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CHAPTER 1 

OVERVIEW 
. - -  

WHY THE: SURVEY W A S  CONDUCTED 

One of the long-range objectives of GAO's Major Acquisition 

Subdivision (MAS), Procurement and Systems Acquisition Division (PSAD), 

is to be able to advise the Congress concerning the need for proposed new 

major weapon systems in terms of identifying (1) national policy and ob- 

jectives, (2) projected enemy threats, (3) the national strategy and the 

implementing plans  which may be necessary to respond to these threats, 

(4) the roles and missions of the armed forces to carry out the plans, and 

(5) the force levels necessary to support the response. 

information which relates to requests for each new system to this broader 

picture will make it easier for the Congress to make well-informed decisions 

as to alternative courses of action, levels of funding, urgency of need, 

and other national priority considerations. 

GAO believes that 

Over the years GAO has repeatedly expressed the importance of having 

adequate knowledge about the requirements for weapons systems. 

gressional testimony in April 1971 the Comptroller General stated that 

identification of need for a weapon system and the relative priority assigned 

its development is a fundamental problem in the acquisition of weapon systems. 

In March 1973 he stated that one of the key objectives of the weapons acqui- 

sition process is making the right decision at the outset of what to develop 

and for what purpose. Within this area, specific reference was made to 

providing the Congress with the ability to review weapon systems on a 

mission basis in light of operational need. 

During Con- 



The object ive of t h i s  survey was t o  i den t i fy  the formdl process 

within t h e  DOD that leads  t o  spec i f i c  systems with stated operat ional  

capab i l i t i e s , and  thereby place GAO i n  a better pos i t ion  ta  examine 

weapon system requirements. 

OVERVIEW OF TEE 
NEH)S/REQUIREMENTS PROCESS 

The individual  Service r e spons ib i l i t y  t be capable f accomplishing 

its defined r o l e s  and missions imposes the  respons ib i l i ty  t o  def ine  and 

develop weapon systems t o  meet iden t i f i ed  needs. 

f o r  a weapon system usual ly  begins with iden t i f i ca t ion  of need f o r  a 

spec i f i c  capab i l i t y  within a mission, family of weapons, and/or force  

levels. It proceeds through such s teps  as establ ishing some relative 

p r i o r i t y  of need, def ining performance characteristics, assessing t h e  

technical  risk, and f W l y  se lec t ing  a system that promises t o  provide 

t h e  needed capabi l i ty .  

Establishing requirements 

The plans developed by the Services t o  carry Out  t h i s  r e spons ib i l i t y  

are coordinated by t h e  Secretary of Defense by way of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff  (JCS) and the Off ice  of the  Secretary of Defense (Om). The 

Secretary of Defense provides the  broad na t iona l  defense po l i c i e s  and 

object ives;  the  JCS translates these i n t o  mi l i t a ry  po l i c i e s ,  object ives ,  

and assumptions which are e s sen t i a l ly  t h e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and in ten t ions  of 

po ten t i a l  enedes. 

programming a t  t he  Service level. 

' 

This cons t i t u t e s  the  framework f o r  planning and 

1-2 



Evaluation by each service of the JCS guidance reveals deficiencies 

or inadequacies .. in their capability to accomplish assigned roles and mis- 

sions which can be translated into basic research and development objec- 

tives. Funding for this technology effort is included in the Services 

Program Objective Memorandum (POM). As the possibility of a new and needed 

weapon emerges from this basic technology effort it is introduced in sub- 

sequent POM's as an individual weapon system requirement. 

The OSD reviews the services' POMs as a part of the Planning- 

Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS). The PPSS is the DOD resource manage- 

ment system through which needs and requirements are matched with available 

funds. While the purpose of the POM reviews are emphasized as being bud- 

getary, service conflict situations, material or requirement redundancies, 

and system adequacies are also scrutinized. 

Another process related to the PPBS is the Defense Systems Acquisition 

Review Council (DSARC). It was initiated in 1969 to review individual 

weapon system programs which the services are proposing for development 

and/or acquisition. The DSARC provides the Secretary of Defense with recom- 

mendations concerning the status and readiness of individual weapon systems 

to enter or continue in the acquisition cycle in light of threat and 

economic considerations. 

While differing in details, particularly in the nomenclature of 

documentation, the needs/requirements process in all of the military 

services follow the same general pattern. We believe this process falls 

logically into three parts--first, identifying the need; second, 

1- 3 



es tab l i sh ing  the  requirement; and th i rd ,  obtaining the  Secretary of Defense's 

approval. Each of these  p a r t s  are discussed in general  terms below 

and i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  individual  Service sec t ions  of t h i s  summary. 

Ident i fying the  Need 

The process begins with considerat  ions of na t iona l  ob j ect ives and 

pol ic ies ,  and project ions of probable economic conditions,  psychological 

a t t i t u d e s  (social ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and ideological) ,  and technology. The 

th rea t  is defined and na t iona l  and mi l i t a ry  s t r a t e g i e s  are developed. 

Next, s tud ie s  of trade-offs among missions and tactics, technology, and 

ava i lab le  resources are conducted wherein the needed operat ional  and 

technical  c a p a b i l i t i e s  are ident i f ied .  

The "idea" f o r  a new capab i l i t y  can come from a va r i e ty  of sources. 

Needs can be ident i f ied  through' the recognition of a deficiency as a 

result of t h rea t  analysis and/or capabi l i ty  planning. 

new technology will emerge i n  e i t h e r  government o r  industry and a system 

o r  program w i l l  be b u i l t  around it. Sometimes the motivation is t o  

explo i t  the  increase in capab i l i t y  that the  new technology presents  

because possession of t he  capabi l i ty  by the  United States could mean 

that it exists, o r  soon will exist, i n  some other  country. 

In other  cases,  

Contractual s tud ies  and analyses,  prototype programs,military exercises, 

recognized old-age o r  obsolescence of current  systems, f o r  example, can- _ -  
a l l  give b i r t h  to an "idea" that maintaining, improving,or adding an 

operat ional  capabi l i ty  i s  necessary. Logis t ic  Management I n s t i t u t e  

1-4 
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recent ly  completed a study for  t h e  Assis tant  Secretary of Defense 

f o r  I n s t a l l a t i o n s  and Logis t ics  i n  which they concluded t h a t  near ly  

all new weapon systems are replacements. 
. -  

Further review could have concluded many of t h e  remaining new 

systems are the r e s u l t  of opportuni t ies  created by new technology. 

The e f f e c t  of the  push of new technology on systems and p a r t i c u l a r l y  

on t h e i r  cos t  was presented i n  a previous GAO report .  1 

The l i f e  expectancy of systems is limited.  As systems wear, 

maintenance cos t s  increase and r e l i a b i l i t y  decreases. Operational 

e f fec t iveness  decl ines  as technology growth presents  t he  opportunity 

f o r  o ther  nat ions t o  bui ld  systems of g rea t e r  capabi l i ty .  

of the system i n  some instances can serve t o  cor rec t  its def ic ienc ies ,  

but as more t i m e  passes more modifications may be required and eventually 

such changes may be unable t o  provide the degree of improvement 

t h a t  is needed. The cumulative cos ts  f o r  increasing roaintenance 

requirements and f o r  modification eventually becomes excessive f o r  

a system t h a t  is s l ipp ing  t o  a second rate capabi l i ty .  

of age, fa t igue,  loss of operat ional  advantage, higher upkeep 

cos t s ,  and the opportunity of technology t o  provide something b e t t e r ,  

pushes new system development. 

Modification 

The combination 

Other more sub t l e  inf luences also may be a t  work. There qu i t e  

na tura l ly  exists within DOD the des i r e  t o  maintain a v i ab le  defense 

industry capable of responding t o  the needs of the defense establ ish-  

' Cost Growth i n  Major Weapon Systems B-163058, March 2 6 ,  1973. 
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ment i n  times of nat ional  emergency,so the  Defense industry must 

Another .have su f f i c i en t  work t o  sus t a in  i t s e l f  during peacetime. 

is possessing the a b i l i t y  t o  back up the Nation's in te rna t iona l  re- 

lations with modern, capable mi l i t a ry  forces. Each may play a r o l e  

in the decis ion t o  acquire a weapon system, and i n  some instances  

the reason may develop and be decided upon a t  a higher level of 

Government than the Mil i tary Services. 

a need is usually iden t i f i ed  a number of years before the system 

developed t o  meet the need is avai lab le  f o r  operat ional  use. As 

a r e s u l t ,  i t  sometimes becomes d i f f i c u l t  t o  i den t i fy  the exact 

o r i g i n  of the need because the  original idea  o r  concept has been 

since revised and changed over the years by many processes and reviews 

In  terms of major acquis i t ions ,  

u n t i l  the or ig ina l  idea has become l o s t  i n  the exchanges. 

Establishment of the Requirement 

Regardless of the source of the idea t h a t  resul ted i n  a need 

being iden t i f i ed ,  the o f f i c i a l  recognition of the  requirement generally 

occurs with the preparation and submission of a "requirements document". 

The following t ab l e  shows the differences in the names of these 

documents f o r  t he  four  services: 

ARMY ROC (Required Operational Capability) 
NAYY 
MARINE CORPS SOR ( I' 

AIR FORCE 

SOR (Specif ic  Operational Requirement) 
7 

ROC (Required Operational Capabili ty) 
11 11 

During the "establishment of the requirement" phase, the  system 

proposed i n  the requirements document is b e t t e r  defined i n  term of 

spec i f i c  performance .charac te r i s t ics ,  schedule, and cost.  In addi t ion,  

1-6 



a l t e rna t ive  hardware systems, tactics, and/or technological opportuni t ies  

are again considered t o  assure  that the  most e f fec t ive ,  e f f i c i e n t ,  and 

economical system t o  f u l f i l l  t he  need i s  acquired. 

The requirements are usual ly  subjected t o  e laborate  reviews 

by the respect ive command and service headquarters. 

inter-and intra-service reviews are t o  be conducted. The ultimate 

goal f o r  each requirement is the  approval by the Secretary of the  

sponsoring service, so that the  individual  system can be added t o  the  

serv ice ' s  Program Objective Memorandum. 

Obtaining the  Secretary of Defense' s Approval 

In addi t ion,  

The Program Objectives Memorandum contains a l l  the  requirements 

fo r  t h e  individual service (or other  DOD component) f o r  a l l  appropriations 

and represents  the  t o t a l  service program.. Once a requirement is  

establ ished i n  the  service 's  POM, it is challenged as t o  i ts  necessi ty  

and v a l i d i t y  as p a r t  of t he  t o t a l  program and it's p r i o r i t y  among 

other requirements in t h e  PPBS r e v i e w .  

determine w h a t  requirements are included i n  the  Five Y e a r  Defense Program 

(FYDP) forwarded t o  the  Congress f o r  funding. 

sequent chapters as "Obtaining Approval of t he  Services Total  Program". 

In addi t ion t o  the  PPBS review and examination, a major weapon 

The results of the  PPBS reviews 

This i s  re fer red  t o  i n  sub- 

system requirement es tabl ished by the  service secretary must also 

undergo a thorough individual  scrut iny by the  OSD s t a f f  i n  the  DSARC 

arena. 

and not on its m e r i t  as p a r t  of a t o t a l  service program. 

on t h i s  review process is set f o r t h  i n  DOD D i r .  5000.1 with amplifying 

ins t ruc t ions  t o  be published i n  DOD and service fmplementing d i rec t ives .  

In subsequent chapters,  t h i s  is re fer red  t o  as "Obtaining Recommendation 

For Approval From DSARC." 

This examination is  focused on the  merits of t he  requirement i t s e l f  

Overall guidance 
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The need f o r  Secretary.of  Defense decis ions on t he  individual  

phases of each major defense system program does not  always coincide 

with the  PPBS events. However, t he  Development Concept Paper/Defense 

Systems Acquisition Review Council process augments the PPBS by address- 

ing i s sues  r e l a t ed  t o  the  progress of individual  defense systems programs 

and ensures timely Secretary of Defense review. This review is re l a t ed  

mainly to  the  individual  program schedule r a the r  than t o  the  PPBS sche- 

dule. 

must be r e f l ec t ed  i n  the  Five Year Defense Program and s h a l l  be accom- 

plished e i t h e r  during the  POWIssue PaperIProgram Decision Memorandum 

Secretary of Defense decis ions made through the  DCP/DSARC process 

(PIIM) process, o r  during the  program Budget Decision (PED) process, 

depending on when the  DCPIDSARC-related decis ion is made. 

t o  Chapter 11.) 

(See Appendix I 

"When an OSD-generated PPBS document, such as the  Issue Paper or 

PBD, proposes t o  al ter a DCP/DSARC-related decis ion,  i t  s h a l l  be coordi- 

nated with the  DSARC pr inc ipa ls  and DOD component head p r i o r  t o  submit ta l  

t o  t he  Secretary of Defense/Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

o r  budget submit ta l  t o  OSD devia tes  from a previously approved DCPIDSARC- 

Where a POM 

r e l a t ed  decis ion,  t h i s  f a c t  and the  cos t ,  schedule, and performance 

impact on t he  program s h a l l  be explained i n  the  POM or  budget submittal .  

In such instances the  DCPIDSARC-related decision s h a l l  be a decis ion 

a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  an I ssue  Paper o r  P B D . " ~  

/' 

'Draft DOD Directive 5000.2 (Enclosure 2) 
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F l e x i b i l i t y  of the Needs/Requirements Process 

Throughout t h i s  summary of the  needs/requirements process, the 

reader w i l l  see numerous uses of words such as general ly ,  sometimes, 

usual ly ,  and primarily.  Although these words of ten  are used t o  

"leave the door open f o r  the  exception", i n  the case of the  needs/ 

requirements process they are very meaningful. 

The needs/requirements process is a dynamic, f l ex ib l e ,  evolving 

system of ana lys i s ,  se lec t ion  and reevaluation and i n  many cases is very 

hard t o  define.  The individual  needs and resu l t ing  requirements f o r  a 

major acquis i t ions  a l l  must be judged and processed i n  accordance with 

t h e i r  own urgency, technological and economical considerations,  and 

p o l i t i c a l  influences. These and many other  external influences play 

an important r o l e  i n  es tab l i sh ing  p r i o r i t i e s  and d i c t a t ing  the process 

by which the requirement for a major acquis i t ion  is generated, processed 

and approved. It could be said t h a t  each system follows its own process. 

We have found, €or  example, that a requirements documents (ROC) 

has never been processed €or the Air Forces' A-10 c lose  air support 

a i r c r a f t .  The process through which t h i s  acquis i t ion  evolved, therefore ,  

did not follow the formal document flow discussed i n  t h i s  summary. 

This is not t o  say t h a t  the var ious reviews by the Air Force and other  

W D  o f f i c i a l s  did not occur. 

In other  cases, the formal documents could be considered "backfil l".  

That is, the  documents t h a t  current ly  record the flow of the process 

€or  an acquis i t ion  were prepared after the  fac t .  W e  bel ieve t h a t  t h i s  is 

of ten  the case s ince  decisions are usually made based on analyses, 

s tud ies ,  and the  other inf luences,  and then documented. 



EXPECTED USE OF THE SUMMARY 

This summary is t o  be used as an internal planning, reference,  and 

t ra in ing  document. 

documents and thus can serve as a guide t o  where t o  go and what t o  obtain 

f o r  the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a spec i f i c  major weapon system. 

used by new MAS s t a f f  members as bas ic  or ien ta t ion  material. 

It points  t o  spec i f i c  planning and requirements 

It will be 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Service Headquarters 

have reviewed t h i s  summary informally and t h e i r  comments have been 

considered. 

VIEWS ON THE CONDUCT OF GAO REQUIREMENTS ASSIGNMENTS 

GAO repor t s  on the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o r  urgency f o r  a new major weapon 

system m u s t  be issued t o  the Congress p r io r  to  the production decision 

i f  GAO is t o  provide timely information f o r  consideration. 

options are reduced once a system has reached the production phase. 

Requirements assignments should, therefore ,  be se lec ted  from acquis i t ions 

t h a t  are a t  that t i m e  i n  the  Validation or  ea r ly  Full-scale Development 

Congress' 

phase. 

Access t o  DoD planning documents is essen t i a l  t o  the reconstruction 

of the  information ava i lab le  during the  process t h a t  l ed  t o  the decis ion 

t h a t  a major acquis i t ion  was necessary. 

SCOPE OF GAO'S SURVEY 

The scope of this survey was l imited t o  the formdl process which- 

leads t o  hardware acquis i t ions.  The many informal activities and 

influences t h a t  occur within the  DoD, aad f o r  t ha t  matter the  Federal 

Government i n  general ,  are also important t o  a t o t a l  understanding of 
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the  process by which needs are iden t i f i ed  and requirements are generated. 

This informal process is €or the most p a r t  indefinable.  

The formal process, as we have defined it, includes a l l  documents, 

reviews, and br ie f ings  t h a t  by regulat ion o r  d i r ec t ive  should occur 

during the i n i t i a t i o n ,  review, and approval of a major weapon system 

acquis i t ion.  

This survey w a s  conducted by the Operational Requirements Group 

of the Major Acqui&tion Subdivision, Procurement Systems Acquisition 

Division. 

r e l a t ed  GAO assignments. 

incorporated in to  t h i s  summary. 

It included the u t i l i z a t i o n  of data  acquired during previously 

This d8ta  w a s  r ev iwed  and where appropriate  

The primary focus of this survey was the review of d i r ec t ives ,  

procedures, and documents relative t o  the needs/requirements process. 

Information w a s  gathered by questionnaires and by interviews within the  

Off ice  of the Secretary of Defense, the  Jo in t  Chiefs of s t a f f ,  the  three  

Departnents, the Services,  and se lec ted  DoD Agencies and Schools. 

We did not contact members of industry o r  the many important agencies 

and organization outs ide the WD (e.g., Om, NSC, etc.) Overall, the  

cooperation received from the o f f i c i a l s  contacted w a s  excellent, except f o r  

the following access t o  record problem. 

A t  the  outse t  of our survey, access t o  documents used i n  the  needs/ 

requirements process was requested. 

documents t o  obtain a fee l ing  f o r  t h e i r  coverage, tone(direct ive,  guidance 

Our i n t e r e s t  w a s  t o  examine sample 

o r  advice),  and magnitude. 

r e s u l t  many documents w e r e  not  reviewed by GAO. 

This request was not approved and as a 

Thus, data  included 
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in this summazy concerning these documents has been accumulated from 

other sources. However, the stmrmary has been reviewed by 

cognizant DoD officials and we feel confident that the descriptions included 

are relatively accurate. 
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CBAPTER 2 

INTRODUCTION 

A la rge  p a r t  of our National Defense budget is  used e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  

or  i nd i r ec t ly  f o r  major weapon system acquis i t ions.  

cos ts  of these acquis i t ions  continues t o  t r i gge r  increased interest not 

only within the  Legis la t ive Branch of our Guvernment, but  within the  

Executive Branch as w e l l .  

The impact of the 

MAJOR VERSUS NON-MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEMS 

A proposed weapon system i s  c l a s s i f i e d  as a %ajar" system i f  it 

m e e t s  ime of the  following criteria as establ ished by the Secretary of 

Defense i n  Department of Defense Direct ive 5000.1 (Appendix I, t h i s  chapter) 

--the estimated research, development, test, and evaluation 
cos ts  exceed $50 mil l ion,  or  estimated procureroent cos t s  
exceed $200 mil l ion,  

--the system i s  urgently needed fron; a nat iona l  viewpoint, o r  

--the. head of a mil i t a ry  Department o r  defense agency (referred 
t o  as DOD Components) o r  o f f i c i a l s  of t he  Office of the  
Secretary of Defense recommends tha t  the  system be c l a s s i f i ed  
as "ma j or". 

Some of the  Services have addi t iona l  criteria f o r  determining i f  a 

system should be c la s s i f i ed  as a "major" o r  "nm-major" acquis i t ion.  These 

c r i t e r i a  w i l l  be discussed where appropriate i n  the individual  Service 

sect ions of t h i s  summary. Whether a system is considered "major" o r  not 

is important because d i f f e ren t  management procedures may be followed and 

higher levels of revievs and approval placed upon them. 
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rwE LIFE CYCLE OF A MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM 

DCP 
DSARC II 

DCP 
DSARC 111 

IOC 

--- - - -  
REUTILIZATION 

A A A A A 
*WHEN AN EARLIER PRODUCTION DECISION [LOW RATE INITIAL PRODUCTION OR LONG LEAD-TIME ITEM 

PROCUREMENT) MUST BE APPROVED, AN EARLIER DSARC COULD MEET DSARC IIa 

Figure 2-1 
, 
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MAGNITUDE OF MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM ACQUISITIONS 

As of June 30, 1973, 104 major weapon systems were in the major weapon 

system acqu i s i t i on  cycle  at  an estimated t o t a l  program acquis i t ion  cos t  

of about $164 b i l l i o n .  The following t ab le  shows the  number and estimated 

cost  of these  acquis i t ions  by Service: 

Estimated Total  Cost 
as of June 30, 1973 

Number (b i l l i ons )  

Army 31 
Navy (including. Marines) 53 

20 Air Force - 
$ 31 

77 
56 - 

164 - - 104 - Tota l  

LIFE CYCLE OF A 
MAJOR WEAPON SYSTFM 

Generally speaking, there  are six phases i n  the  l i f e  cycle  of a major 

weapon system. As displayed i n  Figure 2-1 these  six phases are: 

1. Conceptual Phase 
2. Validation Phase 
3. F u l l  Scale Development Phase 
4. Production Phase 
5 .  Deployment Phase 
6 .  Reutilization and Disposi t ion Phase 

I n i t i a l l y ,  an operat ional  need is i den t i f i ed  and technological inputs  

are considered. From t h i s  i n t e rac t ion  between needs and technological 

capabi l i ty ,  a concept i s  formulated and evaluated by the  DOD Components. 

Early conceptual. e f f o r t  i s  normally' conducted a t  the  d iscre t ion  of the  DOD 

Cornponent u n t i l  i t  is determined t h a t  the  acquis i t ion  of a major system 
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should be pursued. 

r i g h t  decisions be made during t h i s  conceptual e f f o r t  because wrong 

DOD Directive 5000.1 states it is c ruc ia l  t h a t  the  

decis ions a t  t h i s  tine create problems not e a s i l y  overcome later i n  the 

program. 

The considerations which support t he  determination of the  need f o r  

a system, together with a plan f o r  that program, are documented i n  a 

Development Concept Paper and reviewed by the Defense Systems Acquisition 

Review Council. As shown i n  Figure 2-1, t h e  Defense Systems Acquisition 

R e v i e w  Council plays an important r o l e  in the  review and approval process - 

f o r  new acquis i t ions.  Additional discussion of t h e i r  role is included i n  

Chapter U. 

RELATIONSHIP OF NEEDS VERSUS 
REQUIREMENTS FOR A WEAPON SYSTEM 

Why do w e  make a d i s t inc t ion  between "need" and "requirement" i n  

discussing the process by which major acquis i t ions are born? 

Early in OUT survey, i t  became apparent t h a t  semantics present a big 

problem when discussing t h i s  process. 

were discussed synonymawly and interchangeably by some DOD o f f i c i a l s  but 

not by others .  The "requirements" i n  terms of i n t e l l i gence  gathering, 

f o r  example, are not  the  same as a f'requirement" f o r  a major acquis i t ion.  

Similarly,  "need" can mean d i f f e ren t  things.  

The terns, requirement and need, 

During the conduct of the  survey, w e  found it  qu i t e  convenient t o  use 

the model shown i n  Figure 2-2 as a vehicle  t o  avoid semantics problems. 

re la t ionship  of t h i s  model t o  the  l i f e  cycle p ipe l ine  chart (Figure 2-11 

The 
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important. 

t o  DSARC I-the Conceptual Phase. 

The primary emphasis of t h i s  survey was the  happenings p r io r  

The scenario fo r  our model is an ALr Force acquis i t ion  of a new 

a i r c r a f t .  As is  discussed i n  our sunrmary of the  process within the  Air 

Force (Chapter l o ) ,  a Required Operational Capabili ty (ROC) document is  

generally the  key t o  t he  b i r t h  of a major acquis i t ion.  

of a ROC t h a t  gives  the breath of l i f e  t o  a major acquis i t ion  by the Air 

Force. 

It is the  approval 

A ROC is wri t t en  a f t e r  an increased o r  new capabi l i ty  is i den t i f i ed  

and alternatives are considered. This *'e1' f o r  addi t iona l  capabi l i ty  is 

reduced t o  wr i t ing  via the  preparation. of a ROC. 

ROC within the  Air Force f o r  approval represents  the  "requirement" phase of 

the overa l l  process. 

The processing of this 

It i s  during t h i s  phase t h a t  t he  Air Force would 

consider t he  various alternatives by which the additional. capabi l i ty  needed 

might be obtained. 

defined and presented t o  DSARC I. 

Specif ical ly ,  the requirement t o  f u l f i l l  t he  need .is 

. 
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EXAMPLE- USAF DECISION PROCESS CONCEPTUAL PHASE 

ACPUISITION 
STRATEGY 

1. F L Y  BEFORE BUY 

NATIONAL OBJECTIVES \ 
MILITARY STRATEGY 

CONSIDERATION 
1. EXISTING 

CAPABILITIES 
TECHNOLOGICAL 

OPPORTUNITY EVALUATION 

SYSTEM OBSOLESCENSE 

SERVlCe (USAP) 
ALTERNATIVES 

I. MODIFY EXISTING 
EQUIPMENT 

1. DEVELOP SINGLE 
PURPOSE AIRCRAFT 

1. DEVELOP MULTI- 
PURPOSE AIRCRAFT 

TECHNOLOGY E.c.. 
STOL, RPV. ETC. I 

5. ETC. I 

1. DESIGN TO COST 
3. PROTOTYPE 

DEVELOPMENT 
4. TOTAL PACKAGE 

PROCUREMENT 
5. OTHER 

ALTERNATIVE 
DESIGN 

CONCEPTS 

DECISION 2. CONFIGURATION 
3. CONFIGURATION 

SINGLE PURPOSE '' E'C' 
CONSIDERATIONS n E.G.r 

2. DEVELOP 1 AIRCRAFT - 1.COST 

1. PERFORMANCE 
3. SCHEDULE I 

senvice (WAF) 
DESIGN 

OEClSl 

TlON A WITH 

BUV' STRATEC 

i I 

i OSD ALTCRNATIVES 
1. AIRCRAFT (USAFI 

1. HELICOPTER (ARMY) 
3. CRUISE MISSILE 

4. STOL AIRCRAFT 

(NAVY) 

(MARINE CORPS) 
I 
I 

PREPARE I OSD CONSIDERATIONS 
1. SERVICE ROLES 

2. NATURE O F  THREAT 
A N 0  MISSIONS 

I 
I 
1 7. JCS COMMENT 

5. PERFORMANCE 
6. FORCES I N  BEING 

i 

I EACH SERVICE'S ROLE I OSD ROLE r 
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APPENDIX I 

M.UIUIU1 
I* 

W I f W  

DOC) DlRECTtVE 5000.1 

Y 
Department of Defense Directive 

Y J R E C T  : Acquisition of Major Defense Systems 

. I. 

II. 

PURPOSE 

This Directive establishes policy for rn-ajor defense system 
acquisition in the Military Departments and Defense Agencies 
(referred to as DoD Componentsl. 

- APPLICATION 

This Directive applies to malor programs. so designated 
by the Secretary of Defense/Deputy Secretary of Defense 
(referred to a s  SecDefI. This designation s h i l l  consider 
(1) dollar vaiue (programs which have an estimated RDTLE 
cost in excess of 50 million dolkaro. or an estimated Pro- 
duction cost in excess of 200 million dollars); (2) national 
urgency: ( 3 )  recommendations by noD Component Heads or 
Office oi Secretary of Defense (OSD) officials. In addition. 
the management principles in this Directive a re  applicable 
to all  programs. 

1x1. POLICY 

A. Modc of Operation - Successful development. production 
and drploymctit of major defcnsr systems a re  primarily 
dependent upon competent people. rational priorities and 
clearly defined responsibilities. Responsibility and 
authority for thc acquisition of major defense s y s k m s  
ahall bc decentraiired to the maximum practicable extent 
tonststent with the urgrnry and importance of each pro- 
gram. 
system s h a l l  be managed by a single individual (program 
nisnagcr) who shal l  have a charter u-hich provides stiflie - 
ient authority to accomplish recognized program objectives. 

Tlir drveioprncnt and production of a major dafrnse 
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Layers of authoritv bctwcen the program manager  and his Component 
Head shall be niiiiimum. For programs invotving two or m o r e  Com- 
ponents, tlrc Component having dominant in te res t  shall designate the 
prograni  nianacer. Jnc! his  c h a r t e r  shall be approvcd hy t h r  cognizant 
official withtn OSD. The assignment  and tenure of program managers  
shal l  be a mat te r  of concern to Do0 Component Heads and shall reflect 
c a r e e r  incentives dcsigned to at t ract .  re ta in  and reward competent 
per  sonncl. 

1. The DoD Componcnts are responsible l o r  identifying needs and 
defining. developing and producing sys tems to satisfy those needs. 
Component Ileads a r c  also responsible for contractor  source  
selection unless otherwise specified by the SecDef on a specific 
program. 

2. The OSn is responsible for (a1 establishing ocquiaitian policy. 
tbt assuring that major  dciense sys tem p r o g r a m s  are pursued in 
response to valid r.eeds and I C )  evaluating policy implementation 
on each approved program. 

3. The OSD and 003 Conrponents are responsible  f o r  program monitor- 
ing. but will plar e minimum dcmands for formal report ing on the 
program manaper. Sonrecur r ing  needs for tnformation will be kept 
to a minimum and handled informally. 

4. The SecDci =*ill  make the decis ions which initiate program commit -  
ments  or increase  those commitments. He may red i rec t  a program 
because of an actual  or threatened breach of a program threshold 
stated in an approved Dcvetoprncnt Concept P a p e r  (DCP) .  The DCP 
and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) will 
support the Sccllef decision-making. 
reflected in the .rcxt submission of the  P r o g r a m  Objective Mcmo- 
randum IFOM) by tlic DoD Component. 

Thesc  decis ions will be  

8. Conduct of Program - &*cause every program i s  different. successful  
program conduct requi res  that sound judgment be applied in using the 
manogcnrcnt pr inr ip lcs  of this Directive. Underlying specific defense 
sys tem develnpmrnts  IS !he need.for a strong and usable  trchnoiogy 
base. This  basc u-ill bc maintained by conducting r c s r a r c h  and advanced 
technology effort rndrir+.ntlent of spr r i f i r  defense sys tems development. 
Advanced t v t  hnology ef fort  inclurlcs proiotyptng, preferably u s i n C  small. 
elficivnt &sign te.ims and a niiniinurn amount of documentation. 
objertrvc I S  to O ~ ~ J I Y I  significant rdvanres  an technology at  miniiiium coot. 

I. ProRrani Initiation 

- -  

The 

I 

.l' 

- -  

a. Early tonc t*ptii.iI rIIort  I S  normally condurtrd a t  the disr.rction 
of thr 001) {'uimpment untd s u i h  t ime as the Uot) Compoticnt 
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DOD 0 I RECTIVE 5000.1 

d e t e r m i n r s  tha t  a major d 4 r n s r  sys tem program should he 
pursurd. 
this co i icvptu~l  effort: wrenr: decis ions t-rratt- problems not 
easily ovcrcoolnt* la ter  in the program. Therefore .  eatf: DoD 
Conipoticiit HILI dcsipnatc 3 5inglc individual. such as the 
Assis tant  Secre ta ry  for 3 k I l .  to be responsible for conceploal 
effort.: on new major programs.  

