Stakeholders rejected simple 
burn rate metrics in favor of stewardship indicators that assess efficiency 
and right-sizing value. 

• Leading-Indicator “Structure-Process-Outcome Chain” (Theme 5): 
Leading indicators—specifically requirements clarity and workforce 
stability—were found to be the strongest predictors of future service 
health. 

• Standardized Core-Plus-Tail Governance (Theme 6): Participants 
validated a Core-Plus-Tail architecture: a mandated small core of 
enterprise metrics supplemented by flexible, category-specific tail metrics. 

• Cultural and Data Distortions (Theme 7): The primary barriers to 
implementation are cultural risk aversion and administrative burden, 
requiring automated data collection. 

B. RESEARCH QUESTIONS ANSWERED 

This study set out to determine how the DoD can move beyond process 

compliance to measure the actual value of contracted services. The following section 

summarizes how the findings explicitly answer the research questions using the IPE 

components. 

• Primary Research Question: What outcome-based performance 
measures should be used to assess the health of services? 

• Answer: The study determined that a standardized Core 7 set of metrics is 
essential for enterprise governance. Based on the analysis, the specific 
measures that should be used are: The Core 7 Foundational Metrics. To 
ensure the FBS provides a consistent health grade across the enterprise 
(Tier 1), this study identified seven foundational metrics. These act as the 
core in the Core-Plus-Tail governance model (see Table 4). 

Table 4. Core 7 Metrics—Final KPI List 

Category KPI Name Measure Target Rationale & Theoretical Link 

Cost Cost Control % Spend 

Obligated vs. 

Planned 

95–

105% 

Stewardship (Theme 4): Tracks 

financial predictability and discipline 

without incentivizing “cheapness” 

over value. 
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Schedule Milestone 

Fidelity 

% Contracts 

Meeting Key 

Milestones 

≥ 90% Mission-Timed Delivery (Theme 1): 

Focuses on specific milestones that 

drive mission readiness, avoiding the 

gaming of generic “on-time” metrics. 

Performance 
 

Critical 

Reliability 

Critical 

Performance 

Failures 

Zero Reliability (Theme 3): Provides a 

definitive, non-negotiable floor for 

performance health in no-fail 

missions. 

Deficiency 

Correction 

Non-

conformances 

Corrected On-

Time 

≥ 95% Responsiveness (Theme 3): An 

objective proxy for responsiveness 

that measures recovery speed. 

Customer 
 

Workforce 

Stability 

Contractor 

Personnel 

Turnover 

≤ 10% SPO Leading Indicator (Theme 5): 

The primary predictor of future risk. 

High turnover in critical roles signals 

instability. 

End-User 

Satisfaction 

Verified End-User 

Satisfaction 

≥ 4.0/

5.0 

Stakeholder Value (Theme 2): Ensures 

a customer perspective is maintained 

via verified end-users. 

Compliance Credentialing % Personnel 

Certified 

100% Capability (Theme 5): A binary 

leading indicator. A workforce 

lacking certifications cannot legally 

perform the mission. 

Note. KPIs derived from the validated list of 21 as highlighted in Table 3. 

While the research identified these metrics, the study also identified a “central 

dilemma” (Theme 6) regarding the inherent heterogeneity of service acquisitions. 

Specifically, a single “one-size-fits-all” list of metrics cannot cover the diversity of all 

DoD services (e.g., comparing janitorial services to cyber support) without becoming 

meaningless or overly burdensome. The solution is the Core-Plus-Tail governance model. 

This architecture mandates the Core 7 metrics for enterprise-level reporting (to ensure 

standardization and visibility) while explicitly allowing program managers to add flexible 

“Tail” metrics (to capture specific technical requirements and local context). These 

metrics are applied via the Core-Plus-Tail governance model, where they are mandatory 
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for reporting but supplemented by contract (Tier 3) and program (Tier 2) specific “tail” 

metrics. 

Secondary Research Questions: 

• Secondary Question 1. How can standardized outcome focused 
performance metrics improve assessment, oversight, and strategic 
decision-making across DoD service programs? 