1t is t.rucia1 that thr right rlc-risions br niadr during 

b. The considerat ions which support the determination of the need 
for a s y s t ~ n  program. toacther with a plan for that program. 
will be documented in thc  DCP. 
issues .  including zpccial logistics problems. program objcctivcs. 
p rogram pldns. pcriormant  e parameters .  a r e a s  of major r isk.  
sys tcm a!ternatives and acquisition s t r a t egy .  The’ DCP will bc 
prcparcd by the DoD Component. fallowing an agrrrnienr  between 
OSD and tliat Compoiirnt on a DCP outline. The Dircctor. Defrnre 
Research and Enqinccring 10DRLEl lor  the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense I Tclcronimunications) ior his programs)  has the basic 
responsibility for coordination of inputs for the  DCP and i t s  
submittal to the DSARC for consideration and to the SccDef for 
subsequent decision. If approvcd. the prograin will be conducted 
within ttie DCP thresholds. 

The DCP will  deiinc proEram 

%. Full-scale  Devt-lopnicnt. When the Don Component i s  sufficiently 
confident that p rogram worth and readiness  warrant  commitment of 
resources  to full-scale dcvclopmcnt. i t  wi!l request a SccDcf deci-  
sion to pror.ecd. 
program progrcas and suitability LO enter  this  phase and will forward 
its recomriiendations to the Secllef for final derision. Such review 
will  confirm iab the need for the r r lected defense sys tem in consider-  
rtron of tlrrcat. syst.*iri altt*rnatir*cs. spccial  logistics nerds. est imates  
of dcvclopnicnt c-osta. prcliniinary es t imates  of life cyclc costs  and 
potenrial tw*nci:ts in context w i t h  overal l  Don st rategy and f iscal  
guidance: (bl that development r i sks  have been identifit-d and solutions 
are in hand: and (cl rea l i sm o i  the plan for full-scale dcvelopmcnt. 

A: that t ime. the DSARC will normally review 

3. Pradtittion/~c~ploymcnt. When the I>oD Componvnt is sufficicnlly 
confidcnt &qt  vcicinri-rinf: ! J  cornplvtv and that rgminiitriient of sub- 
stantial rv3oiirt <-* to prt4tit t i r m  .tnd tlrpltytiwnt IS warranted. i t  
will  rec lucs t  .I 51.4 1k.f  1 1 r c  i h i o i i  tn procvt-ci. 
will  ap.iiii revuvv. il.-t-cr.iit. progress  aiid su i tab i l i ty  IO i-ntrr >\rltr!aritaal 
prodtit i inn!r l~~ i l c ivr i rc . i~~  . i r i c l  furw.ird i t s  rrt  oiiiriienrlattcmi IO tlic SrcIIcf 
for final i lwt iv1019.  >II~ 11 rrvit-w w i l l  1-oiifirrii ( a t  tlw n w d  l o r  prodirc ing 
the Jrfrnsrr. h y i t ~ * i i t  I I I  roti>idrraiioii ul ttirvat. r s t i n t a t r d  at cluisitton 
end ou*ticrsliiji 1 . I  . t : ,  .ins1 1 ~ ~ i t t - i i t i . i l  twnt.fit* 1 1 1  voritcxt with overall I>ol> 

At that l i r i i c .  11iv I S A R C  
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st rategy and fiscal guidance: I bb that a pract ical  enpinrering design. 
with odcquatc considc-ration oi production and logistic s problcnia 15 

coniplcte; t c i  tliat .ill  prwiou.zly idcmtilietl ter.lintra1 uncertaintic3 
havc bccn ri>solvcrl and th'it nperational suitability has been deter -  
mined by t e s t  and cvaluatcon: and 1r4b t h e  real is in  of the plan for the 
remainder  oi !hv program. Sonic. production funding for long lead 
mater ia l  or clfort may br rcquirrd pr ior  to the production decision. 
In such cases. tlic S c c D e f  wit1 decide whether a USARC review and 
revised DCP are required. 
will be authorized by approval of the DCP. 

In any event. f u l l  production go-ahraa 

C. Ptogram Consiclerationa 

1. System need shall be clear ly  stated in operational terms. with appro- 
pr ia te  limits. and shall bc,challenged throughout the acquisition 
process. 
matched whcrc possible w i t h  existing tcc hnolog.;. 
operational ncedr shal l  bc aai is i i rd  through u s e  of existing mil i tary 
or commerc ia l  hardware. Whcn need can be satisfied only :hrough 
new devclopmc.nt. the equtvalrnt needs of the other  DoD Components 
shall be considered to guard against unnecessary proliferation. 

Sratcmcnts of nred lper formancr  requirements  s h a l l  be 
Whcrrver  feasible. 

2. Coat parameters  shall b e  established which I onsider the cost of 
acquisition and ownership: disc re te  L ' O S ~  e lements  le. 8 . .  unit pro- 
duction cost. opcratinp, and support cost) shall b e  t ranslated into 
'design to' rcquirements. System development shall bc continuously 
evaluatrd against these requirenients with the same r igor  a s  that 
applied to technical rcquircnients. Prac t ica l  tradeoffs shall be made 
between s y s t e m  capability. cost and clehedule. f raceabrl i ty  d es t i -  
mates  and costing factors .  including those for economic escalation. 
shal l  be maintained. 

3. Logistic support shal l  also  be constdcrcd a s  a principal design para-  
m r t c r  with tlir maenitudc. scope and Ievcl of this effort in keeping 
with the prugrani phasc. Early dcveloptiient effort will consider only 
those paratirrirrs that a r e  truly necessary  to basic drfcnse sys tem 
dcsign. v. fi.. those Logistic problems that havc significant impart  ou 
systcni readiness. rapahility or 4 nst .  Prcnia ture  introduction of 
dctrilcci opcralional support ronsitlcratmna i s  to b e  avoided. 

4. ProKranis s t i . t I 1  tw s t r i i r tc i r tv i  .rnd rtbsuitrt cs allorated to ensure that 
the dcnion. tr.iti&an of .rctu.tl : a t  hlvvci irv l ic  ot program ah!ectivcs I S  the 
p a  ing fun4 : icm. hle3ningful rclationshipa hc*twrcn need. urgency. 
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risk and uorth  shall bc thereby established. Srhcdulrs  shall be 
subjct-t t n  tradc-off a h  n1iiL.h a s  any other procraiii I onstraint. 
Schrdtilcs aitd fundinc profiles shal l  bc s t ructured to  accommodate 
unforimscrn problems 3nd permit  task a c i  oniplishinrnt without 
unncccssary overlappinp or i 'oncurrmcy. 

5. Technical uncertainty shall be continually assessed .  Progress ive  
commitnwnts of resources  which incur program r i s k  will be made 
only wlrm confidi-nee in program outcome IS sufficiently high to 
warran t  goinc ahcad. hlodcls. mock-ups and system hardware will 
be used to the grea tes t  possibie extent WJ increase  confidence level. 

0. Tcst and evaluation shaIl commence a s  ear ly  as possible. A detcr -  
rnination of operational suitability. including logistic support 
requiremi*nt.i. will be made pr ior  to l a rge-sca le  production commit- 
ments. making u s e  of the most real is t ic  tes t  cnt-ironment possible 
and the brs t  representat ion of the iuturc  opcrational system available. 
The resu l t s  of this opcrational testing will bc evaluated and presented 
to the  DSARC at the t ime 08 rhe production decision. 

7. Contract type shal l  be consistent with all program charac te r i s t ics  
inciuiling risk. 
< ost of a nrw complex defense sys tem before it. i s  drvelopcd; therefore. 
such systcins  will not be procured using the total package procurement  
canrrpt o r  production options that are contractually priced in the 
developnient contract. 
whcrc substantial development effort i s  involved. 
shall be iiixniniizcd. When r isk i s  reduced to the  extent that real is t ic  
pricing can  occur .  fixed-prrc e type cont rac ts  should be issued. 
shall bc limitcd to  those that a r e  necessary  or offer sipniftcant benefit 
to thc  Don. 
tractually pr iced or subject to an established ceiling before a u t h o r i u -  
tion. except in patently impract ical  cases. 

I t  i s  not possible to  determine the prec ise  production 

Cost type p r i m e  and subcontracts  are  prefer red  
Let te r  contracts  

Changes 

Where change o r d r r s  are net-cssary. they shall bc con- 

8. The sourc-e seler t ion decision shal l  t a k e  into account the contractor 's  
capability to develop a neressdry  dctcnae s y s t e m  on a timely and 
l o s t - r f f w t i v c  Imsis. The I b l >  Cornponcnt shal l  have the optlon of 
deciding wtic*ther or not the c-ontracf will be completely negotiated 
hcforv a proEram decision i s  niadc. Solicitation documents shall 
requirt. t cmtrnvtor rdrntifta ation of imrrrteiniics and sprcifir pro- 
posals lor !lirtr rc-solution. S d i c  atatton and rralriation of proposals 
shoiilil lac planriivl to iiiiniiiitiv s on1 r.aa tor expenst.. I'rnposals for 
tust  - type  iir i t i t  t-ntivv t ontra. t s  i imv br pi.na1rrr.d during evatuotton 
to the d e g r w  that t1w proposed tort i s  r intcal is ts~at ly  low. 
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Q. Blrnapcriicnt inforiiiatronlIyroCrJni iont  rol rcqul rwtirnts sha l l  pruvldr , 

inforiiiarron whir h IS c swnt i a l  to d f c r  t i w  nrilnapvrrlcnt E orltrol. 
Such iniorniatlon should h a *  &-neratcd lroni ciara 
I ontras tor  opcrattng pcrronncl and pro1 tded In runmrarit.rrl iortn tor 
~ u r c r s * t v c l y  !licitc.r I e v r l  Iii.m.accnwnt dnd 1iion:rorinc reqrllrwnents. 
A sin.:li*. rcalislrc work brrakduun * t r w  tnre  \\ !'.Si s h a l l  iw devrinpcd 
fot each progrant to pravidr a consistrm :ramrwork tor la1 plannlng 
and arsrgnmcnt of respon*tbillci+.c. ibi rantrof and reporting ai pro-  
gress. and ( c )  establirhlng a data base for cstimmtrnp the iuturr cost 
of defense systems. 
control systcnts. ami reports  emanating therefrom. shall be utilized 
to the maximum extem practicable. Gorcrnnicnt imposed changes to 
c'ontracior syslems rhall consist  of only those necessary to satlsty 
crtabii s hed DoD- wide 3:anrlards. 
in thc minrmum airiount to aatis iy  necei s a r y  and rpecrfw manapement 
needs. 

tuaI1v i s t i l i ~ . a r I  by 

Contractor management rnforrnation/pro,:ram 

Doc,imentatton shall  be generated 

IV. IAlPLESlESTATTOS 

1. Each Dol) Component w i l l  implcnrcnt this Directire \\whin 00 da; s and 
iorward :wo 121 r opics of each tmplerncnring docunient to the CcrUef. 

The number of smplmieiitrng documents w i l t  b e  minimized and n rce r sa ry  
procrdural  Guidance consolrdatrd to the greatest  extent pmsiblc.  
subjects to !le corcrrd by lhn l h re r t lves  /Instructions or !otnt Service/  
Apcnry dor unicncs :n support of this Dire* t i vr  a r e  l isted tn Enclosure I. 
Eo. h non Component will farward the iotnr %-rvice:Apency aocumerrts 

2. 
Sctretcd 

for u-htch i t  is  rcyponstblc :o thr Ses Drf 
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THE PRESIDENT AND NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

PRESIDENT 
The President ,  as Chief Executive, is resoonsible €or the execution 

of U.S. r e l a t ions  with other  nat ions of the  world. As Commander-in-Chief 

of the  Armed Forces he i s  responsible f o r  provisioning the  Mil i tary Services 

with men and equipment and d i rec t ing  t h e i r  employment i n  defense of the 

nation and in f u l f i l l i n g  the terms of i n t e rna t iona l  agreements. To t h i s  

end, President Nixon set f o r t h  the Nixon Doctrine enunciating the pol icy 

he expects the Executive Branch of the  Government t o  follow. 

National Security Council 

To assist him i n  these decisions,  the  President reestabl ished the 

Xational Security Council as the  p r inc ipa l  forum for Pres ident ia l  considera- 

t i on  of foreign pol icy issues .  

t 

The Council is composed of the President,  the  

Vice President,  the Secretaries of State and Defense, and the Director of the 

Off ice of Emergency Preparedness. 

Tit le 10, United S ta tes  Code, Section 101, provides t h a t  

?he function of the  Council s h a l l  be t o  advise the 

President with respect t o  the  in tegra t ion  of domestic, 

foreign, and mi l i t a ry  po l i c i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  the  na t iona l  

secur i ty  so as t o  enable the mi l i t a ry  services and other  

departments and agencies of the  Government t o  cooperate 

more e f f ec t ive ly  i n  matters involving na t iona l  security." 

"In addi t ion t o  performing such other funct ions as the 
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. .  
President may d i r e c t  . . . it  shall . . . be the  duty of 

the  Council-(1) t o  assess and appraise the object ives ,  

commitments, and r i s k s  of the  United States i n  r e l a t i o n  

t o  our actual and po ten t i a l  mi l i ta ry  power, i n  the  i n t e r e s t  

of na t iona l  securi ty ,  f o r  the  purpose of making recomen- 

dat ions t o  the President i n  connection therewith; and 

(2) t o  consider po l i c i e s  on matters of common interest t o  

the  departments and agencies of the  Government concerned 

with the na t iona l  secur i ty ,  and, t o  make recornmeadations 

t o  the  President in connection therewith." 

/ 

This is  how the  process works: the  President ass igns au i s sue  t o  

an interdepartmental  group-chaired by an Assistant Secretary of S ta te -  

f o r  in tens ive  study, asking i t  t o  formulate the  pol icy choices and t o  

analyze the  pros and cons of d i f f e ren t  courses of act ion.  This group's 

repor t  is examined by an interagency Review Group of senior  off ic ia ls--  

chaired by t h e  Assistant t o  the  President €or  National Security Affairs- 

t o  assure  that the issues ,  views, and options are presented f u l l y  and 

f a i r l y .  

Security C O U n C i l .  (Figure 3-1) 

The paper is then presented t o  the  President and the  f u l l  National 

The National Securi ty  Council Defense Program Review Committee reviews 

at the  Under Secretary l e v e l  the  major defense pol icy and program i s sues  

which have s t r a t e g i c ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  diplomatic, and economic implications i n  

r e l a a o n  t o  ove ra l l  na t iona l  p r i o r i t i e s .  me Conrmfttee cons is t s  of the  
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Assistant t o  t h e  President f o r  National Security Affa i r s  (Chairman), the  

Under Secretary of S ta te ,  the  Deputy Secretary of Defense, the  Chairman 

of the  Joint Chiefs of S t a f f ,  the  Director of t he  Bureau of the Budget, 

the  Director of Central  In te l l igence ,  and the  Chairman of the Council of 

Economic Advisers. The Director of Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 

the  President ' s  Science Advisor and the Chairman of the  Atomic Energy 

Commission pa r t i c ipa t e  as appropriate. 

It is  an essential function of the National Securi ty  Council system 

t o  bring together a l l  of the  agencies of t he  Government concerned with 

foreign a f f a i r s  t o  e l i c i t ,  assess, and present to t he  President and the 

Council a l l  per t inent  knowledge.available. 

These assessments, appraisals ,  and pol icy considerations take the 

form of numbered National Security Study Memorandums '(NSSM) which are 

the  o f f i c i a l  pos i t ion  of the  NSC, with a l t e rna t ives ,  options and minority 

opinions. 

given l i f e  i n  a NSSM. 

t i o n  of the  NSC advice i n  the  NSSM takes the  form of numbered National 

Securi ty  Decision Memorandums (NSDM) which are i-ssued f o r  implementation. 

Illustrative of t he  level and scope of these documents is the  f a c t  t h a t  

NSSM/NSDM number 3a i n  1969 changed our mi l i t a ry  posture from cold war plan- 

ning and readiness t o  f i g h t  2 1/2 w a r s  simultaneousl-y t o  the  condition of 

an t ic ipa t ing  the eventual i ty  of only 1 1/2 wars. 

The President ' s  approval i s  necessary before any problem can be 

The President ' s  acceptance, r e j ec t ion ,  o r  modifica- 

The implementation of the  

-. 

%ational  Security Council documents s ta r t  a new series with each new 
administration. 
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- -  Mixon Doctrine by the  Secretary of Defense carries the na t iona l  defense 

s t r a t egy  l a b e l  of Rea l i s t i c  Deterrence. Like military planning, na t iona l  

secur i ty  planning i s  based on intel l igence.  The Director of Central 

In te l l igence  (DCI)  receives  in te l l igence  information from a l l  facets of 

Covernmer,t (see Chapter 4) and i n  turn provides the informatioc fo r  KSC 

considerations.  

National Mobilizatioo Planning 

The President es tab l i shes  the na t iona l  po l i c i e s  and object ives ,  generally 

based on the recommendations of the  National Security Council. These are 

the bas i s  f o r  plans which are prepzred by the  Department of Oefense i n  

coordination with other agencies. 

The Secretary of Defense provides guidance t o  the Jo in t  Chiefs of 

Staff  and the three mi l i t a ry  departments who i n  tun .  produce s tudfes  over 

t he  long-rage period and on an annual cycle plans f o r  the mid- and short-  

range periods. These plans provide statements of mi l i t a ry  requirements, and 

general  deployments and employments of Ic i l i t a ry  forces.  

The comuanders of t he  unif ied and specif ied commands prepare operat ional  

plans based on the above guidance. These plans contain the missions of t he i r  
I 

component force commanders, the resources ava i lab le  t o  then, and the s t ra tegy  

and tactics t o  be employed i n  achieving t h e i r  assigned object ives .  

The bas ic  system emploved t h r o u g h a t  the governrrental stractcre con- 

sists of :  

P lanning-  The se lec t ion  of courses of act ion through a systematic 
consideration of a l t e rna t ives  t o  reach an objective.  
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Pronramniaq - The more specific determination of the manpower, 
materiel, and facilities necessary for accomplishing 
objectives. 

Budgeting - Allocating avdlable  resources among pragram based upon 
need. 
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CEfAPTER 4 

INELLIGENCE 

INTRODUCTION 

The qual i ty  of na t iona l  object ives ,  po l ic ies ,  and s t ra tegy ,  and the 

r e su l t an t  decis ions depends in  la rge  measure upon the  soundness of the  

knowledge on which they are based. 

edge is  derived from "intell igence," that is, information about foreign 

nat ions o r  areas t h a t  has gone through a process of "col lect ion,  eval- 

uat ion,  ana lys i s ,  integrat ion,  and in te rpre ta t ion .  " 

useful ,  must be timely adequate, and reasonably accurate. 

well-coordinated, quickly and properly disseminated, and considered by 

A s ign i f i can t  port ion of t h i s  knowl- 

In te l l igence ,  to be 

It must be 

decisionmakers within a carefu l  context of values and objectives.  

In te l l igence  ne i ther  makes nor implements pol icy but there  is  always 

the  danger that it may in e f fec t  do both by v i r t u e  of i ts  importance as 

a bas is  f o r  policy and action. 

timely advanced knowledge of the capab i l i t i e s ,  vu lne rab i l i t i e s ,  and 

probable courses of ac t ion  of other  nat ion states. 

In te l l igence  is needed t h a t  will afford 

THREAT AND THEEAT ASSESSMENT 

The United S ta t e s  formulates and maintains its na t iona l  object ives ,  

policy,  and s t r a t egy  i n  the arena of in te rna t iona l  relatiws as ref lec ted  

i n  our foreign policy. 

and s t ra tegy  are oriented t o  the  na t iona l  secur i ty  ends of peace and 

Some of our nat ional  object ives ,  po l ic ies ,  

survival .  Other nation-states,  based on t h e i r  capab i l i t i e s  and intent ions,  

pose some t h r e a t  t o  our peace and survival.  

fo rn  by in te l l igence  report ing of the  capab i l i t i e s  and in ten t ions  of other  

This t h rea t  is  given 

nat ion-states  now, and i n  the  future .  Broadly conceived t h i s  t h rea t  
covers a l l  p o l i t i c a l ,  economic, and mi l i t a ry  parameters. 
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Since the r o l e  of the  arne2 forces  in our nat ional  s t ruc tu re  is t o  

act as an instrument of na t iona l  pol icy by performing its t r a d i t i o n a l  

tasks ,  t he  Department of Defense consumes in te l l igence  which forecas ts  

t he  mi l i t a ry  threat. The mi l i t a ry  th rea t ,  while not discounting p o l i t i c a l  

and e c o n d c  parameters , dea l s  primarily with considerat ion of t he  numbers 

and types o f  po ten t i a l  e n a y  forces  ca l led  "Red" forces ,  the d ispos i t ion  

of these forces ,  t h e i r  organization, the doc t r ine  and t a c t i c s  under which 

they a r e  employed, and the  performance c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t h e i r  equipment. 

The scale and nature of t he  t h r e a t  as we view it provides t h e  primary 

bas i s  for mil i ta ry  needs. Old age, obsolescence, t e c h o l o g i c a l  advances, 

changes in doctr ine,  s t ra tegy ,  or  tactics, e tc . ,  a r e  a l l  o f  l i t t l e  

concern If a th rea t  does not exist o r  has not been ant ic ipated.  

output of t he  in t e l l i gence  comunity--the estirnate and project ion documents 

The 

t o  be discussed shortly-state the  th rea t  f o r  the  consumers. T h r e a t  

assessment is the  matching of what in te l l igence  says t h e  "Red" forces  

have quant i ta t ive ly  and qua l i t a t ive ly  with what in te l l igence  th inks  

they are capable of and might do. Like in te l l igence  da ta  co l lec t ion  

and the  dissemination of the threa t  i n  in te l l igence  documents, t h rea t  

assessment is a continuous process. It is a co l l ec t ive  term f o r  the  

evaluation, analysis ,  integrat ion,  and in t e rp re t a t ion  of i n t e l l i gence  

information. 

NFT ASSESSMENT . 

Net Assessment has two basic  purposes. F i r s t ,  t o  determine i f  we 

are below, a t  par  with o r  ahead of the  enemy in capabi l i ty .  Secondly, 

- 3  

t o  determine per iodical ly  the  changes i n  our posi t ion vis-a-vis po ten t ia l  

enemies. 
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N e t  assessment, based on t he  defense agreed in t e l l i gence  contained 

in  DIA products takes  place a t  a l l  levels of the Department of 

Defense by both managers and users  (Ffgure 4-1). 
. .- 

Each service makes a n e t  assessment i n  l i g h t  of its assigned 

role/mission. 

commodity,and mission and warfare area proponents do net  assessment 

in  l i g h t  of t h e i r  more spec i f ic  i n t e re s t s .  

has a spec ia l  assistant who coordinates and prepares a net assessment 

of mi l i t a ry  implications f o r  him in r e l a t i o n  t o  overa l l  DOD programs 

s ince  an individual  service may not be  e n t i r e l y  objective.  

Within each service, the  var ious function, corps, branch 

The Secretary of Defense 

The object ive of N e t  Assessment is ' to look a t  how two o r  more 

nat ions stand i n  a pa r t i cu la r  a c t i v i t y  (e.g. : t he  production of ships; 

the  a b i l i t y  t o  pro jec t  po l i t i ca l -mi l i ta ry  power throughout the world), 

how each state evolved t o  that pos i t ion  and w h a t  advantages and 

disadvantages accrue t o  each side.  The ana lys i s  attempts t o  consider 

a l l  re levant  factors--e.g. p o l i t i c a l ,  economic, sociological ,  

organizational,  technological--which influence the capabi l i ty  achieved 

by each s i d e  i n  the  comparison. 

major t rends in t he  future on each side and how these w i l l  a f f e c t  t he  

present balance between the  two. 

Attention also focuses on ident i fying t h e  

The questions t o  which the  assessments address themselves are (a) 

whether the  U.S. i s  competing e f f i c i e n t l y  in important areas and (b) w h a t  

advantages does the  IT. S. have which present opportuni t ies  f o r  

exploi ta t ion? They may also examine such issues  of how these  forces  

4-3 
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i n t e r a c t ,  t he  weapons employed by two s ides  and defense processes such 

as personnel and weapons procurement. F u r t h e m r e ,  assessments can be 
- -  

national i n  t h e i r  scope and embrace economic and p o l i t i c a l  as w e l l  as 

mi l i t a ry  issues.  

However, i n  the  majority of cases the Director of Net Assessment 

does not conduct the analyses within h i s  of f ice .  

t o  be analyzed, develops the  major i s sues  i n  discussions with experts  

i n  the subject and coordinates and monitors t he  execution of the  analyses 

by another organization. Studies, f o r  example have been prepared by C I A ,  

S t a t e  Department, the  Services, DDR&E and ASD/PA&E. 

H e  i d e n t i f i e s  top ics  

The work of 

these organizations i s  reviewed not only by the  Director of N e t  

Assessment but by ad hoc committees formed with members from concerned 

agencies t o  oversee individual  studies.  Key poin ts  and observations 

surface both i n  the ana ly t i ca l  work of the responsible agency and in the  

discussions within these ad hoc committees. 

NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

The Director  of Defense Research and Engineering, as the  manager of 

Program 6 ,  Research and Development, and the  RDT&E appropriation, has 

h i w  own Assis tant  f o r  Threat Assessment. The product attempts t o  eval- 

uate foreign technology c a p a b i l i t i e s  and in ten t ions  and is  generally re- 

fe r red  t o  as net technical  assessment. 

work can be found in an earlier report .  

An example of the scope of t h e  
1 

'Comparison of Mi l i ta ry  Research and Development Expenditures of 
t h e  U.S. and Soviet Union, B-172553, Ju ly  23, 1971. 
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The N e t  Technical Assessments, car r ied  out  within OSD by DDR&E 

appear t o  provide an improving bas i s  f o r  DDR&E s iz ing  of the  overa l l  

Soviet Mi l i ta ry  R&D e f f o r t  relative t o  our own and highl ight ing areas 
. . -- c- 

/- 

where Soviet technology is ahead of ours. The OSD N e t  Technocal 

Assessment a c t i v i t y  draws upon work done by t he  Defense In te l l igence  

Agency and the  Services. 

providing in te l l igence  t o  the  OSD contractors  and has en l i s ted  

indus t r i a l  exper t i se  where needed. 

DDRCE work is OSD, t he  DDR4tE Set Technical Assessment activit ies have 

had a synerg is t ic  e f f e c t  i n  its in te rac t ions  with the Services. 

Technical Assessment, in e f fec t ,  is now being conducted throughout the  

Services i n  response t o  DDR&E. 

communication of t he  in te l l igence  community h t h  those involved i n  RDT&E 

of U.S. weapon systems. 

NATIONAL INTFLLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

The Air Force has supported the  e f f o r t  by 

While the  primary customer f o r  t he  

N e t  

This is forcing a c loser  contact and 

1 

As t h e  cornerstone of mil i t a ry  planning, the  in te l l igence  function i n  

the  DOD is an i n t eg ra l  pa r t  of a na t iona l  apparatus generally referred t o  

as the "Intel l igence Community" (Figure 4-21, The key link between the  

in te l l igence  community and t h e  top  executive level of our Government is 

the Director  of Central  In te l l igence  (DCI). 

in e f fec t ,  t he  President ' s  chief foreign in te l l igence  o f f i ce r .  

also serves as the  Director of t h e  Central  In te l l igence  Agency and the  

In t h i s  capaci ty  he is 

He 
* 

Chairman of the  United S ta tes  In te l l igence  Board. 

community has a key r o l e  i n  the needdrequirements process since they 

iden t i fy  the  threa t .  

lSenate FY 74 Authorization Hearings, Par t  5 ,  p. 3490 

The in te l l igence  
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President ' s  Foreign In te l l igence  Advisory Board (FIAB) 

On March 20, 1969, President Nixon establ ished t h i s  Board by 

Executive Order 11460. The B a r d  was t o  advise him on the  object ives ,  

conduct, management, and coordination of t h e  var ious a c t i v i t i e s  making 

up t h e  ove ra l l  national in te l l igence  e f for t .  The Board is composed of 

persons from outs ide of Government appointed by the  President who conduct 

a continuing review and assessment of foreign in te l l igence  and r e l a t ed  

. 

activities i n  which the  C I A  and o ther  departments and agencies are engaged, 

and make recommendations t o  achieve Increased effect iveness .  

United Sta tes  In te l l igence  Board @SIB) 

The nat ion 's  in te l l igence  community i s  unquestionably l a r g e  but 

it is  anything but monolithic. 

with a spec i f ic  r o l e  and place, w a r y  of any encroachment on its preroga- 

tives. The Board, which 

repor t s  t o  the National Security Council, coordinates and supervises 

major American in te l l igence  activities and exercises supervisory cont ro l  

over every other  s ecu r i ty  system. 

of C I A ,  membership includes a representat ive of the  agencies shown i n  

f igu re  4-2. Representatives of t he  in te l l igence  organizations of the  

Departments of t h e  Amy, Navy and A i r  Force sit as observers, and the  

A s s i s t a n t  Secretary of Defense f o r  In te l l igence  a lso  attends.  

It is a loose aggregation of agencies, each 

It is brought together a t  the  top by t he  USIB. 

Besides the  Director and Deputy Director 

-. 
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National Intell igence Officers (NIO) 

These a r e  r e l a t ive ly  new posit ions in the nat ional  intelligence com- 

munity. National Intell igence o f f i ce r s  as an aggregation of- geographical, 

country, and subject area spec ia l i s t s  have replaced the  old Board of 

National Estimates (BNE). The NIOs now receive intel l igence from a l l  

sources and e i ther  personally prepare o r  supervise prepa’ration of the  

National Intell igence Esthates. Drafts are coordinated with agencies 

of i n t e re s t ,  who usually will have contributed intel l igence to  the d r a f t  

estimate. These d ra f t  estimates must ult imately be approved by the 

USIB. 

National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) 

The intel l igence community produces NIEs on all areas of the world, 

dlviding i t  in to  six subordinate par t s  €or the production of r e d a r  NIEs. 

These documents representing nationally agreed intel l igence are produced 

The World 
Communist States 
Europe 
Mid-East and Southern Asia 
Far-East and South-East Asia 
Africa 
L a t i n  America 

4-9 



INTELLIGENCE PRODUCTS 

TIME FRAME 

LONG TERM 

MID TERM 

FIGURE 4-3 

20 
RELATED PLANS 

YEARS 

. 
JLREID JLRSS 

JRDOD 

JRDOD 

ESTIMATES 

SHORT TERM CURRENT INTELLIGENCE 
JOPS - OPLANS 

SDI E JOPS - CONPLANS 
DIEM 



National In te l l igence  Estimates (NIE) are usual ly  concerned with 

something less than 5 years in  the  fu tu re  (Figure 4-3). 

mi l i t a ry  N I E s  are updated on a recurr ing schedule staggered throughout 

the year. The Department of Defense and service in te l l igence  agencies 

receive t h i s  Director  of Central Zntell igence product, but s ince  it is  

keyed t o  na t iona l  level use,  its value t o  mi l i t a ry  planners is l fmited 

The major 

because of the  broad coverage given t o  most na t iona l  secur i ty  issues.  

Special  National In te l l igence  Estimates (SNIE) 

There are about 50 t o  60 SNIEs produced annually and t h i s  number 

includes SNIEs on special ized o r  t op ica l  subjects  such as SALT, M3E'R, 

Arab-Israeli war, Southeast A s i a  and the  l ike .  The contr ibutors  are 

the  same, as is  d i s t r ibu t ion .  

MILITARY INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

Pr ior  t o  World War I1 each of the  armed services did i t s  own planning 

but not i n  t h e  long-range as we know it today. The advent of the Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff  extended the  planning range out t o  20 years and ra i sed  

the  in te l l igence  function t o  new s ta ture .  Figure 4-4 attempts t o  relate 

the var ious members of the  mi l i t a ry  in te l l igence  community t o  the  D O  orga- 

n iza t ion  and generally t o  the  national in te l l igence  community. 