• Answer: Standardization improves assessment by creating a common 
language for “service health” through the Core-plus-tail governance 
model. The Enterprise Performance Visibility (EPV) structure improves 
oversight by enabling the rollup of data from disparate contracts into 
portfolio-level views. Strategic decision-making is improved by 
normalizing data (using the “Health Index” approach), which allows for 
“apples-to-apples” comparisons of stewardship and readiness 
contributions across different service portfolios. 

• Secondary Question 2. What performance indicators used in service 
contracts can be adapted for DoD use? 

• Answer: The literature and interviews identified SLAs, quality/reliability 
metrics, and customer satisfaction indexes as primary private-sector tools. 
The study adapted the private sector’s focus on value co-creation into the 
Flexible Balanced Scorecard (FBS). Specifically, commercial indicators 
like “first pass yield” were adapted into defense-relevant metrics like 
“critical reliability.” 

• Secondary Question 3. What challenges exist for implementing 
standardized metrics, and how can they be mitigated? 

• Answer: The primary challenges are administrative burden and cultural 
risk aversion. Stakeholders indicated that manual data collection leads to 
poor data quality and gaming. These challenges should be mitigated by 
automating data collection through authoritative systems and using 
Leading Indicators (Theme 5) to predict risks before they become failures. 

C. THE INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE ECOSYSTEM 

To resolve the fragmentation identified in the findings, this study proposes the 

Integrated Performance Ecosystem (IPE; see Figure 3). The IPE is the umbrella 

framework that unifies the “What,” the “How,” and the “View” of performance 

measurement. 

The IPE functions through the integration of three specific components: 

1. Governance (Core-Plus-Tail): Defines what is measured. 
2. Structure (EPV): Defines how measures are organized and rolled 

up. 
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3. Visualization (FBS): Defines how leaders view readiness and 
stewardship. 

 
Figure 3. Integrated Performance Ecosystem Framework 

D. GOVERNANCE: CORE-PLUS-TAIL 

The foundation of the IPE is the Core-Plus-Tail governance model (see Figure 4). 

This component answers the question, “What must be measured?” It resolves the tension 

between standardization and customization identified in Theme 6 by creating a bi-level 

requirement. 
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Figure 4. Core-Plus-Tail Model 

The Core (Enterprise Mandate): A small set of 7 core KPIs (identified in Table 

4) that are mandatory for all applicable contracts. This ensures that every service 

acquisition reports a consistent signal regarding Financial Stewardship, Schedule 

Adherence, Performance and Regulatory Compliance. 

The Tail (Stakeholder-Owned Outcomes): Category-specific metrics defined 

by the portfolio managers and local requiring activity. These allow portfolio and 

managers to track unique technical requirements (e.g., “lines of code” for IT or “acres 

mowed” for facilities) without forcing irrelevant data up to the enterprise level. 

Core-Plus-Tail Standardization: To operationalize the ecosystem effectively, 

the IPE framework relies on a specific governance architecture known as Core-Plus-Tail 

Standardization. This approach addresses the inherent heterogeneity of service 

acquisitions by balancing the need for enterprise visibility with the necessity of local 

context. Core-Plus-Tail Standardization is a governance architecture where the DoD 

adopts a small, enterprise-standard “Core” of outcome areas and KPIs that are roll-up 

safe, while explicitly allowing for category- and mission-criticality-tailored “Tail” KPIs 

at the contract level. 

As a theoretical link, this architecture aligns with the performance prism model 

(Neely et al., 2002), which emphasizes stakeholder and context sensitivity, and the 

balanced scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1996), which provides standard perspectives.  
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E. STRUCTURE: ENTERPRISE PERFORMANCE VISIBILITY 

The EPV framework (see Figure 5) is the structural “plumbing” of the ecosystem. 

This component answers the question: “How are measures organized and rolled up by 

echelon?.” The EPV is the structural framework developed to resolve the central dilemma 

identified in Theme 6: the conflict between the need for enterprise standardization and 

the reality of diverse service categories. EPV provides the logic and plumbing that allows 

data to flow from a specific contract up to the FBS senior leadership dashboard. It relies 

on a three-tier implementation architecture to support the rollup of KPIs. 

 
Figure 5. Enterprise Performance Visibility Model 

The Three-Tier Implementation Architecture: To move from theoretical 

models to a working system, EPV organizes data flow up through three distinct tiers of 

execution. 

Tier 3: The Contract Level (Where Data is Born) 

• Who: CORs, End Users, Contracting Officers, Contractor Leads. 
• Function: This is the tactical layer where specific deliverables and 

outcomes are generated. 
• The Rollup Logic: Practitioners define 3–7 outcome measures per 

contract. These measures capture specific Leading (e.g., staffing 
fill rate) and Lagging (e.g., service levels met) indicators. 
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• Output: A contract-level health assessment that feeds into the 
specific service category. 

Tier 2: The Program/Portfolio Level (Where Meaning is Assembled) 

• Who: PEOs, Portfolio Managers, Category Managers 
• Function: This tier operationalizes the “adaptive contextualization” 

concept. It standardizes the categories of measurement (e.g., 
Reliability, Stewardship) rather than every single metric. 

• The Rollup Logic: Aggregates contract-level data into portfolio 
dashboards. It allows for cross-program comparison, for example, 
comparing the “cost-to-outcome” efficiency of two different 
logistics contracts. 

• Output: A portfolio health signal (Red/Amber/Green) that 
identifies systemic trends, such as regional labor shortages or 
supply chain gaps. 

Tier 1: The Enterprise Level (Where Decisions Are Made) 

• Who: OUSD(A&S), Service HQ, Senior Governance Boards. 
• Function: This is the strategic layer where the FBS sits. 
• The Rollup Logic: This tier does not ingest every raw data point. 

Instead, it aggregates the “health signals” from Tier 2 into a 
strategic view. It focuses on a small set of core indicators (see 
Table 4) to steer resources and develop reports. 

• Output: An enterprise-wide view of service health, answering the 
strategic question, “are our service acquisition contributing to 
warfighter readiness?” 

F. THE FLEXIBLE BALANCED SCORECARD: ASSESSING SERVICE 
HEALTH 

While EPV provides the framework for data rollup, the FBS is the tool used to 

visualize and evaluate that data. It is the scorecard that displays the health of the service 

(see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Flexible Balanced Scorecard Architecture. Source: Adapted from 

Kaplan (2010). 

The FBS is designed to ensure the framework serves the multiple principals 

environment of the DoD. Unlike private-sector models driven by profit, the FBS which is 

adapted from Kaplan’s (2010) public-sector balanced scorecard logic, expands the model 

to reflect how defense contracts are actually managed. It organizes “health” into five 

balanced perspectives: 

• Vision & Strategy (The Hub): The central “North Star” is Warfighter 
Readiness. All other metrics are subordinate to this. 
• Cost: focuses on financial alignment and stewardship (not just 

burn rate) 
• Schedule: focuses on mission-timed delivery and milestone 

adherence 
• Performance: focuses on quality, reliability, and risk mitigation 
• Customer: focuses on end-user feedback and satisfaction 
• Regulatory Compliance: focuses on certifications, audits, and 

statutory requirements 

G. INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE ECOSYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION 

Concrete Vignette (Base Operations Support): To illustrate how this ecosystem 

functions in a routine service context (Tier 3 to Tier 1), consider a Base Grounds 

Maintenance contract (Landscaping). This vignette demonstrates the roll-up of Core-
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Plus-Tail KPIs, showing how specific technical metrics at the tactical level inform 

strategic decisions. 

Tier 3: The Contract Level (Base Landscaping) 

• The “Tail” (Category Specific): 
• BASH Compliance: Percentage of airfield grass maintained below 

7 inches (Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard). 
• Storm Response: Debris clearance from primary roads within 4 

hours of storm cessation. 
• The “Core” (Enterprise Mandated): 

• Critical Reliability: Zero obstructions to perimeter fence line 
visibility (Force Protection). 

• End-User Satisfaction: Verified rating > 4.0 from Base Housing 
Manager. 

• Result: The contract scorecard mixes local needs (grass height) with 
enterprise imperatives (security/satisfaction). 

Tier 2: The Portfolio Level (AFCEC Regional Command) 

• Tail Analysis: “80% of bases in the Southeast Region are failing the 
‘Storm Response’ Tail KPI” (Identifies a regional equipment shortage). 