National Security Agency (NSA) 

This organization, es tabl ished by Executive Order in 1952 as a 

separately organized agency within the  Department of Defense. It i s  

under the  d i rec t ion ,  authori ty ,  and cont ro l  of the Secretary of Defense 

who is the  executive agent f o r  the performance of highly special ized 
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technical funct ions i n  support of t h e  in t e l l i gence  activities of t h e  

United States .  NSA has technical and operat ional  cont ro l  over the  

unique co l lec t ion  and processing e f f o r t s  of th ree  service organizations- 

Army Security Agency (ASA), kval Securi ty  Group (NSG), and Illr Force 
. -  

Security Service (APSS). The product of this e f f o r t  is disseminated t o  

the  in t e l l i gence  c o m i t y .  

Defense In te l l igence  Agency (DIA) 

The establishment of the  Defense In te l l igence  Agency i n  1961 brought 

central ized management t o  what had been difussed,  separate,  t r a d i t i o n a l  

service functions. The need for t h i s  agency was w e l l  recognized. A 

number of organizations had been doing similar o r  p a r a l l e l  work and 

the re  was l i t t l e  unif ied d i r ec t ion  of t h e  t o t a l  in te l l igence  a c t i v i t y  i n  

the  Department of Defense. 

Defense decided that it should be a union, not a confederation. 

In  es tabl ishing t h e  agency, t he  Secretary of 

D I A  

became responsible f o r  organizing, d i r ec t ing  and cont ro l l ing  the  intelli- 

gence resources assigned t o  it, and f o r  reviewing and coordinating the  

functions retained by the  mi l i ta ry  departments. Its ju r i sd i c t ion ,  

however, does not  extend t o  the  National Security Agency; coordination 

between these  b& DOD agencies is  effected through l i a i s o n  arrangements. 

The DIA d i rec to r  r epor t s  t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense through the  Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff .  He receives guidance from the  Director of C e n t r a l  

In te l l igence  in that individual ' s  r o l e  as chairman of t he  United S ta t e s  

In te l l igence  Board. As t he  reviewer and coordinator of i n t e l l i gence  

functions retained by o r  assigned t o  the mi l i t a ry  departments, D U  i s  

responsible f o r  ove ra l l  guidance of the conduct and management of 

mi l i t a ry  in te l l igence  and is charged with assessing the  worldwide mi l i t a ry  

s i tua t ion .  The agency analyzes dl military and re la ted  intelligence 
4-13 



information collected by a l l  agencies of t h e  Government facluding 

t he  military services. 

l eve l  users as w e l l  a s  being disseminated within the DOD. 

The evaluated Fntelligence is provided t o  national 

Major 

intell igence products are: 

Jo in t  Long Range Estimative Intelligence DocumentIJLREID) - The 

JLRETD pravides the principal intell igence basis for the devdopraeat 

of the long-range planning documents under the Joint Strategic Planning 

System (i.e., the h i n t  Long Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) a d  the 

long range portion of the Joint Research and Development Objectives 

Document (;IRwD); see chapter 5) -  It summarizes f ac to r s  and trends 

affecting m r l d  power relationships i n  the  long-range planning period 

(10-20 years in the future). The JLRETD includes an intell igence estimate 

of t he  likelihood and capabi l i t fes  of important foreign nations t o  

undertake courses of action which could materially a f f ec t  the national 

interests o f  the United States. 

The =ID is coordinated with the mili tary services' intell igence 

and planning s ta f fs .  Because of the uncertainty implication of i ts long 

range nature, it is  noted.but not approved by, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 

published a d l y  an September 1. 

it is updated t o  r e f l ec t ,  significant changes in intelligence. 

Between annual publication dates 

Jo in t  Intelligence Estimate for Planning (JIEP) - The JZEP provides- 

the principal intell igence basis for the short-range (current year and 

the next budget year) and mid-range (2-10 years in the future) planning 

documents of t h e  Joint Strategic Planning System (i.e., the JoLnt 

Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) , the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 
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(JSCP), the  Jo in t  Forces Memorandum (JFM), and the  mid-range port ion of 

the  Jo in t  Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) ; See 

Chapter 5 ) .  

Defense In te l l igence  Estimate f o r  Jo in t  Pknn inq  - The DIEJP 

contains the  up-to-date, de ta i led  in t e l l i gence  t h a t  supports t h e  est imat ive 

in te l l igence  and judgments i n  the JIEP. It contains p o l i t i c a l ,  economic, 

s c i e n t i f i c ,  and technological f a c t o r s  tha t  impinge on mil i t a ry  po l i c i e s  

and capab i l i t i e s .  

force  project ions and r e l a t ed  da ta  on non-Soviet communist countr ies  

and Free World count r ies  of importance t o  the  US. It is coordinated 

with the  Service In te l l igence  Chiefs and t h e i r  d i f f e r i n g  views may 

appear as footnotes. 

t h e  information i t  contains had been included i n  the  JIEP. 

It includes cur ren t  order of battle and mil i t a ry  

The DIE3P was f i r s t  published i n  1971. Previously, 

Defense In te l l igence  Project ions f o r  Planning (DIPP) - The DLPP 

contains the  mi l i t a ry  force  project ions of Soviet and Chinese forces  for 

t he  shor t  and mid-range planning documents under the  JSPS. 

some narrative descr ipt ion of these  forces  and supporting r a t iona le  

fo r  t h e  projections.  

Chiefs and t h e i r  d i f f e r ing  views may appear as footnotes. 

It provides 

It is  coordinated with the  Service In te l l igence  

Additional Estimative In te l l igence  Support. The Defense In te l l igence  

Agency (DIA) will prepare and maintain up-to-date amplifying est imat ive 

in te l l igence ,  in addi t ion t o  the  Defense In te l l igence  Project ions f o r  

Plannhg (DIPP), designed t o  support the  JSCP and the  3SOP. It shall 

contain current  and projected order of b a t t l e  da ta  on non-Soviet comrmrnist 

countr ies  and selected Free World countr ies  together with appropriate  

r a t iona le  f o r  the  projections.  It will follow, so far as g r a c t i c a l  

4-15 



t h e  DIPP format and content and shall be as prescribed in the  guidelines.  

These data shall be prepared in  loose-leaf format and be coordinated with 

the  Service In te l l igence  chiefs ;  t h e i r  d i f fe rence  of view will be re f lec ted ,  

There are three types of init iative estimates - Defense In te l l igence  

Estimates (DIE), Special  Defense In te l l igence  Estimates (SDIE) , and 

Defense In te l l igence  Estimate Memoranda (DIEM). This series 

was s t a r t ed  in November 1970 when the  D I A  Directorate  f o r  Estimates 

was established. Previously, all D I A  estimative production was channeled 

in to  e i t h e r  J o i n t  Estimates (e.g. , JIEP, JLRElD) or National In te l l igence  

Estimates (NIE; SNIE). 

All th ree  initiative estimates are s t r i c t l y  estimative in charac- 

ter-that is, they dea l  with the implications of in te l l igence  or fu tu re  

trends and developments. [Estimative in te l l igence  may be conceived, by 

and la rge ,  as t h a t  i n t e l l i gence  which is of pa r t i cu la r  usefulness t o  

planners and pol icy makers,] The Defense estimates deal  e s sen t i a l ly  

with developments t h a t  will o r  may a f f e c t  US na t iona l  i n t e r e s t s ,  defense 

programs o r  po l ic ies ,  o r  mi l i t a ry  force posturing. 

The DIEs  and SDIEs are coordinated with the  Service In te l l igence  

Chiefs and their differing views may appear as footnotes. 

general ly  address subjec ts  o r  i s sues  t h a t  are narrower i n  scope and more 

The SDIEs 

spec i f i c  i n  impact than those t rea ted  in DIEs. __  . 

The DIPMs generally address subjec ts  of less importance t o  Mi l i ta ry  

Servfce interests t h a t  the  DIEs and SDIEs. They are, consequently, not 

coordinated with the  Semice In te l l igence  Chiefs. 
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Assistant Secretary of Def ease, In te l l igence  (ASD/I) 

Established November 1, 1971, this post was p a r t  of a more extensive,  

government-wide reorganization plan aimed at making the  gathering of a l l  

types of mil i t a ry  and foreign in te l l igence  more e f f i c i e n t  and economical. 

He is the  pr inc ipa l  s t a f f  advisor and assistant t o  the  Secretary 

of Defense f o r  the  management of in te l l igence  resources, programs, and 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  including those f o r  in te l l igence ,  warning, reconnaissance, 

t he  in te l l igence  aspects  of coxuntand and control ,  and other  re la ted  areas 

which may be designated by the  Secretary of Defense. His respons ib i l i ty  

spec i f i ca l ly  includes equipment, systems, and activities in  the  above 

areas which are organic t o  mi l i t a ry  forces  o r  u n i t s  so that h i s  r o l e  

covers both s t r a t e g i c  and tactical intel l igence.  

the  USIB, and w h i l e  not a f u l l  member, may present h i s  views. 

Mil i tary Departments 

He a t tends  meetings of 

It should be noted t h a t  unl ike tlie Office of the  Secretary of Def,ense, 

the Mi l i ta ry  Department Secretar ies  have no Assistant Secretary f o r  

Intel l igence.  

ment secretaries. 

Air Force have rm in te l l igence  role except as consumers of in t e l l i gence  

products. 

by the  Chief of the  appropriate  mi l i t a ry  in te l l igence  s t a f f .  (F iwre  4-4) 

Mili tary Services 

The funct ional  l i n e s  f o r  in te l l igence  bypass the depart- 

The four assistant secretaries of t he  Army, Navy, and 

The service secre ta ry  is provided with in te l l igence  information 

Prior  t o  World War 11, each service has i t s  own in te l l igence  s t a f f  

function and in te l l igence  co l lec t ion  organization. Since the  establishment 
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of t h e  DLA, t h i s  agency has assumed the  r o l e  of production and 

coordinating au thor i ty  f o r  a l l  DOD in te l l igence  production requirements 

except those i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  and technical (S&T) area. 

The services operate  the  scientific and technical  in te l l igence  

ana lys i s  centers, oriented t o  t h e i r  pa r t i cu la r  ro les ,  f o r  the in- 

te l l igence  CommUIlity. These are managed by DIA and cons is t  of: 

Army - Foreign Science and Technology Center, Char lo t t sv i l le ,  VA. 

Missile In te l l igence  Division, Huntsville, AL. 

Navy - Navy Intel l igence Support Center, Suitland, MD. 

Air Force - to re ign  Technology Division, Dayton, OR. 

One spec i f ic  product of these special ized in te l l igence  agencies 

is t h e i r  annual d i s c r e t e  package inputs t o  Section IV, Technological 

Developments of Mi l i ta ry  Significance, of the  J o i n t  Long Range Estimative 

In te l l igence  Document IJLREID). Pr ior  t o  1971, the  Defense In te l l igence  

Agency provided the  J o i n t  Staff  (J-5) with unrelated regional forecasts .  

Prompted t o  some extent  by Army e f fo r t s ,  the  JCS ca l led  f o r  worldwide 

coverage i n  1971 and the JLREID w a s  created and issued in 1972. It is 

intended t o  relate in te rna t iona l  developments, con f l i c t  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  

country and regional  forecas ts ,  and t h e  in te l l igence  product of the  

mi l i t a ry  technical  analysis  centers.  

CONGRESS 
-. . 

In conducting any audi t ,  the  f i r s t  act ion i n  e i t h e r  survey o r  review 

phase is  t o  research the  subject area. Research includes determining 

what is already known about t he  subject area and the  Congress cannot 

be overlooked. In r e l a t i o n  t o  the  th rea t  and threat assessment, Congress 
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receives da ta  as a pa r t  of the  c l a s s i f i ed  posture statements of t he  

/ -- 

Secretary of Defense and the  Chairman of the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  presented 

during the  annual budget cycle. 

. . .- 

Additional c l a s s i f i ed  da ta  i s  presented 

by witnesses during t h e  hearings but this is  usual ly  not spec i f i c  threat 

or  threat assessment data. 

Individual members may obtain in te l l igence  br ie f ings  from t h e  Central  

In te l l igence  Agency. CIA br ie f ings  though, are thought t o  be broad i n  

coverage and a t  the  foreign pol icy level. Specif ic  mi l i t a ry  in te l l igence  

data  can be requested from the  Assis tant  Secretary of Defense f o r  

Legis la t ive Affa i r s  and provided by the  Defense In te l l igence  Agency. 

DIA may call on service in te l l igence  s p e c i a l i s t s  t o  assist i n  such 

br ief ings.  

DIA also conducts weekly in te l l igence  br ie f ings  on Capitol  HIU. 

f o r  the s t a f f s  of committees. 

in te l l igence  and not in-depth threat or  threat assessment coverage. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee i n i t i a t e d  the series and the  House 

Appropriations Committee s t a f f  became regular  par t ic ipants .  While the 

s t a f f s  of the  armed services committees a r e  invi ted,  they at tend in- 

frequently . 

This series of br ie f ings  covers cur ren t  
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The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  were f i r s t  given s t a tu to ry  recognition 

i n  the National Security A c t  of 1947. 

and functions s t e m  from the Defense Reorganization A c t  of 1958. 

the  pr inc ipa l  military advisors t o  the  President,  the  National Security 

Council, and the  Secretary of Defense. 

However, t h e i r  current  organization 

They are 

ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONS 

The Organization of the  Joint  Chiefs of Staff  has th ree  major com- 

ponents-the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  themselves as a corporate body; the  

Jo in t  S t a f f ,  headed by a Director,  which performs tasks  t o  support the  

Jo in t  Chiefs'  decisions; and supplementary s t a f f  organizations deemed 

necessary for the  Jo in t  Chiefs t o  carry out t h e i r  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  (see 

Figure 5-1). 

Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  

The J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  membership includes the 

--Chairman of t h e  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  
--Chief of Staff  of the Army 
-Chief of Naval Operations 
-Chief of Staff  of t he  Air Force 
--Commandant of the Marine Corps (who has coequal s t a t u s  with 

the  other  members on matters d i r e c t l y  concerning the Marine 
Corps) 

Although the three Chiefs and the Commandant serve i n  a dua lcapac i ty  as a 

member of the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  and as Chief of t h e i r  respect ive Services, 
- 
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INTERNAL ORGANIZATION OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
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-- their .  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  du t i e s  take precedence over a l l  of t h e i r  other  

dut ies .  

Vice Chiefs f o r  managing t h e i r  respect ive Service. 

have a dual r o l e  i n  the same sense, but he o r  h i s  representat ive pa r t i c ipa t e s  

i n  the National Security Council matters and reembere of the Joint Staff  

pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  i ts  working groups t o  ensure tha t  Jo in t  views on mi l i t a ry  

As a r e s u l t ,  appropriate authori ty  i s  usual ly  delegated t o  t h e i r  

The Chairman does not 

matters are made known and considered during the na t iona l  policy-making 

process (see Chapter 3). 

As discussed i n  Chapter 6 ,  there  are two separate  channels of au thor i ty  

emanating from the  Secretary of Defense. One extends t o  t h e  Secre ta r ies  

of t he  three  mi l i t a ry  Departments through which men, materiel, and money 

are provided--the support forces-and the other through the Jo in t  Chiefs 

of Staff  t o  the unif ied and specif ied Commands-the combat force.  The con- 

cept  of our mi l i t a ry  establishment as an e f f i c i e n t  team of land, naval,  and 

a i r  forces  is based on the  pr inc ip le  t h a t  e f f ec t ive  u t i l i z a t i o n  of the 

mi l i t a ry  power of t he  Nation requi res  tha t  the  e f f o r t s  of the  separate  

mi l i t a ry  Services be closely integrated.  

at the na t iona l  l e v e l  is obtained by the authori ty  of the  President and the 

Unity of e f f o r t  among the Services . 
Secretary of Defense exercised through the Secretaries of the  Mi l i ta ry  Depart- 

ments and the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ;  by t he  s t r a t e g i c  planning and d i rec t ion  

of t he  Jo in t  Chiefs of S ta f f ;  and by common, j o i n t ,  and cross-servicing by 

t he  Mil i tary Departments. Unity of e f f o r t  Service forces  assigned t o  

unif ied o r  specif ied commands is achieved by exercise of operat ional  command, 

by adherence t o  common s t r a t e g i c  plans and d i r ec t ives ,  and by sound operat ional  
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and administrative command organization. 

warking relationship between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of 

unified and specified commands in the overall strategic direction of the 

Armed Forces on the one hand and, on the other, the Military Departments and 

This concept is the basis for a sound 

Services charged with preparing and pravidlng forces for the unified and 

specified commands and administering and supporting the forces so provided. 

Basically, the Departments organize, equip, train, and support forces 

for assignment to unified and specified Commands in preparation for war. 

Any forces not assigned to these Commands remain under the military Depart- 

ment's control. The Departmental Secretaries are therefore responsible to 

the Secretary of Defense for their Department's operating or management 

efficiency. 

Unified and specified commanders are responsible to the President and 

the Secretary of Defense through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

have full operational command over the forces assigned to them. 

These commanders 

With this 

organizational arrangement, the Joint Chiefs of Staff actually serve within 

an operational chain of conrmand extending from the President and the Secre- 

tary of Defense to the unified and specified commanders. 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President, through the Secretary of -Defense, 

With the advice 

establishes unified or specified combatant commands for the performance of 

military missions, and determines the force structure of such combatant commands. 

Commanders of unified and specified commands are responsible to the President 

and the Secretary of Defense for the accomplishment of the military missions 

assigned to them. The chain of command runs from the President to the 
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Secretary of Defense and through the  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  t o  the  commanders 

of un i f ied  and specif ied commands. Orders t o  such commanders will be issued 

by the  President  o r  t h e  Secretary of Defense, o r  by the  Joint Chiefs of 

Staff  by au thor i ty  and d i rec t ion  of the  Secrecary of Defense. 

manders shall have f u l l  operat ional  corumand over the  forces  assigned t o  them 

and s h a l l  perform such functions as are assigned by coutqetent authori ty .  

Jo in t  Staff  

These com- 
I 

The Chairman of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  has the authori ty  and respon- 

Statutory limits requi re  the  J o i n t  s i b i l i t y  f o r  organizing the  Joint  S ta f f .  

Staff  t o  be composed of not more than 400 o f f i ce r s .  These o f f i ce r s  are 

selected i n  approximately equal number from the Army, t he  Navy and Marine 

Corps, and the Air Force. They are current ly  organized i n t o  Directorates  

concerned with personnel, operations,  l o g i s t i c s ,  plans and policy,  and 

communications-electronics. 

in te l l igence  d i r ec to ra t e  whenDIA w a s  organized in 1961. 

The Defense In te l l igence  Agency absorbed the 

The S t a f f ' s  p r inc ipa l  function is  to  prepare repor t s  on which the Jo in t  

Chiefs base t h e i r  decisions.  

Services t o  arrive a t  a "single" pos i t ion  whenever possible.  

provision is  made f o r  dissent ing and minority opinion. 

Supplementary Staff  Organizations 

Actions are to  be coordinated among the 

However, 

In addi t ion t o  t h e  s t a tu to ry  limits placed on the  number of personnel 

serving i n  the  actual Jo in t  S t a f f ,  a number of other s t a f f  organizations 

a l so  perform spec i f i c  funct ions f o r  t he  J o i n t  Chiefs. 

ne i ther  challenged t h i s ,  nor indicated a willingness t o  raise t he  l imi ta t ion .  

The Congress has 
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Some of these' organizations include the  

--Joint Secretariat 
--Directorate of Administrative Semices 
--Studies, Analysis, and Gaming Agency 
- -Of f i ce  of the Assistant f o r  Automation 
-Spec ia l  Assis tants  
-Representatives t o  In te rna t iona l  Organizations 

PLANNING FUNCTIONS 

The readiness of an optimum force capable of immediate react ion t o  

aggression, and the  determination t o  employ forces  when necessary, are 

essential means f o r  de te r r ing  war. Well-conceived and well-understood plans - 

of ac t ion  are therefore  essential. 

bable eventualities, be kept up-to-date, and provide maximum f l e x i b i l i t y  

t o  meet sh i f t i ng  requirements. 

Var plans must dea l  with the most pro- 

The J o i n t  Chiefs are charged by the National Security A c t  of 1947 

with the respons ib i l i ty  of preparing such plans. 

statements, analyses and s tudies ,  and s t r a t e g i c  and operat ional  plans,.and 

are expressed through the J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Planning System (JSPS) and the 

Jo in t  Operational Planning System (JOPS). 

cerned wfth what is needed t o  do the  job, the latter with how the forces  

They include in t e l l i gence  

The former System is mainly con- 

w i l l  be employed. .. - 

The cornerstone f o r  r a t iona l  defense planning is in te l l igence  and th rea t  

information about foreign nat ions or  areas. To be useful ,  however, it must 

be adequate, timely, and accurate. It must be col lected,  evaluated, analyzed, 

integrated,  in te rpre ted ,  disseminated to  'users, and carefu l ly  considered by 

decision-makers in developing t h e i r  plans. (See ChaTter 4 f o r  a discussion 
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of intelligence) . the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  have a key r o l e  i n  performing 

these in t e l l i gence  tasks.  

S t ra teg ic  Planning 

The J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Planning System (JSPS) requires  per iodic  publica- 

t i o n  o r  updating of the  following nine c l a s s i f i ed  documents which are 

grouped i n t o  three areas: 

In te l l igence  

JIEP - Jo in t  In te l l igence  E s t i m a t e  f o r  Planning (annually) 
DIPP - Defense In te l l igence  Pro j ect ion for  Planning (annually) 

DIEJP - Defense In te l l igence  E s t i m a t e  f o r  J o i n t  Planning (annually) 
J L R E I D  - J o i n t  Long-Range Estimative In te l l igence  Document (annually) 

Strategy 
JSCP - J o i n t  S t r a t eg ic  Capabi l i t i es  Plan (bi-annually) 
JFM - J o i n t  Force Memorandum (annually) 

JSOP - Jo in t  S t r a t eg ic  Objectives Plan (Annually) 
JLRSS - J o i n t  Long-Range St ra teg ic  Study (quadri-annually) 

Research and Development 
JRDOD - Jo in t  Research and Development Objectives Document (annually), 

The System is divided i n t o  three  t i m e  periods-short-mid-and long-range, 

and the  display below (Figure 5-2) shows the  re la t ionship  of the  documents 

t o  time. The documents include the  f iscal  years which coincide with the 

f i r s t  and last year of the  period covered. In subsequent planning cycle 

years,  the  f i s c a l  years covered are advanced one year each year. 

, 
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PLANNING DOCUUENT INTER-RELATIONSHIPS 

INTELLIGENCE 

STRATEGIC 
STUDIES 

RESEARCH L 
DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 
P U N  

CAPABILITIES 
P U N  

t 

Figure 5-2 

The schedule of events in Figure 5-3 displays 

preparing and reviewing seven of these documents. 

the annual sequence in 

Preparation and publi- 

cat ion of the s t ra tegy  and research and development documents are dependent 

upon, and may vary because of ,  the  Program/Budget Rev iew Calendar published 

annually by the  Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

r e spons ib i l i t i e s  for the  planning documents are displayed i n  Figure 5-4 and 

5-5. 

Preparation and s t a f f i n g  

With the exception of the  in te l l igence  documents which were discussed 

in Chapter 4, a br ie f  descr ipt ion of these planningdocuments is provided 

below. A more de t a i l ed  descr ipt ion,  except f o r  the Defense In te l l igence  

- -  

Agency unique documents, is provided in Appendix 1 t o  t h i s  chapter. 
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PLANNING SEQUENCE FOR THE JOINT STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM A/ 
I CY 1972 

FY 75-83 
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FY 15-82 JS 
OP 
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FY 74 
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DO 
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A 4 FY 76-84 

I 
UPDATE 

SHORT RANGE 
I 

1 FY 84-93 
(NEXT PUB~ICATION TARGET, 
DATE FOR ENTIRE DOCUMENT 

,'?IREVIEW) I S  1 AUGUST 1974) 
FY 84-93 I 

VOL I I  A 
VOL I FY 76-83 

FY 16-83 

I 
REVIEW 

I 

0 1 
FY 16-93 

A 

1 
FY 75-82 t-- - 

GU IDELl NESIJOINT STAFF 
D 1 RECTI VE PUBL ICATl  ON 
TARGET DATE 

DOCUMENT PUBL I CAT1 ON 
TARGET DATE 

A /  SCHEDULE MAY VARY IN ACCORDANCE WITH PROGRAMlBUDGET REVIEW SCHEDULE PUBLISHED ANNUALLY BY OSD 

B l  REVIEW ANNUALLY AND UPDATE TO REFLECT SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES; PUBLISH ENTIRE DOCUMENT QUADRENNIALLY. 

C I  REVIEW ANNUALLY AND UPDATE i.0 REFLECT SIGNIFICANT CHANGES. PUBLISH BIENNIALLY. 

Figure 5-3 
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The J o i n t  S t r a t eg ic  Objective Plan (JSOP) provides Jo in t  Chiefs of 

Staff  and Service advice t o  the  President,  National Securi ty  Council, and 

Secretary of Defense on military s t ra tegy  (Volume 13 and force  s t ruc tu re  

(Volume 11) required t o  a t t a i n  na t iona l  s ecu r i ty  object ives  i n  the mid-range 

period. 

The Jo in t  Force Memorandum (J'FM) provides the  Secretary of Defense 

with Joint Chiefs of Staff  recammendations on f i s c a l l y  constrained major forces  

and support levels and the r i s k s  inherent there in  developed i n  accordance with 

Secretary of Defense Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPGM). 

It compares cos t s  of the  f i s ca l lycons t r a ined  force levels and support pro- 

grams with the  cos t  of the  approved Five-Year Defense Program (FPDP). 

The J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  Plan (JSCP) provides guidance t o  t h e  

conananders of unif ied and specif ied commands and t o  Chiefs of Services 

for accomplishing mi l i ta ry  tasks ,  based on projected mi l i ta ry  capab i l i t i e s  

and conditions,  f o r  t he  coming year. It contains mi l i t a ry  s t ra tegy  based on 

projected ava i lab le  forces ,  t o  support the na t iona l  security object ive and 

the derived mi l i t a ry  objectives.  

The J o i n t  Long-Range S t r a t eg ic  Study (JLBSS) is a source document tha t  

explains the s t r a t e g i c  implications of worldwide and na t iona l  economic,- 

p o l i t i c a l ,  soc ia l ,  technical ,  and mi l i t a ry  trends. It deals  with na t iona l  

object ives ,  po l i c i e s ,  and mi l i t a ry  constraints  and relates these to world 

and regional  trends. It is  intended t o  s t imulate  more sharply focused 

s t r a t e g i c  s tud ies  and t o  be usefu l  in  developing mi l i t a ry  pol ic ies ,  plans 

and programs having long-range implications.  
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The J o i n t  Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) is  t o  

translate i n t o  research and development objectives;  (I) the  broad s t r a t e g i c  

implications of United S ta t e s  mi l i t a ry  capab i l i t i e s  projected i n  the Jo in t  

Long-Range St ra teg ic  Study, and (2) the  s t r a t e g i c  appra isa l  and concept, 

object ive force leve l ,  and funct ional  requirements of the  Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  

Objective Plan. 

Operational Planning 

The J o i n t  Operation Planning System (JOPS) w a s  approved by the  Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff i n  August 1970 t o  improve current  war planning f o r  D-Day 

contingencies. 

of jo ing  mi l i t a ry  operations and consolidates po l i c i e s  and procedures f o r  

the  development , review, approval and execution of j o i n t  

t i v e  of this planning i s  t o  provide de ta i led  ins t ruc t ions  t o  subordinates, 

f u l l y  coordinated requests t o  supporting commands and agencies, and com- 

It es tab l i shes  the  system used i n  planning and support 

plans. The ob j ec- 

prehensive da t a  f o r  use i n  evaluating the United States capabi l i ty  t o  ful-  

f i l l  s t r a t e g i c  r e spons ib i l i t i e s .  

The complete planning process begins when the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  

ass ign combat operat ional  tasks t o  unif ied and specif ied commanders. Each 

year the  J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  Plan (JSCP) assigns new tasks  or  

continues old task  assignments t o  these commanders, and they must prepare 

Operation Plans i n  eomplete Format (0-PLANS) o r  Operation Plans i n  Concept 

Format (COITPLAN). The Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  Plan a l s o  tells these 

commanders what assigned, augmentation, and supporting forces  the J o i n t  Chiefs 

of Staff  have made avai lable  f o r  planning the accomplishment of the operational 

task.  The commander analyzes the operation, prepares estimates, develops a 
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JOINT STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM (JSPS) 

JOINT DOCUMENT TIME FRAME 
SERVICE SUF ORTING P L A N  

PURPOSE ARMY NAVY MARINE CORPS AIR FORCE 

Joint Long Range 
Strategic Study 
(JLRSS) 

Long Range 
(10-20 yrs i n  
the future). 

0 Forecasts nature of 
possible conflict 

0 Anticipates Scientific 
and Technilogical 
developments l ikely 
to affect future warfare 

Army Slralegic 
Appraisal 
(A SA 1 

Navy Strategic 
Study (NSS) 
Annex B, 
Long-Range 
Guidance 

Marine Long 
Range Plan 
(MLRP) 

U S A F Planning 
Concepts (The 
Plan) 

Joint Strategic 
Objectives Plan 
(JSOP) 

Mid-Range (2-10) 
in the future) 
Vol. I-Strategy 
V o l  Il-Force 
0 b je ct i ves 

Army Stralegic 
Appraisal 
( A W  
Army Force 
Guidance 
( A W  

Navy Strategic 
Study (NSS) 
Annex A, 
Mid-Range 
Guidance 

Marine Corps 
Mid- Ran ge 
Objectives Plan 
(MM ROP) 

U S A F Planning 
Concepts (The 
Plan) 

0 Specifies basic under- 
takings for the DOD 
during the period 

0 Relates undertakings 
to resources and force 
structures required 

OOevelo s military 

Year Defense Program 
0 Translates broad 

operational require- 
ments for materiel into 
R&D objectives 

0 Provides advice to OSD 
regarding relalive 
military importance of 
R8D activities to 
support the strategic 
concept, military 
objectivies and the 
needs of the unified 
and specified commands 

0 Provides guidance to 
the services for their 
R&D planning 

0 Translates national 
objectives and 
strategic concepts 

0 Relates world-wide 
strategic problems to 
the resources currently 
avai 1 able 

rationa P e for the Five 

Part I--Lon - 
Range (1 l-fO) 
Part Il-Mid- 
Range (1-10) 
the Budget year 
plus 19 ears in 
PPBS Pl'anningl 

(ASA) 
(AFG) 
Army Long 
Range 
Technological 
Forecast 
(ALRTF) 

Navy Stralegic 
Study (NSS) 
Navy Tech- 
nological 
Projections 
(NTP) I 

(MLRP) 
(MMROP) 
(NTP) 

U S A F Planning 
Concepts (The 
Plan) 

u1 Joint Research 
,!,, and Development 
c- Objectives Document 

(JRDOD) 

Joint Strategic 
Capabilities 
Plan (JSCP) 

Short Range 
:Current Fiscal 
Year) -[the 
Budget Year in  
PPBS Planning] 

Navy 
capabilities 
Plan (NCP) 

Marine 
Capabilities 
Plan (MCP) 

U S A F War 
and Mobilization 
Plan (WMP) 

- 

Army Strategic 
C apabi 1 i l i e  s 
Plan (ASCP) 

March 1974 
Finure 5-6 
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concept of operation, and then assigns tasks and inter-Service support 

requirements t o  h i s  subordinate component commanders. 

be ab le  t o  task other  unif ied and specified commands. 

. -- 

In  some cases he may 

Two of the more important p a r t s  of the  operations plans are the 

Time-Phased Force and Deployment L i s t  (TPFDL) and the  Transportation 

Requirements L i s t  (TPTRL). The deployment list w i l l  include combat, combat 

support, and combat Service support units t o  be employed i n  executing the 

plan or  supporting its execution. 

the  highest  level for which Senice documents prescr ibe a standard composi- 

Individual forces  are usual ly  l i s t e d  a t  

t ion;  f o r  example: Army ba t ta l ion ;  Navy Commissioned ship; Marine Corps 

divis ion and separate  units down t o  and including separate  companies o r  

comparable levels; Air Force squadron. The t ransportat ion l i s t  includes 

data  f o r  each l i s t e d  u n i t  which requires  separate movement scheduling. 