• Core Analysis: “Region-wide ‘End-User Satisfaction’ is 4.2 (Green), but 
‘Critical Reliability’ is Red due to fence line obstructions at 3 bases.” 

• Result: The Portfolio Manager spots systemic issues that a single contract 
view would miss. 

Tier 1: The Enterprise Level (HAF/A4) 

• Strategic View: The “grass height” data stays at the tactical level, but its 
impact rolls up. The dashboard shows the Installation Support Portfolio is 
Green for Stewardship (Cost) but Amber for Readiness (Critical 
Reliability). 

• Decision: Reallocate funds from routine aesthetic mowing (adjusting the 
Tail standard) to fence line security clearing (fixing the Core failure) to 
restore Readiness without increasing the budget. 

H. DATA NORMALIZATION AND AGGREGATION LOGIC 

A critical challenge identified during the study was the difficulty of comparing 

diverse services—the “apples-to-apples” problem (e.g., comparing a janitorial contract to 

a cyber warfare support contract). To resolve this, the EPV framework should employ 

index-based normalization, criticality weighting, and historical baselines to ensure valid 

aggregation at Tier 2 and Tier 1. 
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1. Normalization (The Health Index) 

Adapting the aggregation logic from Franceschini et al. (2007), the framework 

does not roll up raw data units (e.g., “hours worked” or “acres mowed”). Instead, it 

normalizes each metric into a percentage of variance from target. For example, if contract 

A has a target of 99% uptime, and achieves 98%, and contract B has a target of 5-day 

turnaround and achieves 6 days, both are converted to a standardized “health score” (e.g., 

0–100 scale). This allows the Enterprise dashboard to aggregate the health of the 

contracts, rather than disparate data points. 

2. Weighting Logic: Dollars versus Criticality 

Aligning with Bititci et al.’s (2012) framework on the evolution of performance 

measurement from output-based to strategic outcome-based systems, the rollup logic 

applies a weighted value to the aggregation based on strategic alignment. 

• Mission Criticality (The Preferred Readiness Weight): For example, 
contracts designated as “Tier 1: No-Fail Mission Essential” are weighted 
heavier in the Readiness/Performance score than “Tier 3: Routine 
Commercial” services. This would ensure that a “Green” rating on a high-
dollar landscaping contract does not mask a “Red” rating on a low-cost but 
critical medical support contract. 

• Financial Value (The Stewardship Weight): Conversely, for example, 
Contract Value ($) is used to weight the cost perspective. This ensures that 
a cost overrun on a billion-dollar program alerts leadership faster than a 
variance on a simplified acquisition, preserving financial stewardship. 

3. Baseline Development (the Context Fix) 

A static number (e.g., “92% Customer Satisfaction”) is meaningless without 

context. The EPV framework mandates that targets be developed from historical 

baselines rather than arbitrary goals. This aligns with Behn’s (2003) guidance that public 

sector performance measurement must be used for learning (trend analysis) rather than 

just evaluation (snapshots). 

• Trend Analysis: By benchmarking current performance against a historical 
baseline (e.g., “The 3-year trailing average”), the framework can identify 
trends. This distinguishes between a “Red” program that is improving and 
a “Green” program that is slowly degrading, allowing leadership to 
intervene based on trajectory rather than just status.  
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4. Validity Guardrails 

A scorecard is only as good as the trust in its data. To address Theme 7 (Cultural/

Data Distortions), the FBS operates under specific credibility conditions: 

• Clear Math: All metrics must have mathematically precise denominators. 
• Balanced Sets: Leading indicators (e.g., Turnover) must be paired with 

lagging outcomes (e.g., Critical Failures) to prevent gaming. 
• Automated Collection: Data should be pulled from authoritative systems 

(e.g., FPDS, CPARS, or ADVANA) to minimize administrative burden. 

I. ACTIONABLE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations provide a concrete path for implementing the 

EPV framework and the FBS scorecard. 

1. Recommendation 1: Pilot the EPV Three-Tier Model 

Do no attempt to “boil the ocean.” The recommended pilot approach is: 

a). Pick 1–2 mission-critical service programs. 
b). Define the common EPV categories and starter KPI library. 
c). Run Tier-3 contract scorecards for two quarters. 
d). Stand up Tier-2 rollups and trend briefs 
e). Only after that, lock in Tier-1 enterprise indicators using FBS. 

2. Recommendation 2: Update Policy to Mandate Core-Plus-Tail 

The researchers recommend updating the DoDI 5000.74, Defense Acquisition of 

Services, to formally adopt the Core-Plus-Tail governance model embedded in EPV. This 

directly addresses the policy gap identified in Chapter II, where Section 4.5 of DoDI 

5000.74 promotes performance measurement “to the maximum extent practicable” but 

fails to provide the standardized definitions necessary for implementation. Policy should 

mandate the collection of the Core 7 metrics for all service acquisitions above the 

simplified acquisition threshold to ensure enterprise visibility via the FBS, while granting 

program managers the authority to select tail metrics.  
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3. Recommendation 3: Automate the “Structure-Process-Outcome 
Chain” in Data Infrastructure 

To address the “Burden of Data,” the DoD must invest in integrating existing 

tools (e.g., ADVANA) to automatically track the structure-process-outcome Leading 

Indicators. Specifically, systems should be configured to flag “Workforce Instability” 

(e.g., Turnover) and “Schedule Volatility” (e.g., Re-baselining events) as automatic early 

warnings on the FBS dashboard. 

4. Recommendation 4: Workforce Development on Pre-Award 
Discipline 

The findings confirmed that metrics are a result of good requirements. Workforce 

training must pivot from “how to measure” to “how to write measurable requirements.” 

This recommendation targets the critical workforce gap identified by Finkenstadt and 

Peterson (2011) and the 2024 AoS Panel Review (OUSD[A&S]), which found that 

insufficient analytic capacity prevents the effective use of data even when systems are 

available. Training should focus on the structure-process-outcome chain, teaching 

acquisition teams how to define the “structure” (i.e., Qualifications) and “process” (i.e., 

Surveillance) that lead to the desired “outcomes” displayed on the FBS, through the EPV 

and utilizing Core-Plus-Tail. 

J. STUDY LIMITATIONS 

This study’s findings are based on a qualitative sample of 24+ interviews. While 

rich in detail, they are not statistically generalizable to the entire DoD acquisition 

workforce. The IPE framework is analytically derived from literature and expert 

consensus; it has not yet been empirically tested in a live acquisition environment. Its 

success hinges on the quality of underlying data in systems like ADVANA, CPARS, and 

FPDS. 

K. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Based on the limitations and the findings of this study, the following areas are 

recommended for future research to further advance the measurement of service 

acquisitions: 
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• Quantitative Validation: Conduct a statistical analysis linking the Core 7 
KPIs to actual readiness ratings (e.g., DRRS) to empirically validate the 
causal link between service health and mission readiness. 

• Weighting Logic Validation: Future research should empirically test 
different aggregation methods, specifically comparing Dollar-Weighted 
versus Criticality-Weighted rollups to determine which method provides 
the most accurate predictive signal for operational readiness. 

• Flex Library Development: Research and develop the comprehensive 
“Tail” library of metrics for specific service taxonomies (e.g., Knowledge-
Based Services, R&D, Construction) to populate Layer 2 of the 
framework. 

• Incentive Structure Analysis: Investigate how different contract types 
(Fixed Price versus Cost Plus) influence the effectiveness of the FBS 
framework and the behavior of contractors regarding the Core KPIs. 

L. CONCLUSION 

This research began by identifying a practical problem which is the absence of a 

consistent framework for assessing service health. The EPV solves this by providing the 

necessary architecture for data rollup, while the FBS provides the visual language of 

success. By adopting this dual approach, i.e., an ecosystem for structure and a scorecard 

for health, the DoD moves beyond the false choice of “standardization versus 

customization.” It re-anchors the entire acquisition process to the only metric that truly 

matters: the readiness and lethality of the force. 

“If you can’t measure it, you can’t change it.” — Peter Drucker 

“If you can not measure it, you can not improve it.” — Lord Kelvin 

“In business, the idea of measuring what you are doing, picking the measurements that 

count like customer satisfaction and performance… you thrive on that.” — Bill Gates  
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GENERATIVE AI DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Generative artificial intelligence tools were used in preparing this work. 