It is i n t e re s t ing  t o  note  the  correlat ion between resources and plans. 

For example the Air Force, i n  response t o  the  J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  

Plan and implementing Jo in t  Operational P l a n q r e f e r s  Air Force component 

commanders of unif ied commands t o  the Air Force War an2 Fbbi l iza t ion  Plan 

which lists Air Force assets on hand and projected i n  the  Air Force current 

POM and the  current  Five-Year Defense Program. 

must depend upon the  mi l i t a ry  departments t o  make adequate forces  and equip- 

ment ava i lab le  t o  unif ied commands. The unif ied commander, responsible f o r  

f igh t ing  the w a r ,  is r e s t r i c t e d  t o  w h a t  the  various mi l i t a ry  department 

secretaries choose t o  maintain or program t o  m e e t  JCS object ive force leve ls .  

The Secretary of Defense has the f i n a l  decision on the adequacy or inadequacy 

The Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  
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of the  forces  and equipment made available.  

reviewing the  Semices '  Program Objective Memorandm and examining t h e i r  

consmance with the  J o i n t  Forces Memorandum. 

H e  accomplishes t h i s  by 

JOIMT STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM DOCXMINTS 

There are two in t e l l i gence  estimates in the  J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Planning 

System-the JIEP and the JLREID. The JIEP provides the p r inc ipa l  i n t e l l i -  

gence bas is  f o r  the  development of the JSOP, JFM, and the  mid-range period 

of the JRDOD. 

development of the  JLRSS and the  long-range period of t he  JRDOD. 

t o  t h i s  Chapter 5 contains a descr ipt ion of the seven J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  

documents t h a t  comprise the  Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  Planning System (JSPS). 

an abridgement of the descr ipt ions contained i n  the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff 

Memorandum of policy which governs t he  operation of the JSPS (12th revision-- 

23 February 1973). 

the  Services. 

The JLREID proivdes the pr inc ipa l  i n t e l l i gence  bas i s  f o r  t he  

Appendix I 

It is  

Figure 5-6 shows the. supporting plans of each of 

5-16 



c -  

,- 

,J:jIY'r LOS.~-I!.:?S(X Sl'RA'iTXXC STUM ( J L R S )  . The JLSS is designed 
t o  prociuce a source docirxnt rncind ing representative environmental 
ljrojcctions and u s c h l  aalyscs c f  trcnrjs mil re! ationships. 
tlic strategic implications of worldwide md national economic, po l i t i ca l ,  
sociql, tcchiiical, and military trends. I t  deals with national objectives, 
policies, and military constraints and relates these to world and regional 
tremls. 
focused strategic studies and to  be useful in developing military policies, 
p I a s ,  a i d  progrxs IixiTic long-rzn;i iirplications. 

I t  addressp5 

As a source docmmt ,  it is intended t o  stimulatc more sharply 

Scope. llic .ILlCS xi11 tahc i n 3  cail;idcr3ticn the JLREID and w i l l  
-_-.- 

I : i :iuw : 

t A strategic a?pnisnl of the major pol i t ical ,  ideologjcal, military, ' 

socio-ecoiioiiiic, and tedmo-scientific factors and trerlds which are 
ex-pectcd t o  i n f l u e x c  the world environment over the long term. 

t\&linistrativc hocedurcs. The J L R S S .  shall be presented ac least every 
2 years to the Jo in t  Chie'ffof Striff for approval and publicat5on by 
1 October. The document wiU be reviewed annuallv and updated as appropriate. 

J0I:IT STP&ECIC OBJECTIVES PIA4 (.TSOP]. The purpose of the JSOP 
is to advise t l ~ c  President, t he  National Security Council. and the 
Secretary cf Defense on tht ixiilitary strategy and force sfructure re- 
quired to  a t ta in  the national security objective of the United States 
and t o  provide planning guidance t o  the Chiefs of the SeMces and to  
the conananders of the unified and specified commands. 

Scope. The JSOP shall  contain the military strategy, mid-range 
military requirements, and objective force levels developed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. It sh11 consist of: Voluine I, Strategy and Force 
P l a n i n g  Guidance; and Voluiie 11, Analyses and Force Tabulations, and 
mnexcs . 

Volme I. JSOP, 8 1 - a t c , ~  and Force Planning Guidance. Volume 
1, jwp, shall cansist of n.-o parts under one cover: 
Strategy, md Part 11, Force Planning Guidmce. 
- statcmcnt of the nztioncl secwity objcctive a;?d the n i l i t a y  Ajectives 
c!crivcd tliereirczi i:? comidcration of LS national interests and 
c c - i  t:,-.nts z i d  dlc cs t  2 : x ~ w  of the tlircxt as Ccscribed i n  JIE?, Volume 
11, aspcntcil by other intelligence docuilients, zs necessay. 

PUTT, Military 
Pizrt I shall provide 

Additionally, 
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in  ccn5idtration o €  the major political, military, economic, and 
psyc!iological factors and trends likely t o  influence US military strategy, 
Part I shall provide military appraisals and strategic concepts on both 
a lsorldwide and a regional basis .  Part I1 shall contain force p l d g  
pii&xye provided by the .Toint Chiefs of Staff to the cormnanders of 
the unificd md specified comAmds and tlic Services for t he  development 
employment, and support of military forces to serve as a bridge between 
t:x strategic co:lceijt and. t i e  analyses and judgmnts essential in tlic 
pl::ix~lng proccss continuccl i n  the succeeding volume and annexes of the 
*IS)!’. 

yul~;::.~ 11, Jj~:p, r b i i r l ~ ~ c ? ~  aid Fo: ct‘ Tabulations. lrolunie I1 shall 
be bssed upon Voiw!tc I, and the Secretary of Defense’s Defease Policy and 
P l h g ,  Guidance. @PPG) 
Chiefs O f  the Setvices and the commnders of the unifw an-d. specified 
commaads, the views of the Joint Chiefs of __ Staff a8 expressed in other 
ppcrs, xbl pcrtiricnt p i  d;ulcc ;md :;tudics protridcJ t o  -the Joint Chiefs 
uf Staff. 

It shall consider the rew-datioas o€ the 

Vollrinc TI shall: 

fkwlop the tnnjor US force rccliiircrilcnts to  cxccutc the strategy for 
co7ir.g with globrrl and rcy,ionnl thrcnts in concert w i t h  al l ies ,  as 

Recommend mjor US/Frcc I k r l d  objective force levels to  execute the 
strategy within the criteria of reasonable attainability and prudent 
risks. 

0 Appraise the c q n b i l i t i c s  of major programmed forces t o  meet the 

Present the conclusions and recmendations of the Joint Chiefs of 

a Develop modernization and procurement objectives. 

Present force tabulations sharing the recommendations of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff for .the mid-range period and forces programed for each 
fiscal year i n  the Five Year Defense Program. 

an-mistent with the basic military objectives, global and regional 
a;rpraisals, and strategic concepts in Volume I and the analyses, rationale, 
and force tabulations in Volume 11; and shall  inclcdc consideration of 
analysis zp.d objective force levels for Free World Forces presented in 
Volkne 11,. Tizsc wncxcs sha l l  Frovide a basis for t’lc developnent of 
rcscarch a d  devclopmnt objectives for t h e  JRIx3D in  the functional 
areas indicated by thc i r  t i t l es .  The purpose aid scope cf the annexes 
follow ; 

threat and execute thc stratcgy. 

Staff regarding mobilization requiremmzs and planning. 

Annexes. The developlent of the JSOP annexes shall be based upon 

h e x  A, Intelligence. This annex shall be in  two payts. Pzrt 
I shall contain the major military intelligence objectives and priorit ies 
and resource planning advice. Part I1 shall contain intelligence resource 
objective recornendations and major intelligence. rescurce issues. 
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APPENDIX- I 

. h e x  B, Logistics.  This annex shall contain the logistic 
objectives t o  support ure objective force lcvcls in tlic JSP. I t  shall 
comain q y r q r i a t e  ratioilalc to  styport t he  stated logistic objectives 
nxcssnry to  provide for pcncetirne rcndiness a i d  foT support of US and 
:-:\l c c t a -  Frcc Koi-1~1 Forccs t o  rrttain US rni1itni-y objectives. 

funiex C, Suclear tkqons. This annex shall contain t%e objcctises 
m d  recomnendations on the levels of nuclear weapons, together w i t h  appropri- 
ate  ratiomlc. 

@Amex G, Macping ,  chart-, and Geodesy (MC&G). This amux 
shall be in two parts. Part I shall contain the @or MC&G objectives, 
priorities and requircmnts, and resource planning guidance. Part II shall 
contain MC&G resource objective recommdations and mor resource issues. 

* Annex 'H, Electronic Warfare (EW) . Tnis m e x  shall contain the 
E34 objectives to support the force level objectives sham in the JSOP 
and tne  s w r t j . n g  rationale upon which the EW objectives are based. Pne 
annex shall also provide EM resource planning guidance, resource objective 
rwomendatiom, and mor  source issues. 

AddrCktrative P_rocedures 

c l v  V o f u ~  I shall be prssented t o  tk Joint Chiefs 
a;i~~rsLg; i r i  t jms for ai;p'clval q d  pbli&Aon by I June. 
Lc fomanhd to the W e k  of the Services, the c o m d e r s  of the 
u*Gfied 
tribution list by 15 Jm% and t o  the Secretary of &Terse by 1 July. 

VO~UE I shall 

specined commds, and other sd&ssees shown m the dis- 

9 V o l w  U, Analyses and Force Tabulations. V o l m  LI shall be 
presented to   ti-^ Joint Chiefs of Staff annually for ~DD- and - _  
publication by 23 bcexber. . 
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~ c h i n i s t r r t l + e  Procedures. The Joint Chiefs of Staff' will p m l g a t e  
guidelhes i n  suiYicie-nt tire t o  penxiit the Serv:ces to  provide 
appropriate h p u t s  to. L!e JFM. The JFM and its lamexes shall be presented 
a n n u d l y  t o  the J o h t  Chiefs of Staff' i n  time for approval and publlcztior, 
fn accordance with the Pmgran43iidget Revicw Schedule published for each 
calendar year by the Secretary of Defense. 

JOINT SIRATEGIC CAPA3ILZEES PLAN (JSCP) 

Tfie purpose of the JSCP is to  provlde @dance t o  the commders of 
the unif'ied and snecified c o m d s  and t ie  Chiefs of the Torvices for the 
accamp%hent o e  military tasks, based on projected military capabilities 
and conditions, for the short-range period. 

national security objective and the Sasic riEtxy ;bject.ivc?s deriw.1 
thereflam. This concept sndll be based on: projected avai lable  forms, 
and Volume I of the JSOP, as d f i e d  by the  strategy @dance issued by 
the Secretary of Defense. 
Fntelligence includj-n.; essential elernents of informtion (EEJ), ana t5s 
development or' plans.  The JSCP shall consist cf: V o l w  I - Concc;;, 
T ~ s k s ,  and Plarmlng G u i m c r ;  Velum II - Forces; and the annexes. 

Scope. '@le JSCP shall provide the strategic cn-c?Ft t o  s:qport t:?e 

It shall provide guidance on forces,  logistics,  

V o l w  I s h a :  

* Camprise tne basic plan and contain the national security objeczive 

O P r e s e n t  global and regional appraisals of the mjor factors likely 

Q Provide military. strategic concepts which apply worldwide and 

- _  . 
and basic wilitay cbJectives derived therefbm. 

t o  affect US Interests and t o  influence US strateg.  

rrrllitxy strate,gic concepts for each of the rrajor regions correspndhg 
generally to the  unlfied c o m d  areas. 

e Set fcrtb force capabilities. 

O h s i g n  taslcs to  the curmaxiern sf the  unified and specified conrands 
and, wilere apprcpriate, specify for each task #e type of plan required. 
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A l i s t ing  of forces and m t e r i e l  shoi.tfdls, indicating those 
considered c r i t i c a l  md specific reasons therefor. 

.An estimate of the added risk incurred throu& force shortfalls ,  
an estbats of the  threat level for w i c h  availzble forces are considered 
adequste, ma, if q?ropriate, recoxmended changes in tasks. 

@Provide guidance for  the developmnt of tlmphased force and deploy- 
m n t  lists for  o?erZ+,io2 plans which a-e prepared i n  complete f o m t .  
Forces listed s h d l  mt exceed: 

V o l m  I1 shal l :  

OIde.rltiQ the forces for plmm for  the developmt of oper.2tion 
plans. 

O C i t e  Sert-icc clocx?-mts mailable tn aid In  detemining, for  plaMFng 
puqmses, the avai . laSi l i ty  of forces not specifically shown i n  Vo lm 
I1 or the m ? x c s .  
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APPENDIX -1 

o P.nr,ex 3, LxLstf::. '&is -meu shLall provide logistic plannlng 
wdance and skill contain, as an appendix, s ta temnts  by the Services 
as t o  t h e i r  caI;abilltg totsupport the forces identified in V o l m  11. 
The ikfense Stipply &xicy may provide a similar statement of its capabili ty 
t o  support tie Services during the JSCP period. 

Amex C, TJuclem. TNs m e x ,  together rdth the National S t ra tegc :  
Targeting and Attack Policy, shall provide guidmce for  the employmt or' 
nuclear trsagcns md f c r  the p R p a r a t i m  and coordination of capabi l i t ies  
plans t o  accap l i sh  nuclear weapon associated tasks assigned in the JSC?. 

Prnex D, Psvc!!o!olo.ical 0oemtlor.s (PSYOP) . 'This armex shall prov2aJo 
guidance ar'd asslgn tasks for the platming and conduct of PSYOP, inclui'ir-5 
pzopaganda ac t iv i t ies ,  Ln si tuat ions short of and during open hostili",iss. 
Tne annex t 3 l i  es ta l ish PSYGP oojectivss, pmvick pluullng guidance, 
icent i ry  the ?'S':3F ;"orces of each Servicey and specl,^y tasks sppUc&.le t o  
tk c o i i i w s  of t k  a i i f i ed  and sgecified cc:x~m& and the Nilltary 
Services. 

6 kxex 2, hccm-mticxd. !:!>wfzr+ (tT .. . . This m e x  shall provide 
gyic!ace a d  zsim tasks for tne planning and coEduct of UW operatio:.ls 
in  suFport sf tl:c bysic cbJectives a!J t z d s  estzbbiished in Volune I: 
~ m e x  W e l l  ider.tlD LN cbjectives aid resources, establisn p l a m  
gAdmce, m d  spt?cin tzstcs applicable t o  the w i f i e d  and specified 
c o ~ d s  and the Military Services. 

?*;E 

and shall indcate the capabili t ies of the DOD MC&G camunity to  suppolz 
projected military cmditions durim the JSCP tirefram. 
tasks shall be assirTed t o  W D  MChG e l a n t s  by Annex G. 

In addition, XCLG 
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-Pzssible  effects of nwlezr attack f o r  use in: 

Prepvation of plans and procedures for recovery and re- 
constitution of US Forces and resources. 

Civil defense preattack requiremnta and postattack 
-- 

capabilities. 

Mlita?? participation i n  support of c i v l l  defense. 
Annex I, Commlcations-Electronics. 2M.s m e x  shaU provide 

.guidance t o  the coxmnders of unified aqd specified cormunds, the  Chiefs, 
of the Services, 2nd Directors of Defense aigencies, as appropriate, for 
the accovlishment of milltay C-E tasks, based on projected ndUtaqy 
c a p A i l i t i e s  m d  corditions for  the JSCP the period. 

+A-L?x K, COW- mi? Decmticn. TNs m?ex s h a l l  provide ,didme and 
assign tab for  ths plam-i.ng and conduct of, and the developmnt of 
ca?aSilities for,  cover and deception aper2tians i n  support of the basic 
o5jectives and tasks established In Velure I. 

a k r m x  L, C i v i l  Xfiirs. This annex shall provide guidance and tasks 
to the c o m & e r s  of unified and spccified c m d s  and t o  the Military 
Scrv-iccs i‘or -&e p h ~ i  =id canduct of c i v i l  affairs opemtions. 

LA UdjeLLivds ,  est&Usli plXzil i lg  GLUXIC~, and ~pt?clfy U I O S ~  EN whkh 
a r ~  wplic&le t o  t!i* commaerj of cn~? unified and specified ccaTlIIIslIlcls and 
t o  the Mlitary Services. 
k i m l n i s  tm ti ve F ’ P o c ~ ~ u w : ~ ~  

Tne JSCP shal3 bc reviewed annuallp.8nd published by the J o h t  

e V ~ l u n x :  I an6 V d U E  fI reviewed annually, by 31 J a U S V .  

*’;he armexes shall be mvi.ewed annually i n  conJuncfion with the 
clcvclopmr~t of Voluw I. ‘ihc S i x c t o r  responsible for prepamtion of 
an m e x  w i l l ,  in cocj:dlnation with the Services, determine whether 
revision of the arlncx is requimi.  Revised annexes all be subatted 
for ’approval as soon as possible but not later than 45 days foUC%dJlg 
approval of Volune I. 

mefs of Staff bi-aIXIlI.aally 02 as provided below: 

The forces identified In Volufie T I  shall be supported by joint 
strategic mvemnt capabi l i ty  analysis which w l l l  be issued separately. 
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'he JSCP shall be revised between cycles as necessary when events or 
change dictate. ReVrsion necessary t o  update the JSCP and its annexes 
shall be p r o d g a t e d  i n  the form of page changes or, when the situation 
qui res - ,  by ness=@. The directorate/agency responsible for the prepara- 
tion and publication of the JSCP v o l m s  and annexes is responsible for 
iss- ugdate changes.. 

J O I "  FZSrAYCH AHD DEVELOEEJT OBTEcfIVEs D33BEXTS (JRCQD) 

?he purpose of the JRwn is t o  translate t h e b m d  s t r a t e d c  
impUcations of US military capabilities projected in W S ,  the strategic  
appi-aiszl m.d concept, objective force levels, and f'unctioml area 
rttw-iremnts of t?te JS3P l n t o  research and develoment (E€&) objectives 

S C C ~ P .  -- 

o R & D  objectives which are responsive t o  the strategy and force 

The J X O D  sha l l  ccnsider the JIEP, JLRXD, and applicable 
intell ipnce aid shall contain: 

rpconmnd3ticns th3 JmP. 

@Rationale t o  s u p ~ o r t  the R&D objectives mcomnded. 

Administrative Procedures 

Guidelines. Recommendations concerning R&D matters shall be poo- 
vided by the  commanders of unified and specified commands and the 
Chiefs of the Services. 
promulgate spec i f ic  instruct ions for these submissions in  a memorandum 
en t i t l ed  "Guidelines f o r  the Development of JRDOD FY 
JRDOD from the  caaPandere of the unified and specified commands and' the  
Chiefs sf the SrrPices are required by 1 October. 

By 1 August, the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff w i l l  

." Inputs t o  

The JEUIOD s h a l l  be presented t o  the  Joint Chiefs of Staff f o r  approval 
and publication by 15 January. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

The pos i t ion  of Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) w a s  es tabl ished through 

the National Security A c t  of 1947 i n  order t o  promote uni f ica t ion  within 

the  armed services. Further modifications were made in 1949. For almost 

150 years p r io r  t o  t h i s  Act, the  two mi l i ta ry  departments-lumy and Navy-- 

had evolved as separate  and d i s t i n c t  e n t i t i e s ,  each looking d i r ec t ly  t o  the 

President f o r  leadership i n  l inking foreign pol icy and mi l i ta ry  planning. 

United States experience during World War I1 had provided s t rong impetus 

f o r  change, and between 1947 and 1958, several  reorganizations occurred 

t h a t  moved the Services toward a more integrated defense s t ruc ture .  

The Secretary 's  authori ty  was appreciably strengthened through the  

Defense Reorganization A c t  of 1958 i n  tha t  the  Departments of the Army, 

N a v y ,  and Air Force w e r e  no longer required by l a w  t o  be administered sepa- 

ra te ly .  

the Department of Defense. As a r e s u l t ,  he can take actions to  improve 

effect iveness ,  e f f ic iency ,  and economy i n  Department administration and 

operation, including t ransfer r ing ,  reassigning, abolishing, and consolidating 

functions. 

designed t o  p revmt  a r b i t r a r y  readjustment i n  the  rnil-ttarv n n t f t h l - R s h ~ n t .  

exception requires  t h a t  no Defense Department function establ ished by l a w  

s h a l l  be subs tan t ia l ly  changed unt i l  the f i r s t  30 calendar days of continuous 

session of Congress have expired following the da te  on which the  Secretary 

The A c t  gave the Secretary "direction, authori ty ,  and control" over 

However, there  i s  one major exception t o  t h i s  au thor i ty  which is 

Thi 
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reports-pertinent details of the actions to be taken to the Armed Services 

Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

an opportunity for Congressional veto. 

In effect it provides 

The Secretary's role--under the President and with the Secretary of 

State--of making and implementing national security policies gives him vast 

influence. 

for determining the military strength necessary to achieve defense objectfires, 

and for procuring and maintaining this strength as efficientlv and economi- 

cally as possible. 

Re is responsible for relating defense policy to national policy, 

As the head of the Department of Defense, the Secretary of Defense 

actually maintains two separate lines of authority (see Figure 6-1). 

establishes control over combat forces, and the other over support forces. 

The Secretary shapes the defense program and manages the Department through 

an institutional process known as the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 

System (PPBS) which was established in 1961. 

prcvides for an orderly progression from national security objectives, 

through development of strategy, force requirements, force structure and 

programs, to budget preparation, execution, and review. More detail on this 

System, is provided in Chapter 11. 

One 

Each phase is interlocked and 

The Secretary is assisted in administering the Department by a Deputy 

Secretary of Defense who acts for, and exercises the powers of, the Secretary 

of Defense. 

of the Secretary of Defense which represents the Staff offices of the 

Assistant Secretaries, Directors, and General Counsel. 

The Deputy Secretary essentially manages the work of the Office 
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Control Combat Over Forces 

The Secretary 's  operational cont ro l  over combat forces  flows through 

the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  t o  the  commanders of the  following eight  unif ied 

and specif ied combat commands tha t  provide an integrated system of land, 

sea, and a i r  forces  worldwide: 

Alaskan Command 
At lan t ic  Command 
Continental A i r  

European Command 
Pac i f ic  Command 
Readiness Counnand 
Southern Command 
St ra teg ic  A i r  

Defense Command 

Command 

Unified 
Unified 

Unified 
Unified 
k i f  ied 
Unified 
Unified 

Spec i f  ied 

With t h i s  authori ty ,  the Secretary makes decisions and i ssues  memoranda 

regarding threat appra isa l ,  s t ra tegy,  and force s t ructure .  The Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff  do not command forces  o r  e s t ab l i sh  na t iona l  policy with 

respect t o  mi l i t a ry  force  levels, but a s . t h e  pr incipal  mi l i t a ry  advisory 

to  the  President,  they do make recommendations on such matters. A more 

de ta i led  discussion of the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff i s  provided i n  Chapter 5 .  

Control Over Support Forces 

The Secretary's  administrative cont ro l  over support forces  and l o g i s t i c a l  

matters flows through the c i v i l i a n  Secretaries of the mi l i t a ry  Departments 

(Amy, Navy, and A i r  Force) t o  the n i l i t a r y  Service Chiefs (Army, Navy, 

Marine Corps, A i r  Force). With t h i s  authori ty ,  he makes decis ions and 

i ssues  memoranda regarding resource programming t o  support the force  s t ruc ture ,  

- -  

materiel  acquis i t ion,  and budgeting fo r  annual funds t o  support defense programs. 
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Itis through these non-combat force functions that the weapons or war are 

provided for the combat forces. Since the Service Chiefs are a l s o  members 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, their duties to that Joint organization take 

precedence. 

for the administrative functions of their respective Services. 

This requires some delegation of’authority to their Vice Chiefs 
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CHAPTER 7 

UNITED STATES ARMY 

,- 

I 

INTRODUCTION 

The l e g a l  bas i s  f o r  the  United S ta tes  Army i s  set fo r th  i n  T i t l e  

10, United S ta tes  Code, Section 3062 (a) and (b) which states: 

"(a) It is  the  intent of Congress to  provide an 
Army t h a t  i s  capable, i n  conjunction with the  
other  armed forces ,  of- 

(1.) preserving the  peace and secur i ty  and 
providing f o r  the  defense of the  United 
S ta tes ,  the  Te r r i t o r i e s ,  Commonwealths, 
and possessions, and any areas occupied by 
the  United States:  

(2) supporting the  n a t i o n a l  pol ic ies ;  
(3) implementing the nat ional  object ives;  and 
(4)  overcoming any nat ions responsible fo r  
aggressive acts that imperil  the peace and 
secur i ty  of t he  United States .  

"(b) In general ,  the  Army, within the  Department of 
the Army, includes land combat and service forces  and 
such av ia t ion  and water t ransport  as may be organic 
therein.  It shall be organized, t ra ined,  and equipped 
primarily f o r  prompt and sustained combat incident  t o  
operations on land. It is responsible for the  
preparation of land forces  necessary f o r  the e f f ec t ive  
prosecution of war except as otherwise assigned, and 
i n  accordance with integrated joint mobilization plans,  
f o r  the  expansion of t he  peacetime components of the 
Army t o  meet the needs of war." 

The Army's most basic  mission, therefore ,  i s  combat operations on 

land. In  order t o  successful ly  accomplish this, forces  in the  f i e l d  are 

organized i n t o  u n i t s  t h a t  perform combat, combat support, and combat 

service support functions. This is re fer red  t o  as a "balanced f i e l d  

force. If 
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ORGANIZATION Of THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

I CHIEF OF STAFF 
YlCl  C I Y U  0) S l l l l  

SlClllAll 01 IlUYl S I U I  
LI*,l..l *a C U I  
I ,*"I 

Figure 7-1 



- -  

/- 

The Amy organizes its combat forces  i n  t e rns  of f i v e  types of 

d iv is lons  - in fan t ry ,  armored, mechanized infan t ry ,  airborne,  and 

airmobile - which can be t a i lo red  t o  spec i f ic  b a t t l e f i e l d  requirements. 

For example, a divis ion is  formed by adding a varying number and mixture 

of combat ba t t a l ions  having these f i v e  functions.  Eowever, an armored 

d iv is ion  w i l l  usual ly  have mre tank ba t t a l ions  than mechanized infan t ry  

ba t ta l ions  while a mechanized i c fan t ry  d iv is ion  w i l l  have a grea ter  

proportion of mechanized infan t ry  ba t ta l ions .  An in fan t ry  d iv is ion  

w i l l  consis t  predominantly of in fan t ry  ba t ta l ions  with some tank and 

mechanized infan t ry  ba t t a l ions  as necessary. 

. -- 

The A m y ' s  peacetime 

forces  cur ren t ly  

f o r  these forces  

Organization- I/  

consis t  of 13 1/3 active d iv is ions  

t h a t  major weapon systems &e acquired. 

and i t  is  primarily 

Because Army Readquarters i s  organized along funct ional  l ines ,  several  

d i f f e ren t  o f f i c e s  have management r e spons ib i l i t i e s  associated with 

acquiring major systems. However, the degree of r e spons ib i l i t y  va r i e s  

with the o f f i c e ,  and each o f f i c e  will have r e spons ib i l i t i e s  other than 

those spec i f i ca l ly  re la ted  t o  major systems. 

communication i s  required t o  ensure t h a t  requirements are properly defined 

and systems properly acquired. 

Extensive coordination and 

The Army Organization chart shown i n  Figure 7-1 includes the  

Headquarters o f f i ces  and 16 major f i e l d  commands. 

commands -- U.S. Army, Alaska; U.S. Army, Europe; U.S. Army, Pacif ic ;  

Six of the  major 

1/ - See Appendix I fo r  Ju ly  1974 reorganizations plans. 
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U.S.  Amy Forces Southern 

, and U.S. Army A i r  Defense 

(f ight ing forces)  and are 
._ 

Command; U.S.  Army Forces Readiness Command; 

Command -- are considered "Tactical Commands" 

Army components of the respect ive unif ied commands - 
U.S. Alaskan Command, U.S. European Command, U.S. Pac i f ic  Command, 

U . S .  Southern Command, U.S. Readiness Command, and Continental A i r  Defense 

Command -- t ha t  a r e  under the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  operat ional  command. 

The remaining 10 major Arny commands are considered "Functional Conunands" 

(providing forces)  because of the  supporting r o l e  they play. 

Mission Areas 

Army mission areas are not spec i f i ca l ly  

which make up the broad land combat mission. 

which'approach an understanding of what could be viewed as mission areas. 

One is through the  branch s t ruc ture ,  and another is a means of grouping 

system requirements. 

categorized as t o  the  p a r t s  

W e  found only  two ways 

Branch nanes are used t o  ident i fy  personnel and u n i t s  trained i n  the  

pr inc ipa l  functions associated with that branch. 

framework f o r  developing and adapting weapons, t a c t i c s ,  arid techniques 

within the balanced f i e l d  force.  Branches can be c l a s s i f i ed  i n t o  two 

groups - basic  and special .  

categories.  

and combat support. 

are d i r e c t l y  involved i n  the  conduct of actual f igh t ing  while the combat 

support arms provide operat ional  ass i s tance  t o  the  combat arms. 

represent those branches primarily concerned with providing combat service 

support and/or adminis t ra t ive support. 

They a l so  provide a 

They can a l so  be grouped i n t o  "ams and service" 

Arms represent those branches primarily concerned with combat 

The combat arms are those branches whose o f f i c e r s  

Services 

Figure 7-2 shows these relat ionships .  
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Another way of v i sua l iz ing  Army mission areas i s  i n  terms 

e -  

,- 

of how system requirements are grouped. For example, when a required 

operat ional  capabi l i ty  for  a weapon system i s  establ ished,  i t  w i l l  be 

assigned t o  one of the "functional areas" shown in Figure 7-3. These 

areas are used as a convenient management device by the  Assistant Chief 

of Staff  f o r  Force Development who has the  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  receiving,  

processing, and recording requirements documents. 

Major Acquisitions 

As of June 30, 1973, the  Army had 22 major systems under development 

with a t o t a l  estimated program cost. of $23.4 b i l l i o n  (see Figure 7-4). 

These systems w e r e  subject  t o  spec ia l  management procedures including 

review by the Army System Acquisition Review Council (ASARC) which is 

discussed later i n  this Chapter. [Although not considered developmental 

acquis i t ions by the  Army, and not managed as a major systemsby the  Amy 

o r  the  Office of the  Secretary of Defense in the  sense t h a t  an ASARC 

and a Defense System Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) review would 

be expected, the Department of Defense inventory of major acquis i t ions  

l i s t e d  13  addi t ional  systems with a t o t a l  estimated program cost of 

$7.2 b i l l i o n  (see Figure 7-5). These systems e s sen t i a l ly  represented 

follow-on quant i ty  purchases, even though some research, development, 

test, and evaluation funds were programmed for  product improvenentsl- 1/ 

In addi t ion t o  the Secretary of Defense criteria for a major system 

contained i n  DOD Direct ive 5000.1, a system can st i l l  be considered 

- 1/ The 35 systems (22+ 13) d i f f e r s  from the  31 shown in Chapter 2 because 
5 addi t iona l  systems were l i s t e d  by the  Army as major acquis i t ions  
(Figure 7-4) and 2 systems l i s t e d  i n  the  OSD inventory were grouped as 
1 by the Army, 
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ARMY INVENTORY OF 22 W O R  ACQUISITIONS 
AS OF JUYE 3 0 ,  1973 

SHORT 
TITLE - 

* SAM-D 
* UTTAS 
* MICV 
* XM-1 
-i- AAH 
SAFEGUARD 
LANCE 
IMPROVED HAWK 
HLH 
ARSV 
DRAGON 
TACFIRE 
STINGER 
BUSHMASTER 
n1-198 
PERSHING 11 
TOS 

AN/TPQ 37 
CLGP 
HELLFIRE 
S HOUD 

NAVSTAR - GPS 

TITLE - 
Surface to Air Missile Development 
Utility Tactical Transport Aircratt System 
Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle 
New Army Battle Tank 
Advanced Attack Helicopter 
Sateguard Detense System/Site Defense 
MGM-52C LANCE Missile System 
HAWK Improvement Program 
Heavy Lift He 1 i cop ter 
Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle 
Medium Antitank Assault Weapon 
Tactical Fire Direction System 
Man Portable Air Defense System 
Vehicle Rapid Fire Weapons System - Successor 
Howitzer, Towed , 155MM 
PERSHING 11 Missile System 
Tactical Operations System 
Navstar - Global Positioning System 
Artillery Locating Radar 
Canon Launched Guided Projectile 
Heliborne Fire and Forget Missile 
Short Range Air Defense System 

PROGPAY ESTIMATE 
(mi 11 ions 1 

$ 4,481.8 
2 , 3 2 5 . 7  

2 5 2 . 2  
3 , 0 4 0 . 5  
1 , 8 0 0 . 2  
6 , 3 3 7 . 9  

921 .4  
7 7 3 . 7  
1 8 9 . 9  
2 4 4 . 3  
5 6 0 . 1  
2 7 2 . 6  
4 8 4 . 8  
26.'-. 2 
1 4 3 . 6  
L68.6 

4 5 . 6  $/ 
3 7 . 2  s/ 

1 7 2 . 0  
78.8  s/ 
16.0 $/ 

4 4 3 . 0  

Total Estimated Program Costs .$ 2 3 , 3 5 6 . 1  b /  

* The Army reters to these systems as the "5ig Five" because their 
capabilities and functions are considered central to the Army's 
combat mission. 

- a/ Procurement requirements to be determined at a later date 
- b/ Includes Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation: Procurement; 

and Military Construction Appropriations 

Source: Oftice o t  the Assistant Chief of Staff f o r  Force Development 

Figure 7-4 
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OTHER ARMY MAJOR ACQUISITIOITS* 
AS OF JUNE 30, 1973 

TITLE - 
Tank, M60Al 
Tank, M60AlE2 
Recovery Vehicle, M578 
Tube-Launched, Optically-Tracked, Wire Guided 

Huey Cobra Helicopter (AH-1G) 
Airplane, Utility Or-X) 
Army Tactical Communication System (ATACS) 
Automatic Digital Network (AUTODIN) 
Truck, 2 1/2 ton 
Truck, 1/4 ton 
Truck, Goer, 8 ton 
Truck, 22 1/2 ton 
Rifle,Ml6Al 

Antitank Missile (TOW) 

PROGRAM ESTIMATE 
(millions) 

$ 1,720.1 
406.8 
1 6 4 . 9  a/ 

825.3 
468.0 
75.8 
965.4 
218.2 

1,278.3 a/ 
581.5 zl 
82.2 2,' 

338.0 a/ 
77.7 21 

Total Estimated Program Costs $7,202.2 b/ 

* These acquisitions were not subject tonormal ASARC or DSARC 
management procedures, and were therefore not managed by the Army 
or the Office of the Secretary of Defense as major developmental 
systems. 

- a/ Research, development, test, and evaluation costs not separately 
identifiable. 

- b/ Includes both Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation and 
Procurement Approprfatlons 

Source: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 

Figure 7-5 
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major within the Army depending upon how the A m y  views: 

--the significance of the added operational capability; 

--the level of interest, such as Congressional, Secretary 
of Defense, Secretary of the Army, or Army Chief of Staff; 

--overall resource impact; 

--the relationship t o  other programs and materiel developers; 

-the necessity fo r  cooperation with other Defense Departmental 
components and allied governments; or 

--the development r i s k s  and system complexity. 
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Changes i n  Materiel Acquisition Documents 

Recently the Army made two s igni f icant  changes i n  t h e i r  materiel 

acquis i t ion  documents. Consequently when searching f o r  such documents, 

older  ones may be found, and obsolete terminology may occasionally be 

used. This sect ion h ighl ights  these changes. 

The Materiel Keed (NN) concept, established i n  1971, included an 

assortment of documents with a s ingle  format t o  set f o r t h  requirements fo r  

new or improved materiel. 

devoted t o  document processing experienced under the preceeding Qual i ta t ive 

Materiel Requirement (PP.) concept which included a series of d i f f e ren t  

documents. 

This concept vas intended t o  reduce the time 

. In 1972, t he  Required Operational Capabili ty (ROC) concept superceded 

the  Materiel Need concept, and is the  current  method used in describing 

new o r  improved system requirements. 

system acquis i t ion  policy revis ions which were designed t o  shorten t h e  

overa l l  t i m e  spent i n  generating requirenents and developing sys t em I and 

t o  firing top-level Army managers in to  the  decision process a t  key points  

i n  a system's l i f e  cycle. 

This change was a p a r t  of major 

A list of Army materiel acquis i t ion  documents under the  present ,  

previous, and old concepts is  shown i n  Figure 7-6. 

IDEXTIFYING TBE NEED 

Major system acquis i t ions  must be based upon iden t i f i ab le  "needs", 

t h a t  i s ,  i n  order t o  j u s t i f y  developing o r  producing a system, a need 

statement should iden t i fy  a problem and provide evidence t o  explain 
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ARMY NATERIEL ACOUISITTON DOCUMENTS 

PRESENT ROC CONCEPT 

IC0 - Operational 
Capability Objective 

LOC - Required 
Operational 
Capability 

fP - Development Plan 

FP - Concept Formulation 
TOD-Trade-off Deter- 

mi na t ion 
TOA-Trade-Oft Analysis 
BTA-Best Technical 

Approach 
COEA-Cost and Operational 

Eftectiveness 
Analysis 

Package 

I1 iniinat ed 
~~ ~ 

:ARDS - Catalog or Approved 
Requirements 
Documents 

PREVIOUS MN CONCEPT 

OCO - Operational 
TDPMN - Initial Dratt Proposed Meteriel Need 
DPMN - Dratt Proposed Materiel Need 
PMN,TP - Proposed Materiel Need w/Technical Plan 
MN,TP - Materiel Need w/Technical Plan 
MN(PI) - Materiel Need (Product Improvement) 
MN(A) - Materiel Need (Abbreviated) 
ADP - Advanced Development Plan 
SDP - System Development Plan 
DPMN(ED1 - Dratt Proposed Materiel Need 
PMN(ED) - Proposed Materiel Need 
MN(ED) - Materiel Need (Engineering Development) 
PMMP - Project Manager Master Plan 
CFP - Concept Formulation Package 

Capabi 1 i ty Objective 

(Engineering 'Development 1 

(Engineering Development) 

TOD - Trade-off Determination 
TOA - Trade-off: Analysis 
BTA - Best Technical Approach 
COEA - Cost and Operational Eftectiveness 

Analysis 

MN(P) - Materiel Need (Production) 
CDOG - Combat Development Objectives Guide 

Figure 7-6 

OLD QMR CONCEPT 

OCO - Operational 
Capability Objective 

QMDO - Qualitative 
Materiel Development 
Objective 

QMR - Qualitative Materiel 
Requirement 

SDR - Small Development 
Requirement 

ADO - Advanced Development 
Objective 

SDP - System Development 
Plan 

QMA - Qualitative Materiel 
Approach 

CDOG - Combat Development 
Objectives Guide 



1 
I 

MEANS /BASIS 

The Army Planning 
System 

The Combat 
Deve 1 opmen t 
Function 

The Army Study 
P r ogr arn 

Research and 

Combat Experience 

Individual or 

Obsolesence and 

Development 

&Field Exercises 

Group Ideation 

Old-Age 

SCFEME FOR IDENTIFYING NEEDS 

DESCRIPTION 

A resource management function designec 
to determine in advance how the Army 
will carry out its roles and missions 

The task ot  formulating concepts, 
doctrine, organization, and materiel 
objectives and requirements for 
employing Army forces 
A means of seeking alternative 
solutions and new approaches to 
pro b 1 ems 

A means of: developing materiel to . 

meet operational requirements 
Deficiencies are recognized 

Ideas originated informally or 
spontaneously 
Evolutionary materiel improvement 

SELECTED PRODUCTS 
USED/WORK PERFORMED , RESULT 
-Intelligence data 
-Threat analysis 
-Army Strategic Appraisal 
-Army Force Guidance 
-Army Force Program 
-Army Capabilities Plan 
-Land combat studies 
-Operational Capa bi 1 i t y 

Objectives 

-Specitic studies 
-Priority Areas of 

-Threat analysds 
-Army Long-Range 

-Ac tua 1 experience 

Concern 

Technological Forecast 

-Huntan thought ~ 

, NEEDS 

ARE 

IDENTIFIED 

-Research, development * 
studies, analyses 

'RANSITION 

LEQUI. REMEN? 

ARE 

ISTABLISHEC 

&! 

LEQUIRED 

)PER AT I ONAL 

:APA BIL I TY 

(ROC 1 

)OCUMErJT 

'REPARED 

Figure 7-7 
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a so lu t ion  should be sought. Once a need is known, it can be reduced to 

a "requirement" designed t o  express what should be developed. 

The Army is responsible f o r  ident i fying its own needs, and needs 

f o r  weapons must always be r e l a t ed  t o  ac tua l  or  po ten t i a l  enemy threa ts .  

Nevertheless, technological advancements, and equipment approaching 

obsolescence o r  old-age are f ac to r s  that can a l so  create needs. Sometimes 

needs might be s a t i s f i e d  i n  ways other  than through acquiring major weapon 

systems, such as by using d i f f e r i n g  force  levels o r  mixes, o r  by changing 

doctr ine o r  tactics. However, when the need for a new o r  improved 

weapon system capabi l i ty  is ident i f ied ,  the  requirement t o  s a t i s f y  

t h i s  need could r e s u l t  i n  the  development of a new system, o r  a qua l i t a t ive  

modification t o  an ex is t ing  system. 

- 

Figure 7-7 and the  top ics  i n  t h i s  sec t ion  highl ight  various means i n  

which the Army e i t h e r  i d e n t i f i e s  its needs f o r  major systems o r  es tab l i shes  

a foundation upon which ideas  can orginate.  

intended t o  be ne i ther  all inclusive because of other  ways to i den t i fy  

needs f o r  which w e  may be unaware, nor mutually exclusive because of the 

in t e r r e l a t ionsh ip  among them. 

and formal tasks, but it is par t i cu la r ly  important EO recognize t h a t  

spontaneous and informal ideat ion by individuals  o r  groups may be j u s t  

as prevalent,  i f  not dominant. Although not discussed below, actual 

combat experience, combat simulation during f i e l d  exercises, and aging 

or  obsolete  equipment are other  means contr ibut ing t o  needs ident i f ica t ion .  

The means discussed are 

Each topic  tends t o  protray methodical 

The Army Planning System 

As the  f i r s t  p'nase of 

Army planning impacts upon 

the planning, programming, and budgeting system, 

ident i fying needs f o r  major systems i n  the  
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t -  

sense t h a t  i t  addresses the  development of na t iona l  mi l i t a ry  s t ra tegy ,  

policy,  force object ives  and capab i l i t i e s ,  and resource requirements in 

carrying out  Army r o l e s  and missions. 

bas i s  upon which the  Army Staff can manage Army a f f a i r s  f o r  the Chief of 

Staff  i n  both the short-and mid-range period - t h a t  is, from a current  

year up t o  10 y e a r s  i n  the future.  

assistance t o  the Secretary of t he  Army. 

The Planning System provides a 

It a l so  provides mi l i t a ry  advice and 

Intell igence/Threat Support 

The Army generally relies upon Defense In te l l igence  Agency documents 

(see Chapter 4) t o  provide bas ic  in te l l igence  and th rea t  data.  

some addi t iona l  t h rea t  ana lys i s  is performed. by the Staft within the Office 

of the Assistant Chief ot Staff for Intelligence (ACST) and published in 

the  Army Stra teg ic  Appraisal document (described below). Eiasically, 

i t  is a r e i t e r a t i o n  of the  Defense In te l l igence  Agency mid-range data, 

but t a i lo red  f o r  Army users.  

Bowever, 

The Army has a requirement f o r  de ta i led  long-range th rea t  project ions 

based upon the  da ta  contained i n  the  Jo in t  Chiefs of S ta f f ,  Jo in t  Long- 

Range Estimative In te l l igence  Document (JLREID). The ACSI is  a l s o .  

publhhing  t h e  Army Long-Range Environmental Project ion (&REP) which 

provides information on the  p o l i t i c a l ,  economic, and SOCM environment. 

This document provides a base from which mid-and long-range project ions 

can be made. 

tension of &REP and w i l l  address conf l i c t  s i t ua t ions  and force  data  

pr inc ipa l ly  i n  the  mid-range period. ATAD has replaced the Army Analysis 

of In te l l igence  (~ULI) Volume 111 which previously addressed the threa t  i n  

the long-range period. 

The Army Threat Analysis Document (ATAD) w i l l  be an ex- 
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BASIC ARMY PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

-Develops deLailed approved active Army torce structure (troop list) a .d manpower 
programs for current and budget years 

-Identities Array Reserve Component iorce structure in detail 
-Projects asset demands and availability to assess the capability to support forces 
-Presents activation, inactivation, reorganization, and deployment schedules 

RELATED 
TIME RESPONSIBLE JCS 

Short- 
range 
( 0-2 
years) 

DOCUMENT - CONTENTS/PURPOSE ,PERIOD 
ARNY STRATEGIC APPRAISAL (ASA) I 
-The basic planning document regarding strategy - organized on both a worldwide 
and regi onul basis 
-Contains national security interests, objectives, and policies including 
regionally-oriented appraisals, strategic concepts, and military objectives 

-Provides Army views on military policies and strategy based on Presidential, 
National Security Counci 1, and Detense pronouncenients 

Mid- 
range 

years) 
(3-10 

-Provides threat analysis and identities intelligence gaps I 
ARMY FORCE GUIDANCE (AFG) 
-Contains guidance tor developing ohjective force levels and resource requirements Mid- 

range I (3-10 
to carry out: national strategy, based on the ASA document. Detense Policy and 
Planning Guidance, and Joint Strategic Objectives Plan I 
-Provides input to Joint Strategic Objectives Plan I1 . I years 1 

ARMY FORCE PROGRAM ( A F P )  I 

Supports Lhe Army budget request throughout the budpet cycle I 
ARMY CAPABILITIES PLAN (ACP) 
-Provides administtti tive and operational guidance tor employing/supporting torces 
-Reflects specific tasks and capabilities attainable within existing programs and 

-Assigns tasks to major Army comntands 
-Documents active Army forces available to carry out operation plans, including 

-Provides guidance tor persdnnel, intelligence, logistics, and special operations 
-Outlines t h e  Ariny's concept of, and role  in, security assistance 

budget limitations 

ntobi lization schedule and plans tor developing torces 

Short- 
range 
(0-2 
years) 

OFFICE 

DCSOPS 

DCSOPS 

ACSFOR 

DCSOPS 

DOCUMENT 

JSOP I 

JSOP I1 

None 

-- 

JSCP 

Source: Ariny Regulation 1-1 

Figure 7-8 
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The In t e l l i gence  Threat Analysis Detachment (ITAD) provides t h r e a t  

-- 
analys is  support t o  high v i s i b i l i t y  s tud ies  a t  the  Army Staff  level and 

to. other  s tud ies ,  within t h e  limits of its resources. Beyond t h i s ,  

ITAD provides guidance, support, and supervision t o  other Army threat 

developers i n  t h e i r  preparation of t h rea t  support t o  s tud ies  which w i l l  

r equi re  approval a t  the  Department of the Army l e v e l ,  o r  which w i l l  

subsequently be incorporated i n t o  ac t ions  which will requi re  Department 

of the  Army approval. 

Planning Documents 

As par t  of the  J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Planning System and PPBS, t h e  

Army prepares four bas ic  planning documents which are described i n  

Figure 7-8.L' Two of the  documents are appl icable  to  the  mid-range 

t i m e  period (3 t o  10 years  i n to  the  fu tu re ) ,  while t he  other  two cover 

the short-range period (0 t o  2 years) .  Generally, only decis ions and 

guidance r e su l t i ng  i n  a najor  force  o r  resource change w i l l  necess i ra te  

changes t o  these documents. 

The Combat Development Function 

The combat development function is a l so  a pr inc ipa l  means of 

ident i fy ing  Army needs fo r  major systems. 

Army's perception of i t s  various mission areas and expectations for 

In  general ,  it involves the 

accomplishing these missions i n  the  future .  More spec i f i ca l ly ,  i t  

includes formulating concepts, doctr ine,  organization, and materiel 

objec t ives  and requirements f o r  enploying Army forces  i n  a thea te r  of 

operat ions and i n  cont ro l  of c i v i l  disturbances.  

- 1/ See Army Regulation 1-1 f o r  more d e t a i l s ,  and Figure 7-14, t o  t h i s  
Chapter f o r  the re la t ionship  of Army documents t o  Jo in t  Chiefs of 
Staff  and Secretary of Defense documents. 
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A t  A m y  Headquarters, the  Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force 

Development (ACSFOR) has general s t a f f  respons ib i l i ty  fo r  ove ra l l  

combat developments and r e l a t ed  policy. The U.S. Army Training and 

Doctrine Connnand (TMDOC), as one of the major commands, is the pr inc ipa l  

combat developers with r e spons ib i l i t i e s  t o  guide, coordinate,  and 

in t eg ra t e  the  Army's t o t a l  combat development e f fo r t .  

through service schools, funct ional  cen ters ,  and other  special organizations,  

and in coordination with other  Army commands having t h e i r  own special  

combat development tasks.  

This is accomplished 

(See Appendix I1 f o r  a l i s t  of these a c t i v i t i e s ) .  

Land Combat Studies 

Periodic long-range land combat s tud ies  a r e  used as vehicles  to  

help design the  conceptual Army of the future .  The most recent study 

referred t o  as Land Combat System I (LCS I) was prepared by the U.S. 

Army Combat Development Command (which no longer e x i s t s  due t o  an Army 

reorganization on J u l y  1, 1973). It made Army design project ions to  

1995, based upon perceptions of the 1995 t i m e  frame, as seen i n  the la te  

1960's. 

th rea t  analvsis, long-range technological forecas ts ,  and National and 

Defense pol ic ies .  

Supporting information f o r  such s tudies  includes long-range 

The newly organized Training and Doctrine Command now has the combat 

developments function, but its r o l e  i n  terms of s tud ies  is l imited t o  the 

short-and mid-range periods. Future long-range land combat s tud ies  

a r e  expected t o  be conducted when necessary, by the  newly organized 

Concepts Analysis Agency, f i e l d  operating agency of the  Office of the 

Assistant Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development. 
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Operational Capabili ty Objectives 

Emanating from land combat s tud ies  are Operational Capabili ty 

Objectives (OCO). 

56 ex is t ing  Objectives - the  t i t les of which are shown i n  Figure 7-9, 

grouped under s ix  funct ional  categories.  

generally s t ab le  and represent Army approved descr ipt ions of desired 

The most recent study recornended rev is ing  the  Amy's 

These Objectives ' a r e  considered 

capab i l i t i e s  1 0  t o  20 years i n to  the  future .  They bas ica l ly  e s t ab l i sh  

long-range goals f o r  combat development and research and development 

planners. They spec i f i ca l ly  support Research, Exploratory Development, 

and Nonsystem Advanced Development (6.1, 6.2 and 6.3a programs elements 

respect ively)  within the  Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 

(RDT&E) program. 

The Objectives are t o  be reviewed annually by the Training and 

Doctrine Command i n  coordination with other  in te res ted  commands and 

agencies. Additions, de le t ions ,  and modifications may be made by these 

o f f i ces  o r  by Headquarters s t a f f ,  and approval i s  an Assistant Chief of 

Staff  f o r  Force Development respons ib i l i ty .  

s tud ies  are the pr incipal  source fo r  new operat ional  Capabili ty Objectives, 

any element or  individual  within the Army may propose them. Once approved, 

they are recorded i n  a c la s s i f i ed  quar te r ly  document ca l led  Catalog of 

Approved Requirements Documents (CARDS) prepared by the  Assistant 

Chief of Staff  fo r  Force Development. 

Although the  land combat 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9 : 

lU .  
11. 

In tegrrt ted Sy s teins Concept 
Tsrgec Acquisi t i  on Reconnaissance and Surveil lance 
T ntcrropt i on 
Meteorological Data 
Weather Prediction 
Mapping Geodesy and Military Geographic Intel 1 igence 
Countcrintelligencc Cover und Decepcion - Counter Survcillancc 
Stratcgic Intelligence 
Clandestine Collection 
Screening 
Identification o t  Hostile Aeridl Threat 

B, MOBILITY 

12. General Purpose Forces Mobilicy 
13. Selected Blaneuver Units 
11. A i r  Ffobilicy 
15. Amphibious Operations 
1b. Unconventional Wartare Operations 
17. Strategic Yobilicy 
18. Cmbac Kngineering ' 

C. FIREPOWER 

19. 
20.  
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
2 6. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

Individual Firepower 
Support or Maneuver Units 
Heavy Assadrlt and Counter amor 
Air ana Space Decense 
Nuc 1 car 
Anlmuni ti on 
Chcmi ca 1 Fi repower 
Flame and Incendidies 
Barr i c. r s 
Psychological Warfare Operations 
Fi rcpowe r Countermeasures 
Weather Control 
Fi rv S u p p o r t  irroiii Other  Services 
E 1 c c I I- on i c HN r r tl re 
Counter Artillery/Flortar FirepnwPr 

_ -  

Figure 7-9 
P3sc 1 
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D. CCh'IPIANU, CONTROL, AND CC"KJNICAt'1ONS 

34. Tacticul Conimunicacions 
35.  Control 
36. S p e c i a l  Communicacians 
37. Warning 
38.  Counter Control 

E. SERVICE SUPPOtiT 

39. 
4u. 
41. 
42 .  
43.  
44.  
45.  
46 .  
47. 
48. 
49. 
3J. 
51. 
52.  

SUPP 1Y 
Ma i n t c nd nce 
Elect r i c u l  Power 
Transport~tion-Wovements Control 
EhemicaI , Giological,  und Radiological Defense System 
Mcd ical Services 
Persona 1 Sc rvice s 
Rear Ared Protection 
Construction and hintenance Facilities 
Civil Artctirs 
Military Support of Civil Defense 
Mobilization Rase 
Fue 1 
Rapid Acclimatization Means 

F. SPECIAL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY OBJEC'I'IVES 

53. Space Operations and Technology 
54. Nignc Operations 
5 5 .  Construction Support to Other Services 
Sb .  Internal Defense ana Internal Development 

Figure 7-9 
Page 2 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND ARMY 
STUDY CATEGORIES 

GENERAL CLASSI??ICATION 

STUDIES 

ANAtY SES 

[Research, Development, 
Test, & Evaluation 
Appropriations Used - 
Specifically 6.5 
Management & Support 
Fund sl 

MANAGEMENT 

[Operations and 
Maintenance Appropriations 
Used] 

STUDY CATEGORIES 

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL 

CONCE7XS AND PLANS 

OPERATION AND FORCE STRUCTURE 

LOGISTICS 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

MANAGEMENT 

Source: Department ot Defense Directive 5010.22 
Army Regulation 5-5 

- -  

Figure 7-10 
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The Amy Study Program 

Another important means of ident i fying needs is through the  Army 

Study Program, the  ove ra l l  purpose of which is t o  seek ways of developing 

o r  exploi t ing new opportuni t ies  and t o  solve pressing problems. 

are bas i ca l ly  devoted t o  assisting decision-makers by of fe r ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  

solut ions and new approaches t o  problems and developing recommendations 

f o r  Army input t o  J o i n t  and Defense Department po l i c i e s  and posi t ions.  

Studies 

In practice, t h q e  is of ten  narrow d i s t i n c t i o n  between s tudies  and 

research and development. However, t h i s  Program is di rec ted  more toward 

operations research s tudies  which address such areas as s t r a t egy  and tactics, 

materiel and personnel systems, force s t ruc ture ,  and technology. Research 

and development s tud ies  relate t o  increased knowledge of na tu ra l  phenomena, 

improved technology, and technical  development of a s ing le  weapon system 

o r  other materiel. 

The Army conducts its s tudies  under the six broad categories  shown 

i n  Figure 7-10. 

The Army Study Program and a document is published l i s t i n g  all Army 

s tudies  t o  be undertaken during the  ensuing f i s c a l  year. 

s tud ies  cost ing $100,000 o r  more must be approved by the  Assistant Secretary 

of the  Amy (Research and Development). 

s tud ies  sponsored by 18 Headquarters agencies and major f i e l d  commands. 

The Program amounted t o  over $19 mil i ion in contractual  funds and over 

1,200 technical  man-years of in-house e f fo r t .  

(see Appendix 111) approved by the Chief of Staff  through h i s  Study 

Planning Guidance document semed as a framework a g a h s k  which 107 of 

these s tud ies  were programed. 

During May of each year,  the  Chief of Staff  approves 

Contractual 

The 1974 document l i s t e d  601 

"Pr ior i ty  k e a s  of Concern" 
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Although not a l l  601 s tudies  were re la ted  t o  major systems, the 

examples l i s t e d  below are typica l  of some broad study topics  tha t  could 

bear upon system needs. 

--Armor Concepts and Force Design Study 
-Amy Requirements f o r  Air Force Close A i r  Support 
-The Army Role i n  the  Suppression of Enemy A i r  Defenses 
--Field A r t i l l e r y  Concepts and Force Design Study 
--Helicopter Requirements t o  Support the Army Logist ics  Mission 
--Integrated Tac t ica l  Communication System 
-Nuclear Doctrine, Organizations, and Equipment 
--Concept f o r  Electronic Warfare Support t o  the Army i n  the  Field 

A list of the  pr inc ipa l  Army study organizations i s  shown i n  Appendix IV. 

Limited study capabi l i ty  is also avai lab le  i n  Army s t a f f  agencies and major 

commands. 

Threat Analysis Support 

In conjunction with some s tudies ,  an ana lys i s  of actual o r  poten t ia l  

enemy th rea t  may be required. The In te l l igence  Threat Analysis Detachment 

(ITAD) assigned t o  the  Office of t he  Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  

In te l l igence  supplies t h i s  type of ana lys i s  i n  support of Army s tudies  i n  

weapons research, force developments, and long-range planning. Consequently, 

assessment or i n t e rp re t a t ion  of the current  and fu tu re  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of 

a nat ion or group of nations which could be used t o  oppose the  goals  o r  

interests of another nat ion o r  a l l i ance  ( the Detachments de f in i t i on  of 

"threat") can have s igni f icant  impact upon ident i fying needs f o r  major 

systems because it can influence study results. 

.- - 

The Detachment's spec i f i c  

s t a t ed  mission is  t o  (1) provide th rea t  ana lys i s  support t o  the  Army, 

(2) supervise Army threat ana lys i s  operations performed by o ther  Army 

organizations,  and (3) develop and monitor Army threa t  analysis  methodology. 
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The Detachment's work bas i ca l ly  provides a means by which agreed 

intelligence-based th rea t  da ta  can be extrapolated fo r  study and planning 

purposes within the  Army. Two reasons given for  es tab l i sh ing  t h i s  threat 

ana lys i s  capabi l i ty  were that (1) National, Defense, and Jo in t  i n t e l l i gence  

documents provided very l i t t l e  in te l l igence  da ta  beyond the  mid-range time 

frame (10 years) and (2) i n t e l l i gence  fo r  short- and mid-range periods 

w e r e  not considered t o  be properly s t ructured o r  su f f i c i en t ly  d e t a i l e d  to  

meet the  needs of Army s tudies  and war game simulations. After receiving 

the  Chief of S t a f f ' s  annual Study Planning Guidance document, study 

sponsors and in te l l igence  o f f i ces  develop t h e i r  study plans. I f  a study 

sponsor requests  th rea t  analysis  from the  Detachment, project ions are 

t a i lo red  t o  f i t  the  assumptions, scope, purpose, and t i m e  frame of s tud ies  

being supported. 

In  developing long-range th rea t  project ions - 10 t o  20 years in to  the 

fu ture  - models depict ing a given foreign nations' environment and leadership 

are used t o  consider the  f u l l  range of p laus ib le  options and c a p a b i l i t i e s  

open t o  tha t  nation. 

systems and force  s t ruc tures  is e i the r  not ava i lab le ,  or  not i n  su f f i c i en t  

d e t a i l ,  Detachment ana lys t s  supplement ava i lab le  da ta  with a th rea t  ana lys i s ,  

pretending they were ac tua l ly  enemy ("red") planners. 

Where in te l l igence  information on foreign weapons 

An example of t h i s  type of work has included an a l loca t ion  of Warsaw 

Pac t  a i r c r a f t  against  the  7th Army in Europe. Examples of same current  

pro jec ts  follows: 

--Antiaircraft A r t i l l e r y  Systems, Union of Soviet Soc ia l i s t  

--Electronic Warfare Threat t o  TOW, SHILLELAGH, DRAGON, and 

--Helicopter Project ions,  Union of Soviet Socfa l i s t  Republic/ 

Republic/PeopleH Republic of China, 1973-1993 

HELLFIRE, 1973-1993 

Peoples Republic of China, 1972-1992. 

7-2 5 



Research and Development 

The ultimate Army research and development object ive i s  t o  develop 

weapons, systems, and equipment pr imari ly  f o r  Army use t h a t  have superior 

performance capab i l i t i e s  t o  those of p o t e n t i a  enemies and tha t  can be 

e f f ec t ive ly  manned and supported in any environment and under a l l  conditions 

of war. 

base within the  physical,  engineering, environmental, l i f e ,  behavorial, and 

soc ia l  sciences. 

pursued by a l l i e s  and other  nations.  

This is  bas ica l ly  accomplished by maintaining a s t rong technological 

It includes cognizance of research and development being 

The research and development program is responsive t o  the Army Planning 

System and the Combat Development Function. 

are d i rec ted  toward achieving the Operational Capabili ty Objectives (OCO) 

shown i n  Figure 7-9. Basic Research (6.1), Exploratory Development 

Part of t he  program's activit ies 

(6.2) and Nonsystem Advanced Development (6.3a) categories  within the  

Research, Development, T e s t ,  arid Evaluation program s t ruc tu re  a r e  used 

f o r  t h i s  purpose, and to  t h a t  extent ,  research and development becomes 

an Important means of ident i fying needs. 

Research and development activit ies are a l so  directed toward expanding 

technological alternatives t o  meet fu tu re  na t iona l  secur i ty  needs. Early 

decis ions on t he  technical  f e a s i b i l i t y  of proposed systems are important t o  

the success of matching operational needs with equipment superior  t o  the  

expected enemy threa t .  Consequently, technological forecast ing becomes the 

f i r s t  s tage  of the Army research and development planning cycle ,  and is 

intended to  reduce r i s k s  inherent in  the  conceptualization and development 

of new weapons systems. 
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The basic  planning document f o r  forecast ing is the  Army Long-Range 

Technological Forecast  (ALRTP). This document i s  intended t o  descr ibe 

knowledge, capab i l i t i e s ,  and materiel which science and technology can be 

expected produce, up t o  20 years i n t o  the fu ture ,  i f  supported by 

order ly  research and development programs. It i s  published i n  three 

volumes e n t i t l e d  (1) "Scien t i f ic  Opportunities" which discusses  opportuni t ies  

and l imi ta t ions  i n  both materiel and non-materiel or iented research that 

will a f f e c t  the fu tu re  technical  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t he  Army; (2) "Technological 

Capabi l i t ies"  which descr ibes  the  technological capab i l i t i e s  foreseen 

as achievable in areas v i ta l  t o  the  provision of fu tu re  high-performance 

mater ie l ;  and (3) "Advanced Systems Concepts" which includes examples 

of materiel systems t h a t  might be provided i f  the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  described 

i n  the  preceeding volume are 'achieved. 

wide c r i t i q u e s  and contr ibut ions by the  U.S. Army Materiel Command i n  

cooperation with the Army Research Office and on behalf of the Chief of 

Research and Development. 