Specifically, AI was employed for the following purposes: improving sentence clarity, 

grammar, formatting, organization of tables and assistance in conducting systematic 

thematic analysis of transcript data. The use of these tools was approved according to 

institutional and faculty guidance, in alignment with NPS policy on generative AI use. 

ChatGPT, Grok, Gemini and Claude Sonnet 4 within NIPRGPT were the AI models 

used. 

All recommendations and suggestions provided by the AI were reviewed and 

applied at the author’s discretion, and final editorial decisions were made by the authors 

to ensure the accuracy, integrity, and originality of the content. All ideas, arguments, 

interpretations, and analyses presented in this work are entirely the author’s own. Efforts 

were made to mitigate any risks related to AI-generated inaccuracies, over-reliance on 

automated recommendations, or misuse of field-specific terminology by verifying 

changes and consulting with academic resources when appropriate. All AI-generated 

outputs were independently verified for factual accuracy before inclusion. 
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APPENDIX.  INTERVIEW QUESTIONAIRE 

Section 1: Background 
 

Question 1: Could you describe your current role and your experience with service 
acquisition? 

Follow-up prompts:  
(1) How long have you been involved in service acquisition processes? 
 
(2) Does your role primarily focus on outcome-based or process-based 

acquisition metrics? 

 
Section 2: Agency Level Questions 

 
Question 2: Does your agency currently have a standardized process for determining/
tracking the success of services put on contract?  
 

If not – Follow-up prompt:  
 

(1) Are there any informal processes or guidelines that different departments 
or programs use? 

 
If yes – Follow-up prompts: 

 
(1) What specific metrics or KPIs are required for each program to 

determine a contractor’s success?  How were these metrics chosen? 
 

(2) How is this data reported and tracked through your agency?  Who 
receives these reports and is responsible for reviewing the performance 
data of service contracts at the agency level? 

 
(3) What actions are taken if the services don’t meet expectations? 

 
 

Section 3: Requirement Owner Questions 
 

Question 3: What are the most critical factors that determine the success of a service 
contract? 
 
Question 4: How do you currently measure the performance of service contracts within 
your program?  What requirements do you levy in the PWS or data do you collect? 
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Question 5: Are the performance metrics you use specific to your program, or are they 
aligned with any agency-wide standards?  Do you face challenges when measuring the 
success of service contracts in your program? 
 
Question 6: What would an ideal set of metrics look like for determining the success of a 
service contract in your program, regardless of current limitations? 
 

 
Section 4: Industry Representatives 

 
Question 7: In your experience, what are the most effective metrics or KPIs for 
measuring the success of service contracts that you’ve had? (responses may be specific to 
individual functional areas) 
 
Question 8: What types of data are typically collected to track your contractor’s 
performance? 
 
Question 9: Are there any industry-standard metrics or benchmarks that are commonly 
used to evaluate the success of service contracts? 
 
Question 10: Are you aware of any private-sector methods or KPIs that could be adopted 
to improve the DoD’s service acquisition performance measures? 

 
Section 5: Closing & Additional Insights 

 
Question 11: Are there any additional insights or perspectives you think are crucial for 
understanding how to improve outcome-based service acquisition metrics in the DoD? 

Follow-up prompts: 
(1) Is there anything we haven’t discussed that you believe is essential? 
 
(2) Would you be willing to review our preliminary findings or be contacted 

for clarification if needed? 
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SUPPLEMENTAL: KPI UNIVERSE 

This supplemental provides the full universe of 338 performance indicators 

compiled during Phase 1 of the research. The KPIs in the file are classified according to 

BSC categories and indicator type as well as other relevant information. Because the 

complete dataset exceeds the size limits for inclusion as an appendix, it is provided as a 

separate supplemental item to ensure transparency and replicability. 

To access the supplemental material(s) listed here, contact the Dudley Knox 

Library or, for publicly releasable theses and supplementals only, visit the thesis pages in 

the library’s Calhoun database. 

 

  

https://libanswers.nps.edu/
https://libanswers.nps.edu/
https://library.nps.edu/nps-theses
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