The document is  compiled from A r m y  

Nearly all major s t a f f  agencies and f i e l d  conrmands have some i n t e r e s t  

Figure 7-11 i d e n t i f i e s  i n  o r  r e spons ib i l i t y  fo r  research and development. 

the p r inc ipa l  organizations. 

ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT 

Once a is  ident i f ied ,  alternatives f o r  s a t i s fy ing  it must be 

sought. 

could be developed, an ex is t ing  system could be modified, a fore ign  system 

could be purchased, or  the q u a n t i t i e s  being bought f o r  an  e x i s t i n g  system 

could be increased. Whatever the choice, a requiremenf is established. 

I f  a weapon system is considered t o  be the  solut ion,  a new system 
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In response t o  Department of Defense e f f o r t s  t o  seek ways of acquiring 

systems more quickly and economically, the Army revised t h e i r  system 

acquis i t ion  po l i c i e s  i n  Ju ly  1972 to:  

--shorten the requirements generation time, reduce the amount 
of d e t a i l  and output,  and improve product qua l i ty ;  

--require high l e v e l  decision-making on major weapon systems' 
development through an Army System Acquisition R e v i e w  
Council (ASARC) ; 

-shorten development t i m e  t o  about six years from t he  time 
of the  f i r s t  Arm9 System Acquisition Review Council decis ion 
(immediately a f t e r  the Conceptual Phase and before enter ing 
the  Validation Phase) t o  the  time of the  system's i n i t i a l  
operat ional  capabi l i ty  ( IOC) ,  when it can be done without 
inordinate  r i s k s ;  

--fully fund p r i o r i t y  pro jec ts  within the Research, Development, 
Test, and Evaluation Appropriation so development t i m e  would 
not be lengthened f o r  reasons of marginal funding; 

--trade high quant i ty  buys f o r  smaller buys with higher u n i t  
cos t s  when more sophis t icated equipment was required t o  
provide super ior i ty  on the  b a t t l e f i e l d ;  and 

--exercise care to  ensure tha t  cos t s  estimates r e a l i s t i c a l l y  
represent system acquis i t ion  cos t s  and that meaningful 
cos t  cont ro l  is maintained. 

Procedures were a l s o  out l ined which described a formal process f o r  

reviewing and approving requirements within A r m y  Headquarters (see 

Figure 7-12). 

and responsible par t ic ipants ;  however, pa r t i cu la r  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  any 

This process can serve as a guide to  per t inent  documents 
-. . 

informal re la t ionships  o r  influences t h a t  may reverse  o r  shor t -c i rcu i t  

. -  

t h i s  process is necessary, whether the r e s u l t  is favorable or unfavorable. 
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Processing and Approval Actions 

The basic docmeat used t o  descr ibe a requiremeat for new of -Lmproved 

1/ Army systems is ca l l ed  Required Operational Capabi l i ty  (ROC)-. It may 

or ig ina te  anywhere within the  Atmy such as a t  schools and centers, o r  a t  

major comand, s t a f f ,  o r  secretariat levels. Ideas f o r  requirements may 

also or ig ina te  within pr iva te  industry where solut ions t o  problems 

frequent ly  r e s u l t  i n  both so l i c i t ed  and unsol ic i ted proposals. 

regard, t he  Army also sponsors, co-sponsors, and indorses unclass i f ied  

s c i e n t i f i c  and technical meetings when it has an interest, o r  when the  

fu tu re  capabi l i ty  t o  carry out research and development necessary t o  

accomplish its mission is affected.  For the  most par t ,  however, Required 

Operational Capabili ty documents o r ig ina t e  within the  U.S. Army Training 

and Doctrine Command and the  U.S. Army Materiel Command. 

In t h i s  

The s t a t ed  requirement a n  support Exploratory, Advanced, and Engineering 

Development ( 6 . 2 ,  6.3, and 6.4 program elements respect ively)  within the  

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation program. 

Operational Capabili ty Obj ecrives (OCO) spec i f i ca l ly  support expenditure 

of 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3a funds (research, exploratory development, and 

non-system advanced development, respect ively)  the majority of t h e  

requirements addressing materiel needs come within 6.3b and 6.4 program 

elements (system advanced and engineering development, respect ively) .  

However, while 

..- 

- I/ For improvements i n  ex is t ing  systems which do not s ign i f i can t ly  change 
performance characteristics, a Product Improvement Proposal (PIP) 
is  submitted to  the  Deputy Chief of Staff f o r  Logis t ics .  
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It is  general ly  appropriate  to  prepare a Required Operational 

Capabili ty document when (1) a potent ia l  t h rea t  o r  operat ional  deficiency 

is ident i f ied ,  (2) a technological opportunity appears, o r  (3) ex i s t ing  

systems i n  the  inventory are approaching old-age o r  obsolesence. 

Submitting the  document t o  the Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force 

Development within Army Headquarters starts the  requirements approval 

process. In  approximately four pages, the  document i s  t o  descr ibe why the  

system is needed, how and where i t  will be used, i ts es sen t i a l  cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,  

the necessary technical  development, and the  f i s c a l  consequences as described 

below. This is t o  permit an Amy Headquarters decision f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  

development. 

The prescribed document format is shown below. 

1, Statement describing the need, with the recommended .Catalog 
of Approved Requirements Documents (CARDS) paragraph number 
fo r  the  proposed system 

2. Expected time frame i n  which the.new o r  improved system i s  
required . 

3. Description of the th rea t  o r  operat ional  def ic iency the  
system is  expected t o  overcome. 

4 .  Statement on how the  equipment would be used i n  terms 
of mission capabi l i ty ,  the  geographical areas of use, 
and the  type of un i t ( s1  expected t o  use i t  1 

5 .  Principal  performance, r e l i a b i l i t y ,  ava i lab i l i ty , .  and 
maintainabfl i ty  characteristics necessary t o  descr ibe 
the system's operat ional  fea tures  

6. A broad ana lys i s  of the  required technical  e f f o r t  

- -  

7. A broad-based cos t  estimate categorized i n  terms of 
research and development, non-recurring investment, and 
recurr ing investment 
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Approved Required Operational Capabi l i t i es  are assigned t o  the  

appropriate  funct ional  categories  shown i n  Figure 7-3, and recorded i n  

the  Catalog of Approved Requirements Document (CARDS) maintained by the 

Assis tant  Chief of Staff fo r  Force Development. This Catalog is-updated 

quarter ly  and provides guidance t o  research and development a c t i v i t i e s ,  

including pr iva te  industry,  i n  t he  6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a funding areas. 

It l ists  approved requirements by t i t l e ,  and i d e n t i f i e s  the materiel 

developer and the  assigned user o r  user  representat ive f o r  the approved 

requirement. 

The Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development is the  foca l  point 

within the badquar t e r s  f o r  requirements documents. I n i t i a l l y ,  the Force 

Development Staff determines whether adequate information is included 

i n  the  document f o r  a decis ion t o  i n i t i a t e  a development program. 

the document w i l l  be sent  t o  the appropriate combat developer o r  other  

agency for addi t ional  information. 

If no t ,  

The time allowed f o r  t h i s  refinement 

process is 60 days. 

f o r  approval, a target of 45 days is established to  complete s t a f f i n g  

requirements. Total  processing t i m e  w i l l  vary,  however, with the  type and 

When the document i s  returned t o  Army Headquarters 

complexity of the  spec i f i c  Required Operational Capabili ty.  

Simultaneously with i n i t i a l  submission t o  the Headquarters, a 

Required Operational Capabili ty document or iginated by combat developers 
.. 

is t o  be sent  t o  selected major U.S. Army commands and quadripar t i te  

countries- f o r  t h e i r  review and comments. The major commands are given 1/ 

- 1/ Great Br i ta in ,  Canada, and Aus t ra i l ia  
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30 days t o  respond t o  Amy Eeadquarters, and no response represents  

concurrence. 

operat ional  capab i l i t y  w i l l  be included i n  an Arrry Eeadquarters approval 

Comments considered va l id  and which change the  described 

letter fo r  incorporation in to  a Development Plan (DP) prepared by the  

materiel developer. Coments from quadr ipar t i te  countr ies  are t o  be 

considered and acted upon separately a t  the  time of receipt. 

The Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development i n  coordination 

with the Chief of Research and Development, and the Deputy Chief of Staff 

f o r  Logis t ics  determines which proposed systems w i l l  be considered major 

under the  cr i ter ia  discussed i n  Chapter  2 and the Introduction t o  t h i s  

CPapter. I f  the proposed system is considered to  be non-major, the  

Assis tant  Chief of Staff  €or Force Development has approval o r  disapproval 

authori ty .  I f  it is  c l a s s i f i e d  as major, the  Assis tant  Chief forwards 

it t o  the  Chief of Staff  for decision, along with a recomendation to  

assemble a Spec ia l  Task Force t o  conduct concept formulation activit ies,  

After the  Required Operatfonal Capabili ty document i s  approved, the 

proponent combat developer i s  t o  forward a copy t o  the quadr ipar t i te  

countr ies  fo r  information purposes and t o  the  other  mi l i t a ry  Services 

for review and harmonization. Army ins t ruc t ions  state, however, t h a t  

developmental activit ies will not be delayed pending receipt of coments  

from these  countr ies  and Services. 

S p e c i a l  Task Force Functions 

Upon approval of a Required Operational Capabili ty document f o r  a 

major system, the Chief of Staff  appoints a S p e c i a l  Task Force which 

operates under the  supervision of the Assis tant  Chief of Staff  fo r  Force 
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Development. The purpose of the Task Force is t o  challenge the v a l i d i t y  

of the  requirement, inves t iga te  a l t e r n a t i v e  design approaches, and recomend 

an approach to  neet  the system requirement object ive.  These a c t i v i t i e s  

are conducted during the Conceptual Phase of the  system's l i f e  cycle  and 

terminated when the  project  en te r s  the Validation Phase o r  when the designated 

Project  Manager assumes management respons ib i l i ty .  

A t  minimum, Special Task Force membership includes a Director ;  

Project Xanager (designee) ; materiel  user ,  materiel developer, and 

combat developer representat ives;  t r a ine r s  (Army schools and centers )  ; 

technical  and support agency personnel; and resource programmers. Other 

posi t ions may a l so  be designated as needed. The Director receives  a 

Letter of Ins t ruc t ion  from the  Chief of Staff  providing the Task Force's 

mission, organization, au thor i ty ,  r e spons ib i l i t i e s ,  t asks ,  tenure,  cons t ra in ts ,  

report ing requirements, milestone program, and other  necessary information. 

The Task Force's  i n i t i a l  work is t o  prepare i t s  char te r  fo r  Chief of 

Staff  approval. 

Le t te r  of Ins t ruc t ion  with the Director 's  recommended modifications o r  

The char te r  w i l l  r e f l e c t  appl icable  portions of the 

amplifications.  

The Special  Task Force's products include the following three basic 

documents : 

-concept Formulation Package (CPP) 
-Final Report 
-Draft Development Concept Paper (DCP) , Draft  Program 

Memorandum (PM) , or  Draft Army Program Memorandum (APM) , 
whichever i s  applicable.  
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The Concept Formulation Package is  one of the most important 

documents generated during the requirements process. It supports the 

content of the  Development Concept Paper, Program Memorandum, o r  Army 

Program Memorandum d r a f t s ,  whichever are used, and includes the  following 

four elements: 

Trade-off Determination - This is prepared by the  mater ie l  developer 

and includes discussions and analyses on (1) each technical  

approach t h a t  could po ten t i a l ly  s a t i s f y  the materiel requirement; 

(2)  potent ia l  product improvement ot a current  item nr system 

t o  s a t i s f y  the  requirenent;  (3) trade-offs required f o r  each approach; 

(4) cos t ,  schedule, r i s k ,  and f e a s i b i l i t y  estimates of each approach; - 

( 5 )  ecology/environnent impact; and (6) requirements f o r  tes t ,  

measurement , and diagriostic equipment and t ra in ing  devices. From 

t h i s  information, a decis ion can be  made to de l e t e  the Required 

Operational Capabili ty e i t h e r  en t i r e ly ,  because of technological 

ba r r i e r s  t ha t  require  excessive time o r  cos t  t o  r e c t i f y ,  or  temporarily 

while continuing research and development t o  meet cos t ,  schedule, 

and r i s k  c r i t e r i a .  

Trade-off Analysis - This is a de ta i led  assessment of the Trade-Bff 

Determination i n  perspective with the  Required Operational Capabili ty 

and the establ ished equipment mission. It is prepared jointly by 
- 9  

the  combat and materiel developets, and may recommend eliminating 

the  desired Capabili ty of continuing fur ther  research and development 

e f fo r t s .  When the technical ,  c o s t ,  and time estimates a r e  within 

the scope and cons t ra in ts  of the  development e f f o r t s ,  t he  Analysis 

must recommend the  bes t  approach t o  s a t i s f y  the  requirement. 
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Best Technical Approach - The combat and materiel developers 

analyze t h e  r e s u l t s  of the  Trade-off Determination and 

Analysis t o  ensure the approaches presented are t h e  b e s t  and 

no o t h e r  ones exist. The purpose is t o . s e l e c t  t h e  b e s t  one. 

Cost and Operational Effect iveness  Analysis - The combat 

and materiel developers f i n a l l y  (1) analyze the  system 

proposed as t h e  Best Technical Approach on a cost  and 

opera t iona l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  b a s i s  with o t h e r  competing Defense 

Department systems, and (2) determine i f ,  consider ing c o s t s ,  

it represents  a major i n c r e a s e  i n  opera t iona l  c a p a b i l i t y .  

The Task Force's  F i n a l  Report is prepared i n  the  following 

format and provided t o  t h e  P r o j e c t  Manager: 

1. System summary 
2. System requirements 
3.  An execut ive summary of the  Concept Formulation Package 

d iscuss ing  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  
o t h e r  systems 

4 .  System development plan 
5 .  Technical p o r t i o n  of t h e  request  f o r  proposal prepared 

by t h e  materiel developer 
6. F inancia l  and procurement plan 
7 .  Test and eva lua t ion  plan 
8. Personnel and t r a i n i n g  requirements,  i f  appl icable  
9. L o g i s t i c a l  support  plan,  i f  appl icable .  

The Report is also provided t o  t h e  materiel developer f o r  h i s  use i n  

preparing a Development Plan (DP) which becomes t h e  s i n g l e  c o n t r o l l i n g  

document used t o  manage 'materiel development e f f o r t .  

The Development Plan records development program dec is ions ,  o u t l i n e s  

t h e  users  opera t iona l  requirements, and provides a n a l y s i s  of the  t e c h n i c a l  

opt ions and l i f e  cyc le  plans f o r  development, tes t ,  eva lua t ion ,  production, 

personnel t r a i n i n g ,  and l o g i s t i c s  support  of an item o r  system. It 
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c o n s i s t s  of s ix  s e c t i o n s  which correspond t o  s e c t i o n s  1, 2, 6,  7 ,  8,  and 9 

of the S p e c i a l  Task Force's  F ina l  Report ou t l ined  above. It is 

t o  be re f ined  and updated throughout the  development process and when 

changes t o  t h e  materiel system occur during t h e  remaining p o r t i o n  of 

t h e  system's l i f e  cycle. 

Unless otherwise d i r e c t e d  by Amy Headquarters S t a f f ,  the Specia l  

Task Force uses t h e  o u t l i n e  shown below as a p o i n t  of depar ture  f o r  

preparing t h e  Draf t  Development Concept Paper,  Draft Program Memorandum, 

o r  Draf t  Program Memorandum: 

1: 
2. 
3.  
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7. 
8. 
9. 

Nature of t h e  program 
Background 
Management Is sues 
System/Program a l t e r n a t i v e s  
Assessment of program alternatives with recommendations 
Cost, schedule,  and performance thresholds  
Test and eva lua t ion  
L o g i s t i c a l  support  
Secur i ty  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  guide l ines  

The Development Concept Paper, discussed in Chapter 11, i s  a 

Secretary of Defense dec is ion  recording document present ing  r a t i o n a l e  

f o r  s t a r t i n g ,  cont inuing,  r e o r i e n t i n g ,  or stopping a development program 

a t  each cri t ical  milestone i n  a system's a c q u i s i t i o n  cycle .  This document 

( l imi ted  t o  20 pages) is prepared i n  d r a f t  form by t h e  Spec ia l  Task Force 

when a system is t o  be reviewed by the  Defense System Acquisi t ion Review 

Council (DSARC) before  proceeding i n t o  t h e  Val idat ion Phase. The P r o j e c t  

Manager prepares  a l l  subsequent r e v i s i o n s  t o  t h e  document f o r  succeeding 

. -  

Council reviews. 
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The Secretary of Defense may d i r e c t  the  Army t o  prepare a 

Program Memorandum (PM) f o r  review and approval. by the Director,  

Defense Research and Engineering (DDRLE). This document is  used to  

cont ro l  Service programs t h a t  do not qual i fy  as a major system f o r  

Defense System Acquisition Review Council decis ions,  but t h a t  have 

s p e c i a l  interest a t  the Off ice  of the Secretary of Defense level .  

The document is normally 10 pages or less. 

When e i t h e r  of the two documents discussed above a r e  prepared, 

they w i l l  also be used by the Army System Acquisition Review Council 

(ASARC), discussed more thoroughly below, when a major system is involved. 

However, f o r  major systems not  meeting the criteria f o r  a Defense System 

Acquisition R e v i e w  Council decision, o r  not having spec ia l  Secretary of 

Defense i n t e r e s t ,  but y e t  considered t o  be major by the.-,= Army 

Program Memorandum (APM) i s  prepared. Although the length of t h i s  

document may very depending upon the proposed system's complexity, 10 

pages o r  less is the goal. 

Army System Acquisition Review Council 

The Army System Acquisition Review Council parallels the Defense 

System Acquisition Review Council t o  review major programs a t  cr i t ical  

points  during the  acquis i t ion  process. Its purpose is t o  assist the 

Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief of Staff  i n  ensuring t h a t  a l l  
.. . 

work is completed within the Conceptual, Validation, and Full-Scale 

Development Phases before proceeding i n t o  each succeeding phase. The 

Council cons is t s  of the following ten regular members: 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

Vice Chief of Staff  - Chairman 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial  Management) 
Assis tant  Secretary of the Army (Research and Develbpment) 
Assis tant  Secretary of the Amy ( Ins t a l l a t ions  and Logis t ics)  
Deputy Under Secretary of the Army (Operations Research) 
Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development 
Comptroller f o  the Army 
Chief of Research and Development 
Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Logis t ics  
General Counsel 

The Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Communications-Electronics a l s o  

pa r t i c ipa t e s  when a requirement is re la ted  to  h i s  funct ional  area,  as 

does the Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Mil i tary Operations when materiel 

dependent upon s t r a t e g i c ,  space and nuclear planning is involved. 

The t ab le  below shows the o f f i ces  responsible fo r  making 

preparations f o r  each Council review. 

OFFICE MILESTONE REVIEW 

Assis tant  Chief of Staff  ' Enter Validation ASARC I 1 DSARC I 
f o r  Force Development 

Chief of Research and Enter Full-scale ASARC I1 / DSARC I1 
Development Development 

Assistant Chief of Staff  Low-Rate I n i t i a l  ASARC IIa / DSARC I I a  
f o r  Force Development Production 

Deputy Chief of Staff  Full-scale 
f o r  Logis tics Production 

ASARC 111 / DSARC I11 

The decision recording documents f o r  these reviews are the Development 

Concept Paper, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering' s Program 

Memorandum, o r  the Army Program Memorandum, as appl icable ,  each of which 

were described i n  the sect ion on Special  Task Force Functions. 
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OBTAINING SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE APPROVAL 

As s t a t ed  i n  Chapter I of t h i s  summary, the  Department of Defense 

Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) is a resource management 

system through which needs and requirements are matched with ava i lab le  

funds. 

Department of Defense PPBS and the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  

The Army PPBS responds t o  and is dependent upon both the 

Planning System ( the  latter system is discussed in Chapter 5 ) .  The 

Planning phase of t h i s  system was addressed earlier i n  t h i s  Chapter 

under "Identifying t h e  Need". 

The second and t h i r d  phases of PPBS - programming and budgeting - - 
were cnce viewed as separate,  almost independent activities within 

the A r m y  where programming w a s  characterized as the bridge between 

planning and budgeting. 

are inherent t o  any rearistic planning process. 

benef ic ia l  to  consider in i so l a t ion  from each other  e i t h e r  the  outputs 

expressed i n  the  program o r  the  input requirements s t a t ed  i n  the budget. 

programming es tab l i shes  goals,  def ines  a l t e rna t ives  and estimates 

resource requirements. 

Memorandum (POM). Budgeting r e f e r s  t o  those processes by which the  

resource requirements t o  car ry  out approved programs a r e  developed, 

presented, defended, acquired, control led,  d i s t r ibu ted ,  and used. 

A ref ined conception is  t h a t  these two functions 

It is therefore  not 

The r e su l t i ng  document is a Program Objective 

The Army POM and budget are eventually forwarded t o  the  Office of 

t he  Secretary of Defense where they become par t  of the DOD Five Year 

Defense Program (FYDP) and budget, respectively.  
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GENERAL REPRESENTATION FOR OBTATNING 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE APPROVAL ON MAJOR SYSTEMS 

+ 
SECRETARY OF LZFENSE ARMY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ARMY 

Program F i v e  Year D e t e n s e  Program 

Memorandum ProRram Deci s i o n  Memorandum ? 

I O b j e c t i v e  > and > Budget . 3 Program Budget D e c i s i o n s  

PROGRAMING - BUDGETING 

. 

DEFENSE SYSTEM ACQUISITION 
REVIEW COUNCIL I ,  I€  , 111 . 

Army B u d p e t  I n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  Department  ot D e f e n s e  Budpet I 
I 

Recommendation t h a t  Program be ' SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3 S t a r t e d ,  C o n t i n u e d ,  R e o r i e n t e d , -  > F i n a l  Approval  o r  

-OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AN% BUDGET Review 
-NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL P r e s e n t a t i o n  
-PRESIDENTIAL Review 
-CONGRESSIONAL Submiss ion  

Development Concept P a p e r  , 

ACQUISITION REVIEW 

or Stopped  Concurrence  

S o u r c e s :  Department  ot Detense  D i r e c t i v e  5000.1 
Department  ot t h e  Anny Pamphle t  1-12 

F i g u r e  7-13 

, 

Y 

I 



While major system requirements a r e  re f lec ted  i n  t h e  Army's POM and 

budget,broad review by the  Secretary of Defense does not always permit 

an adequate review of t he  progress of individual  systems. The Defense 

System Acquisition Review Council (DSAXC) is therefore  designed t o  

complement o r  overlay the  programming-budgeting process (see Figure 7-13). 

Programming and Budgeting 

After using the  Defense Policy and Planning Guidance @DPG) 

Memorandum from the  Secretary of Defense t o  assist i n  developing Army 

forces  and support programs, t he  Army (ac tua l ly  a l l  Services) receive 

a Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPGM) from the  Secretary 

for preparing a Program Objective Memorandum (POM). This starts 

the  annual programming and budgeting cycle (see Figure 7-14). 

Pro  namming 

The Assistant Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development has t he  primary 

s t a f f  r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  preparing the  Army's Program Objective Memorandum 

which expresses t o t a l  program (force,  manpower cos t ,  and mater ie l )  

requirements fo r  a designated budget year plus  four addi t iona l  years. 

It a l so  provides r a t iona le  f o r  proposed changes t o  the 10 categories  

within the  Defense Department's Five Year Defense Program (FYDP). 

The Program Objective Memorandum is reviewed by an Army Program - -  
Guidance and Review Committee (PGRC), chaired by t h e  Director ,  Planning 

and Programing Analysis within the  Office of the  Chief of S ta f f .  

This Committee i s  a subcommittee of an Army Select  Committee, chaired 

by the  Assistant Vice Chief of S ta f f .  The Rev iew Committees' ana lys i s  
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RELATIONSHIP OF ARMY DOCUMENTS TO 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF AND SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DOCUMENTS 

I I I 
I I I PLANNING PROGRAMING BUDGETING 

I 

OF 
STAFF 

I 
I 

Page 1 , 



ACP Army Capabili ty Plan 
AFG Army Force Guidance 
AFP 
MA 
POM 

Army Force Program 
Army Stra teg ic  Appraisal 
Program Ob j ecr ive  Memorandum 

JOINT C R I B S  OF STAFF DOCUMENTS 

JFM Jo in t  Force Memorandum 
JIKP 
m m  
ms s 
JRDOD 
JSCP J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Capabili ty Plan 
JSOP Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  Objectives Plan 

Jo in t  In te l l igence  Estimate for Planning 
Jo in t  Long Range Estimative In te l l igence  Document 
Jo in t  Long Range St ra teg ic  Study 
Jo in t  Research and Development Objectives Document 

SECXETARP OF DEFENSE DOCUMENTS 

DPPG 
FIDP 
PBD 
PDM 
PPGM 

Defense Policy and Planning Guidance 
Five Y e a r  Defense Program 
Program Budget Decision 
Program Decision 14emorandum 
Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum 

Figure 7-14 
Page 2 
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and recomendations r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  Memorandum are submitted t o  t h e  

Select Committee f o r  addi t iona l  review before fur ther  submission t o  

the  Chief of S t a f f ,  Secretary of the  Army, and Secretary of Defense. 

The Secretary of Defense's Planning and Programming Guidance 

Memorandum (PPGM) is a l so  issued t o  the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  a t  the  

same time it is issued t o  the  Services. From t h i s  Memorandum, a Jo in t  
I 

Force Memorandum (JFM) is prepared which provides recomendations on 

f i s c a l l y  constrained major force and support levels. Both the Joint 

Force Memorandum and the Army's Program Objective Memorandum should be 

compatable and each are submitted t o  the Office of the  Secretary of 

Defense t o  assist i n  preparing a Program Decision Memoranda (PDM).  
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!m intermediary s t e p  t o  t h i s ,  however, is  preparation of Issue 

Papers which are discussed i n  Chapter 11. 

Objective Memoranda are prepared by the  Director of Program Analysis 

and Evaluation (DPA&E) a t  the  Off ice  of the  Secretary of Defense level, 

then sen t  t o  the  Services f o r  review, and t o  the  Secretary and Deputy 

Secretary of Defense f o r  decision. This decis ion becomes a t en ta t ive  

Program Decision Memorandum which is analyzed by the Army t o  i den t i fy  

major issues  the Secretary of the Army should personally discuss  with 

the Secretary of Defense before a f i n a l  Amended Program Decision Memorandum 

i s  issued. 

a bas i s  f o r  updating the  Army's port ion of the  Defense Department's 

Five Year Defense Program. 

Issue Papers re la ted  t o  Program 

The Program Objective Memorandum as amended then becomes 

Budgeting 

After receiving the Secretary of Defense Amended Program Decision 

Memorandum, t h e  Army updates i t s  Army Force Program which develops the  

Army force  s t ruc tu re  i n  d e t a i l  f o r  the current  and budget years. 

decisions are then t rans la ted  in to  one-year budget estimates during 

August and September. These estimate documents include the p r i o r ,  cur ren t ,  

and budget years. 

and executing the  budget through Appropriation and Budget Program Directors.  

Program 

The Amy Staff performs the major r o l e  in formulating 

The budget i s  reviewed by a subcommittee of the Army Select  Committee 

(discussed above) ca l led  the Budget Review Committee (BRC). This Budget 

Committee i s  chaired by the Director of the  Army Budget. 

include the Director of Planning and Programming Analysis within the  

Regular members 
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Office of the  Assistant V i c e  Chief of S ta f f ,  all Directors  responsible 

f o r  budgeting within each s t a f f  o f f i ce ,  and the  Director  of Operations 

within the  Off ice  of the  Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Mil i tary Operations. 

Recommendations are prepared f o r  the  Select  Committee which reviews 

the budget before  submitting it t o  t h e  Chief of S t a f f ,  Secretary of 

the  Army, and f i n a l l y  to  the  Secretary of Defense i n  ea r ly  October. 

During October, the  Army budget is j o i n t l y  reviewed by a t e a m  of 

ana lys t s  from the  Office of the  Secretary of Defense, and the Office of 

Management and Budget. 

t o  defend their programs. 

Witnesses are ca l led  from the  Army s t a f f  

Based upon these sessions,  t h e  Secretary of 

Defense will publish a series of Program budget Decisions (PBD) which 

requi re  the Army t o  make changes i n  its budget submission and Five Y e a r  

Defense Program, i f  necessary. 

- 

Budget changes can still be made during December when the  Secretary 

of Defense convenes a Major Budget Issues  Meeting with the  Service 

Secretaries and Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  representat ives .  

be  made t o  the  Program Budget Decisions. 

Revisions can then 

A t  t h i s  point,  the  Army's budget: becomes a portion of the Department 

It is given a f i n a l  review by the  Off ice  of Management of Defense budget. 

and Budget, and af ter  presentat ion t o  t he  National Security Council, 

is submitted t o  the  President fo r  f f n a l  decisions.  The result becomes 

p a r t  of t he  Federal Budget presented t o  the Congress. 
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Defense System Acquisition Review Council 

Overlaying the  programming-budgeting process is the  separa te  and 

distinct DSARC process. As discussed in Chapter U, t he  DSARC is an 

advisory body t o  t he  Secretary of Defense which reviews major system 

programs a t  cri t ical  poin ts  during the  acquis i t ion  process. 

purposes of t h i s  summary, the  most cr i t ical  point  is a f t e r  Conceptual 

Phase and p r io r  t o  Vd ida t ion  Phase of a systems l i f e  cycle  i.e., 

DSARC I, 

For 

The Development Concept Paper (DCP) i s  the  Defense Department 

management document that presents r a t iona le  f o r  s t a r t i n g ,  continuing, 

reor ient ing,  o r  stopping a major development program. For Army major 

systems, the d r a f i  of t h i s  document is  prepared by the  Special Task 

Force. After the Secretary of Defense approves the  document, i t  cons t i t u t e s  

d contract  between the  Office of the  Secretary of Defense and the Army. 
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APPENDIX I 
Page 1 

PLANNED ARMY REORGANIZATION 

On Yarch 5 ,  1974, t h e  Secretary of t h e  Army announced a major 

reoganizat ion of t h e  Army to  be e f f e c t i v e  by J u l y  1, 1974. 

will  d i r e c t l y  impact upon t h i s  Chapter i n  t h a t  s t a f f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  

will be s h i f t e d .  

The r e s u l t  

Although o ther  organiza t iona l  changes ell a l s o  be made, those 

r e l a t i v e  t o  needs and requirements f o r  major systems w i l l  be  as follows: 

--The p o s i t i o n  and agency o f  Assistant Chief of Staf f  €or  Force 

Development ACSFOR and Chief of Research and Development (CRD) 

will be el iminated.  

--An Off ice  of t h e  Deputy Chief of S ta f f  f o r  Research, Development, 

and Acquis i t ion (ODCSRDA) will be es tab l i shed .  It w i l l  be  

responsible  f o r  a l l  phases of t h e  s t a f f  management of t h e  Army's 

system a c q u i s i t i o n  pol icy.  In a d d i t i o n  t o  research  and develop- 

ment r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  t h i s  Off ice  w i l l  provide s t a f f  superv is ion  

f o r  t h e  procurement and production of a l l  major items o f  Army 

equipment. The major p o s i t i o n  of t h e  CRD func t ion  w i l l  be 

assumed by ODCSRDA. 

--The Off ice  of the  Deputy Chief of Staff f o r  M i l i t a r y  Operations 

(ODCSOPS) w i l l  be reorganized and r e t i t l e d  Off ice  of t h e  Deputy- 

Chief of Staff f o r  Plans and Operations (ODCSPO). I n  a d d i t i o n  

t o  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  now discharged by ODCSOPS, t h i s  Off ice  

w i l l  e s t a b l i s h  materiel arld force  s t r u c t u r e  requirements,  and 

recommend resource p r i o r i t i e s .  

(ROC) documents w i l l  be received and processed by(ODCSP0) and 

Required Operational Capabi l i ty  
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then sent to ODCSRDA fo r  research, development, and acquisi- 

tioa. 

-ACSFOREunctions will be assigned to ODCSY~;, ZDCSRDA, and 

the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 
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ARMY ORGANIZATIONS M V I N G  
COMBAT DEVELOPMENT INTERESTS 

MAJOR COMMANDS 

US ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAM) 
US ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 
US ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 
US ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 
HEAJIQUARTERS MODERN ARMY SELECTED SYSTEMS TEST EVALUATION AND 

REVIEW (MASSTER) , FORT HOOD, TEXAS L/ 
COLLEGES 

ARMY COMMANJl AND GENERAL STAFF COLLEGE, FORT LEVAVENWORTH, KANSAS 
ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CARLISLE BARRACKS, PENNSYLVANIA 

BRANCH SCHOOLS L/ 

2/ 
A/ 

ARMY 
ARMP 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMY 
ARMP 

A I R  DEFENSE SCHOOL, FORT B L I S S ,  TEXAS 
ARMOR SCHOOL, FORT KNOX, KENTUCKY 
ENGINEER SCHOOL, FORT BELVOIR, V I R G I N I A  
F I E L D  ARTILLERY SCHOOL, FORT SILL, OKLAHOMA 
INFANTRY SCHOOL, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA 
INTELLIGENCE SCHOOL, FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZONA 
MILITARY POLICE SCHOOL, FORT GORDON, GEORGIA 
ORDNANCE SCHOOL, ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 
QUARTERMASTER SCHOOL, FORT LEE,  V I R G I N I A  
SIGNAL SCHOOL, FORT MONMOUTE, NEW JERSEP 
SOUTHEASTERN SIGNAL SCHOOL, FORT GORDON, GEORGIA 
TRANSPORTATION SCHOOL, FORT E U S T I S ,  V I R G I N I A  

S P E C I A L I S T  SCHOOLS 2/ 
ARMY AVIATION SCHOOL, FORT RUCKER, ALABAMA 
ARMP I N S T I T U T E  FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE, FORT BRAGG, NORTH CAROLINA 
ARETP MISSILE AND MUNITIONS SCHOOL, REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 

FUNCTIONAL CENTERS L/ 
ARMY COMBINEII ARMS CENTER, FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS 
ARMY L O G I S T I C S  CENTER, FORT LEE, V I R G I N I A  
ARMY ADMINISTRATION CENTER, FORT BENJAMIN BARRISON, INDIANA 

11 Subordinate to U.S. Army Forces Command 
21 Subordinate to U.S. A m y  Training and Doctrine Command - 3 /  Operates under the control and supervision of the Deputy Chief 

- - 
of Staff for Military Operations 
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SPECIAL ORGANIZATIONS A/ 
ARMY COMBAT DEVELOPMENTS EXPERIMENTATION COMMAND, FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA 
ARMP COMBAT ABMs TRAINfNG BOARD, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA 
ARMY AER DEFENSE RUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT BLISS, TEXAS 
ARMY AI?MOR HUMAN RESEAgcB UNIT, FORT IUIOX, KENTUCKY 
ARMY AVIATION HUMAN RZSEARCH UNIT, FORT RUCKER, ALABAMA 
ARMY INFMTTXY HUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA 

- c  

2/  See Page 1 - 
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SELECTED PRTORTTY AREAS OF CONCERN 
FOR STUDTPS DURTNC FTSCAL YEAR 1977 5' 

1. What are the major factors impacting on the roles and missions of the 
U. S. Armv in the proximate future, including the procedural concepts 
or ne t  asscssirrent and total force planning, which will infiucnce the 
Army's size, cost and capability? 

2. Determine the requirement for tactical and strategic nuclear fotces 
and their optimum employment. H o w  should nuclear and nonnuclear forces 
be integrated? What are the cunmand, control, communications, and 
logistics implications of such a force mix? 

3. How can the factors relating to combat consumption of materiel be 
improved to better validate the basis for materiel procurement for 
War Reserve Stocks and futrfre production requirements? 

4. Determine the impact on capability, strategy, strategic mobility, 
telecommunications, force structure, research and development, logistics, 
and costs of an Army based primarily in the Continental United States. 
Should the United States maintain stationing rights and telecommunications 
sites, and conduct "REFORGER" type exercises as a means of maintaining a 
presence in the event of complete withdrawal from important overseas areas? 

5. Determine the optimal structuring of the combat and support echelons of the 
Army and their distribution between the Active Army and Reserve Coniponents 
considering wanpower and fiscal constraints, and political and strategic 
implications. Within likely resource constraints, how can the readiness of 
Active Army and Reserve forces be improved? 
can the integration of personnel, training, and logistic functions between 
Active and Reserve elements be improved in order to enhance the readiness 
of both components? 

To what extent and in whtrt ways 

6 .  How should the Amy contribution t o  security assistance programs be 
organized and conducted in the light of the Nixon Doctrine and Congressional 
guidance on foreign aid? 

_ -  

- a/ Represents 6 of LO Priority Areas of Concern which mare closely relate t o  
this survcy report. The Areas S ~ O W R  are not listed in order of priority. 
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PRINCIPAL ARMY STUDY ORGAMZATTONS 

STUDY SUPERVISION/ 
O R ~ N I Z A T I O N  SPONSOR STUDY AREA SPECIALITY 

STAFF SlrPTOBT AGENCIES 

Army Concepts ACSFOR 
Anafvsi s 
Agency 

Amy ACSI 
Inte 1 li gence 
Threat Analysis 
Detachment 

Engineer Agency COE 
for Resources 
Inventories 

Engineer COE 
Strategic 
Studies Group 

FIELD OPERATING AGENCIES 

Strategic Studies DCSOPS 
Institute, U.S. 
Army War College 

Army Research - 
Institute for the 
Be havi ora 1 and 
Social Sciences 

MAJOR CC+fPfAND AGENCIES 

Army Management &lC 
Engineering 
Training. Agency 

Amy Logistics &IC 
Management Center 

Analysis of Army force design, Army objective 
force requirements and capnhi l i  t ies ,  strategic 
and tactical operational plans and concepts, 
and materiel mix alternatives 

Brepares or supenrisers peepsration of threat 
analysis of foreign forces weapon systems, 
and environmental factors 

Resource atlases, reference data management 
services, planning assistance and technical 
engineering skills 

Implications of log is t ic ,  engineer, nuclear, 
and, force planning activities; strategic 
analyses; base development planning; and 
mobility analyses 

Conduats strategic studies on the naLurc! and 
use of the U.S. Amy during pence and war, and 
formulates strategic concepts in cirdc*r to 
assist in achieving U.S. national objectives, 
and conducts other studies as directed 

Personnel management research and human 
performance experimentation; research in 
motivation, morale, leadership. contemporary 
social problems; and training and manned 
system research 

Management engineering 

Logistic re search 
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PRINCIPAL ARMY STUDY ORCANTZATIONS (CONT'D) 

I STUDY SUPERVISION/ 
1 ORGANIZATION SPONSOR STUDY AREA SPECIALITY 

MAJOR CC"lAN, AGENCIES (CONT'D) 

A m y  Materiel &IC 
System Analysis 
Agency 

Army Security 
Agency Combat 
Deve 1 opmen t s 
Ac ti vi t y 

Army Combined 
Arms Combat 
Development 
Activity 

A m y  Logistics 
Center 

S A  

TRADOC 

Army Personnel TRADOC 
& Administration 
Combat 
Developments 
Activity 

Materiel oriented systems analysis 

Cryptologiu and electronic warfare 
doctrine, organization, and materiel 
requirements documentation; conducts 
studies for design of forces and 
definition of support relationships 
for interface with Anny and joint 
operations 

Concepts, doctrine, organizations, 
materie 1 requirements , and func t ion81 
systems requirements for canbat, canbat 
support, and command and control for  
Anny divisions and echelons above division 

Logistics concepts, doctrine, organizations, 
materiel requirements, and functional 
systems requirements for the Army (excluding 
AMC wholesale logistics) 

Army personnel and administration concepts, 
doctrine, organizations, materiel 
requirements, and functional systems 
requirements 

ACSFOR - Assistant Chief of Staff  for Force Development 
ACSI 

DCSOPS - Deputy Chief of Staff for Military Operations 
AMC - ~ r m y  Materiel Camnand 
ASA - Amy Security Agency 
TRADQC - Training and Doctrine Cnnmand 

- Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence 
. COE - Enief of *Engineers 



CHAPTER 8 
U.S. NAm 

'INTRODUCTION 

Legislative History 

The United S ta t e s  Navy, like its companion service, the United 

S ta t e s  Marine Corps, claims o r ig ins  from t h e  second Continental 

Congress of 1775. 

National Security Act of 1947, desp i t e  t h e  advent of naclear  warfare 

and t he  c rea t ion  of t he  Department of the  A i r  Force. 

Its t r a d i t i o n a l  role/mission was not  changed in t h e  

T i t l e  10, United S t a t e s  Code, Section 5012, provides the  l e g a l  

bas i s  f o r  t he  Navy: 

(a) The Navy, withla t h e  Departmeat of the Navy, includes in general, - 

naval combat and service forces  and such av ia t ion  as may be organized 

therein.  The Navy shall be organized, trained, and equipped pr imari ly  

for prompt and sustained combat incident  t o  operations a t  sea. 

responsible foF the  preparation of naval forces  necessary for t he  effec- 

I t ' is  

tive prosecution of war except as otherwise assigned and is general ly  

responsible f o r  naval reconnaissance, antisubmarine warfare, and protect ion 

of shipping. 

(b) All naval avia t ion  s a l  be integrated with the ~ v a l  service 

as p a r t  thereof within the  Department of t h e  Navy. 

cons i s t s  of combat and service and t r a in ing  forces  and includes-land- 

Naval avia t ion  

based naval aviat ion,  air t ransport  essential f o r  naval operations,  air- 

weapons and air techniques involved in t he  operations and activities 

o€ t h e  Navy, and t he  entire remainder of t he  aeronaut ical  organization 
/ 

_ -  

of the  Navy, together with the  personnel necessary therefor .  
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(c) The N a v y  sha l l  develop a i r c r a f t ,  weapons, tactics, techniques, 

organization, and equipment of naval combat and service elements. 

Matters of j o i n t  concern t o  these functions shall be coordinated between 

the  Army, the  A i r  Force, and the  Navy. 

(d) The Navy is responsible, in accordance with integrated j o i n t  

mobilization plana, for  the  expansion of the  peacetime components of the  

Navy t o  meet the  needs of w a r .  (See Fig. 8-1.) 

To carry out i ts  s ta tuatory responsibi l i ty  in  accomplishing the  

assigned role/mfaaion, the tsavy subdivides its operations in te rna l ly  

into forces, functions, and warfare areas and mission areas. Organizing 

and equipping forces fo r  operations a t  sea are dependent on the  develop- 

ment of weapon sys tem implied by the  tactics and techniques the  Navy 

has developed and which a re  evulving t o  support the  doctrine f o r  the 

warfare areas. The men, mat- and money fo r  the organization and 

t ra ining of these forces are provided t o  the Department of Defense 

@OD) through the  budgetary process and the  resource management system 

of the  DOT) known a s  the  Planning-Prograzming-Eudgeting System (PPBS) 

is supported by and impacts on the needs and requirements process of 

the Navy. The approval f o r  fuadiag is discussed later in this chapter. 

The doctrine, strategy, tactics, techniques and dual responsibi l i ty  

for the  prosecution of Amphibious Uarfare, a part  of the Surface Warfare . .  

area sad forca.require  eha Deputy chief of ? l a d  Operations f o r  Surface 

Warfare t o  coordinate c losely with, and involve the  Marine Corps in  the  

requirePpents process. The appropriation arrange- f a r  Pha Navy and 
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DOD FORCE MISSIONS (FYOP) 

PROGRAM 2- 
GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 
(NAVY 

PROGRAM 1- STRATEGIC FORCES, 
'OFFENSIVE. MISSLE - . . - - _- 

PROGRAM 2- GENERAL PURPOSE 
FORCES (NAVY) 

PROGRAM 2- GENERAL PURPOSE 
FORCES (NAVY) 

PROGRAM 4- AIRL IFThEALIFT  

PROGRAM 5- GUARD AND RESERVE 
FORCeS- 

NAVY ROlE/MISSIONI 

NAVY FORCES 8 FUNCTIONS 

SURFACE WARFARE 

SUBMARINE WARFAR E 

AIR WARFARE 

COMMAND SUPPORT 

,NAVYWARFAREAREAS 

SURFACE WARFARE (SUW) 

&APHlBlOUS WARFARE (AMW) 

MINE WARFARE (MIW) 

ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE (ASW) 

SPECIAL WARFARE (SPW) 
I 

SUBMARINE WARFARE (SUW) 

AIR WARFARE (ARW) 

ANTI-AIR WARFARE (AAW) 
~.. 

COMMAND AND CONTROL (CAC) 

FLEET SUPPORT OPERATIONS (FSO) 

MOBILITY (MOB) 

CONSTRUCTION (CON) 

NONCOMBAT OPERATIONS (NCO) 

Figure 8-2 , 
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Matine Corps es tab l i sh  the  ro l e  of t h e  Office OE the Deputy Chief of 

Naval Operations fo r  Air Warfare as tha t  of supporting both Navy and 

Marine Corps aviation requirements and the Deputy Chief of Staff for 

Aviation Qf the unit& Stat is  brine ~ o r p e  i a ’ t h e  Assistant DeQuty Chief of 

Naval Operations fo r  Air Warfare. (See Chapter 9) 

The Navy mission areas (figureW2)are identified in the  annual 

i n i t i a l  guidance from the Chief of Naval Operations on development of 

the Program Guidance Memorandum (POM). 

respons ib i l i t i es  of the mission sponsors is contained i n  the Office of the 

Chief of Naval Operations Organization Manual (OPWVINST 5430.4). The 

Department of Defense programs are explained in Book 1, Volume I, Five 

Y e a r  Defense Program Stxucture (7045.7 Handbook). 

Magnitude 6f AcsuisitiQne 

The f u l l  de t a i l s  of the 

As of June 30, 1973, the Department of t h e  Navy was involved in 

about 53 major acquisitiona- I/ meeting the DOD criteria of $50/$200 

million @Figure 8-.3 ). 

contribute t o  the operational capabili ty of t h e  Navy in one o r  more of its 

force, f u n c t i h s ,  wazfare,or missdon areas. 

beployed,in Production, in Aitl-Scale Development, or in Validation, 

their ,posit ion in the l i f e  cycle atfests to  the f ac t  t h a t  they w e z e  

Each of these weapon systems is supposed t o  

Whether these sys tem are 

s p e c l f i d y  authorized by and money was appropriated f o r  them by the Congress. - 
-~ ~ - I/ Io October of each y e u  the M&or Acquisitions Subdivision obtains 
an inventory of DepartmenC of DefcPee BLajor AcquisitfoPs as of the 
previous June 30. 
claesified f i ler  area. 

These inventories are maintained In the  
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8 NAVY/MARINE CORPS INVENTORY AND COS2,ESTIMAT 
OF NEW SYSTEM ACQUISITION+ 

&S OF JUNE 30, 1973 I N  PY 73-FY77 D O L U S )  
CBST ESTWTE 

CURRENT PROGM SISTBM CURRENT PROGRAM SYSTm 
P O O N  Submrfbce t o  Surlace Missile 4782 7 
TRIDENT Subsurtace t o  Surface Missile 11,892.5 A 4 M  Attack Ai rc ra f t  353.0 Mill ion 
MK48- A-6E Attack Ai rc ra f t  1,718.6 

Attack Aircraft YJ96.4 MODI Torpedo 1,499.3 
AV-IA Vertical ,Takeoff Attack A i r -  

c r a f t  511.9 DD-963 Destroyer 2,805.1 
V/ STOL-scs Vertical Short Takeoff DLGN-38 Nuclear Guided Missile F r iga t e  834.4 

Ai rc ra f t  155.7 LHA Amphibious Assault  Ship 1,139.2 

2.309.8 E-2c ECM Aircraf t  $76.7 Class Nuclear A i rc ra f t  Carrier 
EA-6B ECM Aircraf t  1500.9 PF Pa t ro l  F r iga t e  3,244.5 
P-14A Fighter  Aircraft 5994.4 . PHM Pa t ro l  Hydrofoil Missile Ship 727.1 

S-3A ASW Aircraf t  
s T-2C Trainer  A i rc ra f t  -227.8 sc s flea Control Ship 1,054.5 

.MG.IS Anti-Aircraft MTssile 484.1 ENCAP HARPOON Surface t o  Surface Missile 44.3 
AGILE A i r  t o  A i r  Miesi1e 298.0 SLCM Surface t o  Surface Missile 909.2 

‘Pl%l$NIX A i r  t o  A i r  Misei le(AIM-!i4)  .. . 1113.1 STANDARD ER Surface t o  A i r  Missile 484 2 
SIDE- STANDARD MR Surface t o  A i r  Missile 346.6 

WINDER A i r  t o  ’Air Missile (AIM-SL) 311.0 AD Destroyer Tender 620.5 
SPARROW- A 0  Flee t  O i l e r  460.1 

( I I IP )  A i r  t o  A i r  Missile(AIM-7) 1086.7 AS Submarine Tender 502.6 
857.5 Amphibious Assault Vehicle 273.5 

DLG -MOD Guided Missile Destroyer 990.1 LAMPS (3x111) ASW Helicopter 1,370.2 

VAST-247 Variable Avionics Shop CAESER ASW Detect ion 1,582.1 
Test System 415.6 DIFAR Airborne ASW Sonobuoy 245.8 air t o  Surface Missile 227.8 F l e e t  Sa t te l i te  Communications System 333.6 

CONDOR A i r  to Surface Missile(AGM-53) 523.4 High Energy LASER 155.6 

76,083.7 

FOR COST ESTIMATE 
FOR - 

’ A-7E 
SSN-688 Nuclear Attack Submarine 8,303.9 

CH-53E Heavy L i f t  Helicopter 570.4 CVAN- 6 8 

P-3C . Pat ro l  Aircraft 2550.4 PHALANX 
3294.4 CIW Anti  Ship Missile Defense 543.5 

-UH-IN U t i l i t y  Helicopter 249.8 SES Surface Effec ts  Ship 497. A 

* _  

m/BQQ-5 sonax 

LAMPS(MK1) ASW Helicopter 268.3 CAPTOR ASW Moored Mine 343.3 

HARM _. ._ 

HARPOON Surface t o  Surface Missile 1094.7 SANGUINE 337.5 

17 Yr - ogram Cost: , rocurement and MILCON Appropriations - 2/ Source: ASD/Comptroller, Directorate  f o r  Information Operations, 
Now, 1, 1973 
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To have been included i n  the ongoing E'Y 1974 bcdget expenditures, the  

Secretary of Defense had approved the Department of the  Navy's Program 

Objective(P0M) fo r  f i s c a l  years 1974-1978 and included its contents i n  

the Department of Defense's Five Year Defense Program (EYDP) f o r  the  

same period. 

Not a l l  of these are new systems and not a l l  of them followed e x a c t l y  

the same path i n  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  development and acquis i t ion.  Many f ac to r s  

impact on the  theo re t i ca l  cycle t h i s  chapter attempts t o  describe.  

II?ENTIFYING TIiE NEED 

L i k e  the  Army and the A i r  Force, the  Navy and Marine Corps headquarters 

s t a f f s  

the Jo in t  Chiefs of S ta f f ,  and programming i n  coordination with the 

Office of the  Secretary of the' Navy and the Office of the  Secretary of 

Defenser 

t o  the l eg i s l a t ed  role/mission of the Navy. 

(CEO) is responsible fo r  ident i fying operat ional  needs , determining 

cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,  and generating requirements t o  meet Navy needs. Therefore, 

the organization of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) 

attempts t o  counterpart  both the r o l e  of Eavy as naval personnel see i< 

as w e l l  as t h e  Department of Defense program s t ruc ture  t o  which the 

Offices of t he  Secretary of the  Navy and the  Secretary of Defense .- 

must be responsive i n  the budgeting process. 

do the  planning f o r  t h e i r  se rv ice  missions i n  coordination with 

The needs and requirements of the Navy are i n t r i n s i c a l l y  t i e d  

The Chief of Naval Operations 

The Navy sees i ts  operating environment as a sphere whose surface 

area is 70% water. The doctr ine c a l l s  for  cont ro l  of the  seas ,  control  

of the  area below the sea, and a i r  superior i ty  over the  f l e e t .  There 
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is ,  therefore ,  a Deputy Chief of Naval Operations f o r  Surface Warfare 

(OP-O3), Submarine Warfare (OP-02) and Air Warfare (OP-05). These 

forces  have several common elements which are cent ra l ized  f o r  management 

under a co l l ec t ive  function ca l led  Command Support Programs (OP-094) 

headed by a Director. 

operations secur i ty ,  reconnaisance and survei l lance,  operat ional  information, 

cryptology, and environmental services.  

represent the  users  of weapon systems and are responsible f o r  assessing 

the net threat, identifying- operat ional  needs, advising the  Chief of Naval 

Operations on es tab l i sh ing  requirements, and improving operat ional  

capabi l i ty  in  t h e i r  respect ive force/function areas  Vigure 8-41. 

These common elements are communications, 

Together these four  o f f i ces  

The Chief of Naval Operations, through these and other  o f f i c e s  

i d e n t i f i e s  needs and es tab l i shes  requirements. 

The major acquis i t ions which s a t i s f y  Navy needs are usual ly  thought 

of and referred t o  as "new capabi l i t i es"  but new is a matter of in te r -  

pretat ion.  

ex is t ing  systems o r  addi t ions of modified o r  improved systems t o  the  

inventory. 

while o thers  are merely desired capab i l i t i e s  which must compete f o r  

ava i lab le  resources with other  des i rab le  operat ional  capabi l i ty  improvements. 

There are many things which motivate a service to  seek a major acquis i t ion.  

Some of them are categorized i n  the  research and development community 

as pushing the  requirement and o thers  as pul l ing the  requirenents.  

continuous advancement of the technology base by science,  t he  technological 

breakthroughs by industry,  a d  the Department of Defense's contr ibut ion 

Actually many new weapon systems are replacements f o r  

Some of them are t r u l y  needed and any price w i l l  be paid, 

- -  

The 



t o  support of the  na t iona l  econumy push the  generation of requirements. 

More fami l ia r  would be those things which p u l l  the need - the  enemy 

threat, old age or  obsolescence of ex is t ing  systems, and the  doc t r ine  

and tactics developed by each service t c  maintain the  s t a t u s  quo or  enlarge 

its role/niss ion.  

- Threa-m -_ 

Five periodic JCS documents provided t o  the  services are the  annual 

signal f o r  an update and review of t h e i r  needs and requirements. The JCS 

provide four in te l l igence  documents: 

I. Defense In te l l igence  Project ions f o r  Planning (Soviet Russia) 
2. Defense In te l l igence  Project ions for Planning (PRC) 
3. Defense Intelligence Estimates f o r  J o i n t  Planning 

4a. J o i n t  In te l l igence  Estimate f o r  Planning (Short Range) 
4b. Jo in t  In te l l igence  Estimate f o r  Planning (Mid-Range) 

and one s t r a t e g i c  planning do,cument: 

J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Objectives Plan, Volume I, Strategy . 
When these have been received by May of each year,  t he  Chief of . 

Naval Operations has net  assessments made of the  implications t o  each 

mission and warfare area  in r e l a t i o n  t o  the current  JCS operat ional  

tasking of Navy forces  assigned t o  unif ied commands. 

re f lec ted  in the  cur ren t  year ' s  Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  P l a n  and the  

implementing Operational and Contingency Plans of t he  forces  involved. 

The implications t o  each mission and warfare area proceed from the  

l eg i s l a t ed  role/mission of the  Navy. 

t h i s  tasking is 

- -  

N e t  Assessment -- 
The needs process.begins with assessment of the  th rea t  of po ten t ia l  

anemies. The product of the  in te l l igence  community are provided t o  
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using commands and t o  mission and warfare area sponsors by the  Director 

of Naval Intel l igence.  The users,  through ana lys i s  and study in t eg ra t e  

these in t e l l i gence  products with J o i n t  and Service plans,  producing 

ne t  assessments r e l a t ed  t o  t h e i r  area of interest whether tha t  be 
I 

ships, submarines, o r  a i rplanes,  t he  t a sks  of sea ,control,  o r  ocean 

escor t ,  o r  the  mission of anti-submarine warfare. The r e s u l t  of these 

procedures is a conclusion t h a t  one year, 10 years,  o r  20 years in 

the fu ture ,  a potent ia l  enemy w i l l  have a c e r t a i n  s i ze  force  level of such 

sophis t ica t ion  t h a t  Navy forces  w i l l  be too small, too old,  or  too pr imit ive 

t o  successful ly  engage the  enemy. 

higher,  launch miss i les  f a r t h e r  away, or have a quie te r  submarine which 

w i l l  be m c h  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  detect .  

It may be t h a t  he is profected t o  f l y  

Threat considerations will appear 

i n  all requirements decis ions,  whether before o r  a f t e r  the f ac t .  

Old Age/Obsolesence - 
A r i f l e  is an example of a r e l a t i v e l y  simple weapon system which 

can be used u n t i l  i t  breaks o r  the  r i f l i n g  in  the b a r r e l  w e a r s  out.  

A new ba r re l  nay double its usable l i f e .  An a i rp lane  is l i k e  the r i f l e  

i n  that its l i f e  is extended by per iodic  replacement of t he  engine, t he  

weakest liak in its chain. But engines can't be replaced inde f in i t e ly  

because the  a i rp lane  is constructed d i f f e r e n t l y  and m e t a l  f a t i gue  will 

occur a t  some point due to  t h e  stress of the operat ional  environment 

and pat te rns  of use. The exact point when it is  unsafe f o r  use can't 

be accurately determined and therefore  a fac tor  f o r  operat ional  Safety is 

- -  

predetermined and included t o  compute the  retirement age of an airplane.  
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Within its leg i t imate  l i f e  span, other components w i l l  be replaced and 

subsystems such as avionics and weaponry can improve performance and 

v e r s a t i l i t y .  All ships  i n  the  Navy are a l so  assigned a span of l i f e  

a t  b i r t h  based on a combination of f ac to r s  l i k e  m e t a l  fa t igue,  corrosion 

and the  exhorbitant cos t  of replacing power planst .  

a constant inventory of the age  of the f l e e t  and pro jec ts  required 

The Navy maintains 

replacement dates  from t h i s  report .  

Material Readiness - 
Information on the  effect iveness  of deployed systems is provided 

under the  Material Maintenance Management (3M) system which feeds back 

da ta  on system readiness,  system and subsystem f a i l u r e s ,  supply con- 

sumption, and t rends i n  force capabi l i ty .  The output of t h i s  material 

readiness system w f l l  impact on the  v a l i d i t y  of l i f e  usage estimates 

f o r  a system: The Service Li fe  Extension Program (SLEP), product 

improvements, major a l t e r a t i o n s  o r  conversions (modifications) of 

weapon systems o r  i n  some cases,  the  ac tua l  design of a new system can 

a l l  r e s u l t  from 3M feedback. 

Doctrine and Tact ics  - 
h l l  active naval forces  are committed t o  and under t h e  operational 

cont ro l  of unif ied commands of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff .  These naval 

forces  ( f igure 8-5) are the  users  of major acquis i t ions.  Training is 

continuoulsy conducted so t h a t  personnel become and remain prof ic ien t  

~. 

i n  t a c t i c s  and the  use  of t h e i r  weapon systems. Much of t h i s  t r a in ing  

is  made up of d a i l y  operating ac t iv i ty .  

are a l so  conducted, a t  least anaually, t o  ve r i fy  the  capabi l i ty  t o  

accomplish the  tasks  assigned by operations and contingency plans. 

Periodic exercises ,  however, 
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. In a peacetime environment (the U.S. not  engaged in a shoo t ingconf l i c t )  

t he  a c t i v i t y  is covered by operat ing plans d i rec ted  by the  Jo in t  Chiefs 

of Staff  through the  Joint Operational Planning System (JOPS) . 
, 

This 

planning system generates cur ren t  and contingency plans f o r  what is t o  be 

done with what  is curren t ly  ava i lab le  as spel led out in  the  annual Jo in t  

S t ra teg ic  Capabi l i t i es  Plan covering the  shor t  term (1 year). How 

it  is done is contained in  Naval doc t r ine  covering naval warfare. 

This doct r ine  and the tactics t o  support it are the bas i s  f o r  Navy 

mfssions and warfare areas. 

Technology Base - 
The research anti development program (Program 6 in the  PPBS structure)  

is funded by t h e  Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) 

appropriation. A s ign i f i can t  port ion of t h i s  e f f o r t  is maintaining and 

advancing the  s t o r e  of knowledge by research (6.1) and exploratory 

deve lapen t  (6.2). Each Service has t he  char te r  t o  develop the  weapon 

systems t o  support its role/mission. Therefore, each service's 

Research and Development organization (Figure 8-6) has the  &date to  

advance the  technology base and has a share of the  in-house labora tor ies  

of t he  Department of Defense t o  accomplish t h i s ,  including the au thor i ty  

t o  fund a pa r t  of t he  Independent Research and Development ( I U D )  

e f f o r t s  of selected cont rac tors  in various industr ies .  

provide technical knowledge from which future  mi l i t a ry  weapons and 

These activit ies 

equipment may emerge as a ship vfth stronger armor o r  an a i rp lane  with 

l i g h t e r  and more rugged & c t r o d c s .  In general, t he  technology base 

8-15 



NAVY MISSIONS 

Amphibious 

Underway Replenishment and Support 

Mobility Forces 

Intelligence 
Fleet Command and Communications 
Consolidated Cryptologic Program 
General Support and Logistics - 

Manpower and Training - Training 

General Support and Logistics - 
General Support and Logistics - 

Manpower and Training - Individual Support 

General Support and Logistics - 

General Support and Logistics - 

Support and Logistics 

Research and Development Support 

Support and Logistics 

Shore Command 

Support to Other Nations 

D 0 D PROGRAMS 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Surface Warfare (OP-03) 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Surface Warfare (OP-03) 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Logistics (OP-04) 
Director of Naval Intelligence (OP-009) 
Director of Command Support Programs (OP-094) 
Director of Command Support Programs (OP-094) 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Logistics (OP-94) 
Director of Naval Education and Training (OP-099) 

Director of Research, Development, Test, and 
Eva1 uat ion (OP-098) 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Logistics (OP-04) . 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Manpower (OP-01) 
Assistant Vice Chief of Naval Operations(0P-09B) 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Plans and Policy (OP-06) 

~- 

1. STRATEGIC FORCES 

2. GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 
(Force Mission) 

(Force Mission) 

3. INTELLIGENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS 

4. AIRLIFT/SEALIFT 

5. GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES 
(Force Mission) 

(Force Miasion) 

- 

6. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

7. CENTRAL SUPPLY AND MAINTENANCE 

8. TRAINING, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL 
PERSONNEL ACTIVITIES 

9. ADMINISTRATION 

IO. SUPPORT TO OTHER NATIONS 

MISSION 

Strategic 

Sea Control 

Carrier/Air Strike Forces 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 

Electromagnetic Programs (OP-095) 

I 1 Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, 
Air Warfare (OP-05) 

I I I 

Figure 8-7 
I 

I 



e f f o r t  is self perpetuating in t h a t  there  is always something new t o  l ea rn  

even i f  constrained t o  mi l i t a ry  relevancy. Ongoing advanced develop- 

ment e f f o r t  feeds-back t o  the  gaps i n  knowledge and provides a bas i s  

f o r  red i rec t ing  research and exploratory development. 

Sources -- 
A major weapon system is the  required so lu t ion  selected to  f i l l  a 

val idated need. It may have been the  only requirement which could 

achieve the  desired results o r  it may have been one of several a l te rna t ives .  

What is selected t o  s a t i s f y  a need is influenced by the va r i e ty  of sources 

of needs. 

Sponsors - Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) 

The Service's must meet the  needs ident i f ied  in t h e i r  role/mission. 

For t he  Navy t h i s  means t h a t  they must have a i r c r a f t  c a r r i e r s ,  a i rp lanes ,  

Submarines, cruisers, destroyers,  and the  appropriate subsystems which 

are t h e i r  weaponry and which increase del ivery speed, range and accuracy. 

Verbalization of these needs i s  delegated t o  the force,  function, mission 

and warfare area sponsors. The results of pr ior  GAO work tend t o  

document the  f a c t  that i n  the  Navy scheme of things,  the  headquarters 

is so organized t h a t  it counterparts the  forces ,  missions, and warfare 

areas of t he  f i e l d  users. 

fo r  need iden t i f i ca t ion  i n  the  f l e e t .  (Figure 8-7) 

Therefore, there  is l i t t l e  formal respons ib i l i ty  

-_ . 

Sponsors - Forces Afloat 

Forces a f l o a t  make t h e i r  own ne t  assessments and determination of 

- -  

operat ional  def ic ienc ies  which are routinely reported to OPUQ by 

Type Commanders (e.g., Submarine Force) and Flee t  Commanders (e.g. ,2nd Flee t ) .  
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These Commanders may a l s o  submit d r a f t  Specif ic  Operational Requirements 

t o  the  Director of Research, Development, Test and Development (OP-098) 

or  t o  the  Chief of Naval Development (CND). 

will provide the  or ig ina tor  with a s t a t u s  report  on t he  ac t ion  taken or  

planned. 

When they do so, OP-098 

Industry 

Many documents, among them the General Operational Requirements 

(GOR) , Research and Development Planning S u m r i e s  (DD Form 16341, 

Advanced Development Objectives (ADO), Tentative Specif ic  Operational 

Requiremgnts (TSOR) and Specific Operational Requirements (SOR) are 

rout ine ly  made avai lable  t o  i rdus t ry  a t  the  Havy Research and Development 

Information Center (NARDIC). This center  is p a r t  of the Information 

Branch of the  Program Management Office of Headquarters, Naval Material 

Command. 

solving problems 

t h e i r  independent research and development e f fo r t s .  

o r  implied i n  the documents help to  channel the e f f o r t s  of industry and 

a r e  the not ivat ion of many unsol ic i ted proposals. 

The release of these documents t o  industry helps them aid i n  

through the push of the technological innovation from 

The needs expressed 

The planning process in  the  Navy p a r a l l e l s  planning in the Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff  (JCS) and the Marine Corps. The N a v y  planning docwnents, 

as i n  the Marine Corps and the JCS, deal with the  short-range, miti-range 

and long-range periods. 

Navy Strategic Study (NSS) and the Navy Capabi l i t i es  Plan (NCP). The 

NSS contains i n  Annexes Navy Long-Range Guidance (NLRG) for 

The prfnciple  Navy planning documents are the  
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10-20 years and B, t he  Navy Mid-Range Guidance (RE!!) which covers 5-10 

years. 

Corps documents. 

some input t o  these planning documents. 

Analyses and Studies -- 

Figure 8-8 shows the  in t e r r e l a t ionsh ip  of Navy, JCS & Marine 

Analyses and s tudies  conducted by t h e  Navy provide 

To study means to  apply the mind to  the acquis i t ion  of knowledge. 

To analyze means t o  examine c r i t i c a l l y  t o  bring out the e s sen t i a l  

elements of something. 

there  is a host of formal analyses and s tudies  within each component 

of the  Department of Defense. 

cos t  benefi t /cffect iveness  s tudies ,  operations research, and systems 

ana lys i s  performed throughout the Service continuously. 

a l l  be applied t o  problems of varying scope. 

important f ace t s  of t he  requirements process is t h a t  p a r t  of D O D ' s  

Program 6 (Research and Development!) funded under the  Management and 

Support l i n e  item (6 .5  funds). within the Research, Development, Test, and 

Evaluation appropriation, ident i f ied  as Studies and Analyses. They are 

at the  hear t  of the  Needs/Requirements area and, while funded out of 

RDT&E, are a part  of the funct ional  respons ib i l i ty  of the  Director of 

Navy Program Planning (OP-090) (Figure 8-9) 

Every manager does t h i s  dork constant ly  and 

They are of a l l  types such as cos t  ana lys i s ,  

These can 

However, one of the  most 

.. 

The number, complexity, and cos t  of medern weapon systems have 

precluded exclusive re l iance  on the  professional judgment of one or  

a few men even though ul t imate  d e c i d o n s  are made by a s ingle  manager. 
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The masses of data necessary t o  logically consider alternatives demands 

the  synthesizing of these da t a  in to  analyses and studies.  

the  concepts are so broad, the  a b i l i t y  t o  conduct these  s tud ies  usual ly  

exceeds the capab i l i t y  of a s ing le  sponsor of f ice ,  

. 

Because 

The Navy has a formalized 

procedure called t h e  Chief of Naval Operations Study Program (outlined 

i n  OPNAVINST 5000.30) which is coordinated by the  Studies Management 

Group (OP-966). The program covers all t h ree  planning time frames. 

The short range is t h e  actual col lec t ion  and evaluation of proposals for 

inclusion in the  budget f o r  t he  next f i s c a l  year. For t h i s  reason, t h e  

short range plamdng coincides with the budget cycle. Each February 

02-966 s o l i c i t s  recommendations f o r  issues needing formal study from 

sponsors, includes f a l l o u t  from the  preparation of the  cur ren t  Program 

Objectives Memorandum (POM), reviews them in  l i g h t  of ex is t ing  resources 

(e.g., a v a i l a b U t y  of OF-090 analys ts  and expected funds ava i lab le  f o r  

u se  wfth industry,  in-house labora tor ies ,  and t h e  Center f o r  Naval Analyses 

( C u b  ) and i ssues  the study list f o r  July starts. 1/ 

These studies cover major program planning concepts such as 

force leve ls ,  force  mixes ( H i 4 0  mix) and s t r a t eg ic  and operat ional  

concepts, 

but  r a t h e  are a bridge between planning and programming. 

They are not conceptual e f f o r t  f o r  a spec i f i c  weapon system, 

Their range 

is anywhere from 2 t o  20 years in the  future ,  and i n t eg ra t e s  the  contr ibut ion 

of academia and industry t o  the  technology base, the  tactical exper t i se  

of mission sponsors, o f f i c i a l  Navy doctr ine,  and na t iona l ly  agreed 

in t e l l i gence  estimates and projections.  

-. 

I/ One of four N a v y  sponsored Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRC). - 
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After the  current  study list is approved and published, a Project  

Officer is appointed-usually from within OP-96, but the  study sponsor 

may choose t o  fill t h i s  job position. His f i r s t  job is t o  write a study 

d i r e c t i v e  l i s t i n g  the  object ives ,  guidance, assumptions and cons t ra in ts .  

This is coordinated with the  sponsor, Naval Material Command (NMC) if 

appropriate,  and the  head of OP-96. 

Director of Navy Program Planning (OP-090). 

When f ina l ized  it i s  signed by the  

The Project  Off icer  now becomes the  Study Director and writes 

the  Study Plan fo r  the approval of t he  Study Force, Function, Mission, 

Warfare Area, or  Platform Study Advisory Committee appointed f o r  each 

approved Study Directive t o  be accomplished in-house. The committee 

role is advice, guidance, consul ta t ion,  and approval of the  work of 

t he  Study Group d e r  the  Study Director. The Study Group cons is t s  of 

appropriate  s p e c i a l i s t s  from a l l  appropriate  sponsor areas who are 

detached from t h e i r  primary duty t o  t he  study group. 

s tud ie s  t o  be performe! by the Center f o r  Naval Analyses o r  other  

reimbursable performer, the  study d i r ec t ive  is essen t i a l ly  a request 

f o r  proposal or  quotation, i.e., do they think the  approach is feas ib le ,  

and at w h a t  cos t?  

Plan. 

In the  case of 

The advisory committee approves and signs the  Study 

Using agreed na t iona l  in te l l igence ,  the  f i r s t  job of the  study 
-c 

.. . 

Group is t o  assess the ne t  th rea t  and def ine any deviat ions o r  addi t ions 

t o  t h e i r  conclusion which will become assumptions f o r  the study. Per iodical ly ,  

i n  the  study when questions o r  problems arise, the  committee is convened 

to  answer questions ot r ed i r ec t  the e f fo r t .  When completed, the  study 

is c i rcu la ted  widely f o r  comment. The group incorporates o r  notes the  
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comments, apprises  the  committee of the  result and, i f  s a t i s f ac to ry ,  

finalizes t he  study which is signed by the  committee chairman and 

addressed t o  the  Chief of Naval Operations. 

There is a c lose  analogy i n  the  functions of the  Office of t he  

Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Program Analysis and Evaluation 

(ASD/PB&E), and t he  Directorate  of Navy Program Planning (OP-090). 

Because of t he  refinement of ASD/PA&E's r o l e  and the scope of t h e i r  e f f o r t 3  

the  Chief of Naval Operations Study Program sometimes includes Selected 

Analysis Topics d i rec ted  by t h e  Secretary of Defense such as  the  10 

year Ektended Planning Annex f o r  the  FY75 budget preparation. 

T i t l e s  of f i s c a l  year 1973 s td ies  are included as appendix 1. 

Pianning Documents 

The Navy Stra teg ic  Study (ass) provides concepts and philosophy 

concerning fu tu re  naval contr ibut ions t o  na t iona l  defense and provides 

bas ic  guidance f o r  Navy long-range and mid-range planning. 

the  world s i t ua t ion  f o r  these periods,  ou t l ines  the po ten t i a l  threats, and 

It appraises  

t h e  nat ional  and mil i t a ry  policy,  object ives ,  and s t ra tegy.  It a l so  

summarizes the Navy's r o l e s  and tasks.  

amually on 1 January, covering the  period f i v e  to twenty years i n  

"he NSS is suooosed t o  be issued 

the  fu tu re  from the  end of the  current f i s c a l  year. 

Ann= A t o  NSS is the  Navy Mid-Range Guidance (NMRG) which- pro jec ts  
..- 

qua l i t a t ive  force and research and development guidance f o r  a five-year 

period commencing 1 July ,  f i v e  years a f t e r  the  end of the  f iscal  year 

in which approved. 

and development i n t e r e s t s .  (Figure 8-10) 

It provides a bas i s  f o r  the development of research 
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Annex B t o  NSS is  t h e  Navy Long-Range Guidance (NLXG) which provides 

long range R&D guidance f o r  a 10-year period cormnencing 1 July, t en  

years after t h e  end of t he  f i s c a l  year i n  which approved. 

General Operational Requirement (GOR 

Based on the  information and guidance provided by the  J o i n t  Long 

Range Stra teg ic  Study (JLRSS) the  awareness gained in preparation 

of Annex B of the  Navy St ra teg ic  Study (NSS) and other  s tud ies  and ana lys i s  

the  f i r s t  recognition of a fu tu re  need would r e s u l t  in a General 

Operational Requirement (GOX) 

These are forecas ts  of operat ional  c a p a b i l i t i e s  which w i l l  be required 

in maj.or warfare or support areas t o  counter predicted t h r e a t s  ( intel l i -  

gence project ions)  or t o  s a t i s f y  an t ic ipa ted  operat ional  object ives  

that w i l l  be needed i n  the t i m e  frame 10-20 years in t h e  future .  

object ive of GORs is  to  stimulate research tha t  w i l l  f o s t e r  inventions 

f o r  use i n  naval warfare systems, encourage innovations, and provide 

guidance t o  developing agencies f o r  the formulation of Naval research 

pro jec ts ,  explotatory development projects ,  and Advanced Systems Concepts 

(ASCI. 

or t he  rev is ion  of an ex is t ing  GOR . 

The 

The General Operational Requirements are the  bridge between the  

Navy Planning and Programming System and the  Navy RDT&E Planning System 

(See ITAVSO P-2457). 

and object ive goals  forecas t  by the  Navy St ra teg ic  Study (NSS) i n t o  

requirements f o r  advanced operating capabi l i ty  in a spec i f i c  warfare, o r  

support area. 

about 14 years from the  inception of a naval warfare system concept 

(ships predominantly) u n t i l  i t s  init ial  operational capab i l i t y  (IOC). 

The GDR is aimed a t  the research community t o  give proper or ien ta t ion  

As such they seme to t r a n s l a t e  the  broad capab i l i t y  

P a s t  experience indicates  t h a t  it normally requi res  
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and impetus f o r  technological research which should be s t a r t e d  now. 

Navy Technolonical Projections (NTP) 

The f i r s t  follow-on t o  a General Operational Requirement (GOR) 

would be Navy Technological Project ions (NTP). These project ions are 

f o d  producer documents designed t o  provide users  with the bes t  

judgment avaf lable  concerning the capab i l i t i e s  believed t o  be possible  

i f  t he  user is wil l ing  t o  pay t h e  p r i ce  and place h i s  order in time. 

It is not intended t o  be a forecas t  of the fu tu re  o r  to  predict  w h a t  

w i l l  a c tua l ly  happen, but r a the r  t o  ou t l ine  a l t e r n a t i v e  fu tu re  capa- 

b i l i t i e s  believed t o  be a t t a inab le  i f  focused e f f o r t  is applied t o  

selected objectives.  

means. f o r  informing users of the  expected technological base an t ic ipa ted  

by t he  producers (developers). A technological project ion is defined . 

as a prediction, with a s ta ted  level of confidence, of technical devel- 

opments within a given t i m e  frame with a specif ied l e v e l  of e f f o r t .  

The project ions comprise t h e  primary formal 

The NTP includes: 

P a r t  I, Sc ien t i f i c  Opportunities 
P a r t  11, Technological Opportunities 
P a r t  111, Advanced Systems Concepts (ASC) 

This is  a joint publication of the  Chief of Naval Research 

and the  Chief of Naval Material (CNM), and shows the  ea r ly  push 

of the  R&D community on the  spec i f i c  requirement t o  s a t i s f y  an 

operat ional  need. 
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,TASKAREA PLAN (TAP) 

The next l i n k  in the chain, still within the RtXI comnuity, is the 

Task Area Plan (TAP). These plans are developed through a fomdized 

.dialogue between the organization proposing to carry through the plan 

and the Chief of Naval Development (CmD). 

of Defense Research and Development Planning Summary (DD Form 1634) and a 

-ding Frofile and Relevancy Code Sheet (NAVMAT ?om 3310U) for  each 

task area to be considered in fonmdating the exploratory development 

program. The plans shox what is being done and why it is being done, in 

terms of both technological possibilities and operational problems expeeted 

t o  be solved. Upon acceptance of a plan Sy the Chief of N a v a l  Development, 

t l e  plan becomes a "contract" between the CNO and Navy Rgg. 

A elan consists of a Department 

This 

process provides an important mechanism for allocating resmrces in a 

m e r  which attempts to produce' the greatest contribution to Navy 

operational cambilities. 

Considering t'ne various push and puLL motivations behind needs and 

the many sources of needs identification, a GOR is prepared covering a 20 year 

period. If you accept the Navy's experience of 14 years from the start of develop- 

mgnt to i n i t i a l  operational. capability, theoreticaUv a maximum of six 

yems are available for azmual revalidation of the neeti and consideration 

of alternative wa;ys of satisfying the need. These six years of pre-conceptual - .0  

effect are conducted within the research and development program and its 

formal documentztion. Once a need, has-been identified, conceptuaLized and 

f o n d l y  solidified during t'nis.pre-conceptual ef for t ,  8 reqdremeat to 

satisfy the need must be established. 

8-28 



Assume now that  i n  1968 the Joilrt Long Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) 

and Annex B of the navy Strategic Study (NSS) both contained a conclusion, 

based on threat assessment in appropriate intelligence projections, that 

a certain operational. capability would be needed by 1988. 

this need. 

of-the-art i n  the pertinent areas of technology and reported that the 

desired capability was attainable. A Task Area Plan (TAP) was issued t o  

govern the f'unding and level of effort to be devoted to the sciences and 

technology. 

intelligence has provided the basis f o r  net 

with five years greater v a l i d i t y ,  the fact that the operational capability 

is  indeed stiU. needed in  1988. These threat assessments and the progress 

of the R&D community t o - m d  a solution have been constantly reviewed and 

The GOR states 

navy Technological Projections (NTF) have assessed the state- 

Five years have now passed and in each subsequent year, 

assessments which confirm, 

included in studies and ana.lyses by the appropriate mission or warfare 

sponsor and the office recognizes tfiat an i n i t i a l  operational caDability 

i s  demanded i n  15 years. 

Teatative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR) - 
A t  this point in t ine ,  at least ,  the requirement would be stated i n  

more f in i t e  tenas i n  a Tentative Specific merational Requirement (TSOR) . 
The formal document which signals the conception of a new capability may 

be initiated either by the Chief of Naval Operations (or the CammrrTIAnnt 

of the Marine Corps - See Cha,yter 9 )  as  user. If the Chief of Naval Haterial 

opens the formal dialogue it w i l l  be done with the "advertising", sort of 

an unsolicited in-house proposal, of an Advanced System Concept i n  €art 111 

- c  
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of t h e  Navy Techndogical Projections. If the Chief of N a v a l  Operations 

initiates the  action it w i l l  be by way of a Tentative Specific Operational 

Requirement (TSOR). 

Chief of N a v a l  Qerat ions (CNO) t o  the  Chief of I?aval Material for 

This requirement document is a f0ma.l request from t h e  

information necessary t o  define the scope of e f for t  and resources necessary 

t o  achieve the parkicular capabili ty it describes. The TSOR does not 

establish a firm requirement a d  does not authorize conmencement of a new 

development program. It does establish f o r d l l y  the task of investigating 

the f e a s i b i l i t y  of providing capabili t ies which should be considered f o r  

*her development. Proposed Technical Approaches (PIX) are USU- 

in i t ia ted  on the  basis of the  TSOR. 

W l e  the TSOR i s  signed by the Director of EEIT&E (OP-Og), it is  

prepared by the mission or werfare area sponsor. It i s  coordinated 

with those other offices,  services, and Government agencies having aqy 

interest in the development. 

f0mdJ.y a specific operational need, (b) establish the operational 

capabili t ies necessary t o  satisi'y thak need; and (c) request an investigatiort 

of the technical feas ib i l i ty ,  f inancial  acceptability, and military 

The Function of the TSOR i s  to :  (a) identify 

usefulness of the developnent together with alternative approaches t o  

obtaining this required operational capability. 

Proposed Technical Approaches ('pTA1 

The response to the  Tentative Specific Operational Requirment (TSOR) 

Proposed Technical Approaches is  the Proposed T e c M c a l  Puproaches (ITA). 

are  prepared f o r  the  Chief of Naval .  Qerations (CNO) by the appropriate 

System Commaad of the N a d  Material Command (Figure 8-U), o r  the Bureau 

o r  Office concerned, outlining technical approaches by which a capability 
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described in a TSOR my be acheved. This document n o m  outlines 

aLternative meam of at ta in ing  the required capability (ies) and thus the 

plural "aypmaches" of the t i t l e .  

proposals (again the subtle Push of the R&D c m  ' ty), but they m e  

required i n  respoise to  a TSOR. 

major source of the f%nmcial and technical information which is necessary 

ear* i n  the process in order fo r  the Chief of Naval @@rations t o  decide 

They may be s:lbPitted as unsolicited 

Pmpsed Technical Agproaches provide a 

whether t o  begin a program. One-of the major and significant section of the 

P2.R i s  the estimate of the degree of risk involved fo r  each approach. 

PIX provldes the fnitial estimate of development (RDTH appropriation) 

and production (Procurement appropriation) costs. 

The 

If one of the PTAs is 

acceptable t o  the Chief of Naval Operations (CXO) ,  the mission or warfare 

sponsor prepares either az1 Advanced Development Objective (ADO) o r  a 

Specific Operational Requirement (SOR) . 

-1c 
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Advanced Developtent Objective (ADO) - 
The Tentative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR) will be a part 

of forecasting for  requirements in the long-range, as w e l l  as the start 

02 generating requiremats for ths mid-range timeframe i f  the need has 

just been recognized or if the development time is  shorter, as in the case 

of altering or converting m & s t i n g  system. 

any doubt as to the I1.lilitary userulness of any proposed solrrtion, the 

Advanced Development Crojective (ADO) i s  the next docummt nsed in the 

requirement process. 

of innovation o r  the initial application of new technology to a naval 

However, if the PTA create 

The m o s e  of an ADO is  t o  in i t i a t e  the process 

warfare system. 

ment which i s  not yet assured as to militar! usef'ulness, technical feasibil i ty,  

and f3mncial acceptability. 

transit ion from exploratory development (6.2 funds) t o  engineering development 

(6.4 f'unds). In  major weapon systems development the AD3 i s  necessary 

i n  order t o  minimize high r isk areas, achieve more accuruate estimates, 

EX& insure that the prerequisites for engineering development have been met. 

The prime result of the effort i s  proof of design rather than the 

development of hardwsre for s e d c e  use, and this provides infomation 

t o  support the decision to pursue the potential development taward evaluation 

for f lee t  use. .. 

An ADO outlines a requirement for  an experimental develop- 

This i s  normally a necessary step i n  the 

The ADO is  prepared by the Director of Research, Development, Test, 

and Evaluation (OP-098), coordinated with the mission cr  warfzre sponsor, 

asd sent by the Chief of N a v a l  Operations (CNO) via the Chief of Naval 

Material {CNEI) t o  a CNM designated development agency. 

the ADO i s  a Technical Developnent Plan. 

The response to 

It should be noted that  the Navy 
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Advanced PrototyPing Program is an organized part of the advanced 

development program so that any prototypes sho.;rld be covered by aa Advanced 

Development Objective (ADO). 

Specific Opera?donal Requirement 

If the pptz did not disclose high risk areas, o r  if the urgency of the 

requirement i s  of a high priority because of a newly recognized need, the 

Specific aperational Requirement (SOR) i s  issued. Through the SOR, the 

Chief of, Naval Operations (or the Commandant of the Marine Corps)states 

a need for a particular new or hprcrved capability t o  counter a specific 

threat or to satisfy 2 a  o2erational deficiency, and outlines the measures 

of effectiveness and performance goals which describe w h a t  capability is t o  

be achieved. The Specific Operational Requirement (SOR) is the decision 

document which establishes a f i r m  requirement and authorizes engineering 

development. 

curtailme& 02 camellation of work already i n  progress which 

offer promise of military worth. 

the sponsor with other interested misaion/wurfare offices and other s, amices 

to insure that a product acce*able t o  the operating forces wlll be obtained. 

A p p r o v a l  of a SOR i s  a key decision point since it may mean 

also 

The SOR is prepared and coordina.i;ed by 

- -  
- I/ Expenditure of 6.4000N funds ratber than entry into the Full-scale 

Development Phase of the acquisition cycle. 
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Technical Development P l a q  

The Technical Development Plan (TDP) is t h e  normal response t o  a 

spec i f i c  operational. requirement and it is prepared by the Pr inc ipa l  

Development Activity (FDA). 

and resources necessary t o  achieve the  required capab i l l t y  and serves  

as a living record of plans and decisions,  as w e l l  as a vehicle  f o r  

management review. For major acquis i t ions  the  plan is presented t o  the  

Chief of N a v a l  Material f o r  approval of the  pro jec t  a f t e r  considering 

alternatives, trade-offs,  and budgetary implications. The Chief of Naval 

Operations receives a copy and would' intervene only on an exception basis .  

The TDP may be waived and a Research and Development Planning Summary 

@D 1634) subs t i tu ted  with OPNAV permission. 

It documents those ac t ions ,  procedures 

Requiknents  Documentation . 

By and l a rge ,  this is the  way the  requirements process works and is 

documented i n  the  Navy. 

flow i n  a s t r a i g h t  l i n e  from one t o  the  ocher, that they are a l l  used i n  

every case, o r  even t h a t  they are prepared before the  ac t ions  they cover 

are m t i a t e d .  Sometimes they are not appl icable ,  sometimes they overlap, 

and a t  o ther  times they are prepared a f t e r  t h e  f a c t  because of the  urgency 

of the situation, the  serendipitous t r ans fe r  of technology, or t he  manner 

of procurement. For any major acquis i t ion  in the  Etavy, the  professional  

s t a f f  should t heo re t i ca l ly  be ab le  t o  iden t i fy  a per t inent  SOR, no matter 

when written, and t r ack  all. the  way t o  the  GOR and t h r e a t  .assessment 

which inspired it. 

That is not t o  say that a l l  of these documents 

On the  other  hand, t he re  are many systems which 
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have no t raceable  h i s t o r y  in t h e  planning documentation as out l ined  above. 

For instance, some programs/projects are initiated to  fill wefl-known 

operat ional  needs with known systems; o thers  are initiated in  response 

t o  d i r ec t ion  from higher auth0rity.L' In these cases, t h e  Development 

Concept Paper @CP) o r  t he  Program Memorandum (PM) is t h e  j u s t i f y i n g  

documentation, and the  planning documents, serving no real purpose, are 

not created 

The f i n a l  requirement document, t h e  SOR, may be or iginated in 

I/ the  Office of the Secretary of t he  Navy-, in the  s t a f f  of the Office of 

the Chief of Naval Operations, in the  shore establishment, o r  by the 

operating forces  a f loa t .  

the  Pentagon ac tua l ly  or ig ina tes  the  Specif ic  Operational Requirement 

(SOIL) but generally it i s  a d r a f t  and would be signed by the Type or Fleer  

Commander of the  unit of the  or ig ina tor  and proceed through normal 

command channels addressed t o  the  Chief of Naval Operations f o r  approval. 

(Figure 8-12) In accordance with standard adminis t ra t ive procedure it would 

f i r s t  go t o  the mission o r  warfare sponsor fo r  review and commend and 

then be brought t o  the  a t t en t ion  of t he  Chief of Naval Operations t o  

determine his interest i n  having it processed through the  system. 

any case, OP-098 would monitor t he  status of the  document and advise 

the  or ig ina tor  of t he  ac t ion  taken or  planned. 

Naval d i r ec t ives  are unclear on who outside of 

In 

_ -  

- 1/ National Mi l i ta ry  Systems, e.g., TR'fDENT. 
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Concept Formulation DFdlogue 

This chapter tbas f a r  descr ibes  a far-reaching complex procedural 

system f o r  ident i fyfng  and bringing operat ional  needs t o  t h e  surface and 

of es tab l i sh ing  sound and va l id  requireraents. As t h i s  process of de- 

f i n i t i z a t i o n  moves c lose r  t o  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of devdopment programs of 

major proportions,  the r e a l i t y  of optimizing within a t o t a l  Navy program 

becomes even more acute. While each po ten t i a l  system, i f  l e f t  t o  its 

own natural growth pa t te rn ,  would strive t o  take  on more r a t h e r  than 

less capabi l i ty ,  i t  is recognized that a grea te r  syne rg i s t i c  eefec t  can 

be  developed through the  ca re fu l  s t ruc tu r ing  of forces  based on combinations 

of more cos t  e f f ec t ive  systems. 

development of more cos t  e f f ec t ive  systems t h e  Navy relies on a wide-open, 

rapid response dialogue between OPNAV and NAVHAT during t h e  e a r l y  con- 

To achieve t h e  se lec t ion ,  design, and 

cept  formulation phase. This dialogue, depicted in Figure 8-13, is 

c lose ly  monitored by OP-96 (Systems Analysis Division OP-96 is  fu r the r  

described i n  Chaptir 12) with major decis ions made d i r e c t l y  by t he  CNO 

in t he  CES. The main purpose of t h i s  dialogue i s  t o  pare down the  

tendency t o  overload a system with expensive capab i l i t i e s .  

OBTAINING SECDEF APPROVAL 

Approval of t h e  Services's Tota l  Program 

The t o t a l  N a v y  program is made up i n  a l a r g e  pa r t  by the  individual  

Une i t e m  requirement discussed throughout t h i s  chapter.  

of gaining Secretary of Defense approval f o r  t he  t o t a l  program p r io r  t o  

sending it f o r t h  

The process 

Tor congressional authorizat ion and appropriat ion 
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ac t ion  is based on an elaborate  Planning-Progranmhg-fludgeting System 

(PPBS) which pulls all requirements (weapon systems as well as o thers )  

together i n  what is hoped is an optimrrmmix within each service and the  

Department of Defense ove ra l l  in  support of t he  t o t a l  DOII budget. 

Individual system pro jec t s  o r  requirements can be increnented o r  decremented 

and whole programs deleted o r  new requirements added during this process. 

The annual optimization e f f o r t  of building a DOD budget is therefore  

cri t ical  t o  the  auccess and surv ivabi l i ty  of a development program. 

The ac t ions  iden t i f i ed  by short ,  mid, and long-range planning are 

re f lec ted  as funding estimates in the  annual budget requests  of t he  ser- 

v ices  v ia  the  programming port ion of t he  Planning-Programming-Budgeting 

System (see Chapter 11). The funds iden t i f i ed  in  the  f i r s t  year of the 

f ina l ized  Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) is updated t o  r e f l e c t  the  

Secretary of Defense's decisions as re f lec ted  in Program Decision Memoranda 

(WM). 

of t h e i r  individual  Program Objectives Semorandum (POM). The FYDP 

The Services budget requests  are develoned through the preparation 

is again updated in January t o  r e f l e c t  the  impact of the Secretary of 

Defense's Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) (discussed l a t e r )  on the  PO*. 

The POM i t s e l f  is dependent on and consis tent  with the  f i s c a l l y  constrained 

Joint Forces Memorandum of the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  which i s  i t s e l f  

paced by the  f i s c a l  cons t ra in ts  of the  SECDEF'a Planning and Programming 

Guidance Memorandum (PPGH) . -. . 

In addi t ion t o  decentral iz ing programming respons ib i l i ty  t o  the  

Mi l i ta ry  Services, Secretary Laird a l so  added three  months to  the f ront  

_ -  

of the  budgeting c y d e .  Once the  Navy had reorganized i t s e l f  i n to  the 
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O D  pat tern,  it also added time t o  t h e  f r o n t  of t h e  budgeting cycle  so 

that in t he  Navy the  15 months o r  t h e  f i s c a l  year 1971 cycle  have grown 

t o  20 months counting f r o m t h e  submission of t he  Jo in t  S t ra teg ic  

Objectives Plan, Volume 1 unt i l  budget presentat ion t o  the  Congress i n  

January. 

In October 1973, four months p r io r  t o  rece ip t  of t he  f i n a l  s t r a t e g i c  

and f i s c a l  guidance from the SECDEF, the  navy began i t s  POM preparation 

f o r  f i s c a l  years 1976-1980. 

issuance of Chief of Naval Operations Policy and Planning Guidance 

(CPPG) and Issue Papers. 

the  Defense Policy and Planning Guidance (DPPG) issued by the  Secretary 

of Defense in September, and out l ines  and amplifies t h e  naval implications 

of the  s t ra tegy  contained in  the DPPG. 

also i d e n t i f i e s  h i s  high p r i o r i t y  programs. 

Navy POM preparation begins with the  

The prellminary program guidance is. based on 

The Chief of Naval Operations 

In  November, t he  CNO's  Errecutive Board (CEB) f igu re  8-14 t r ans l a t e s  

t h i s  CPPG in to  Program Guidance (PG)_ and F i sca l  Guidance (FG). 

In December, sponsors throughout the Navy submit Sponsor Program 

Project ions (SPP) and review issue papers. 

The prccess of developing t h e  Navy's Program Objectives Memorandum 

(POM) is intended t o  insure maximum par t i c ipa t ion  on the  p a r t  of Mission, 

Force, Function, Support, and Appropriation Sponsors. 

Sponsor is assigned lead respons ib i l i ty  i n  program development. 

is s ign i f i can t  t o  note that t h e  Marine Corps, although it  may be a sponsor, 

has absolutely no sponsor assignment of any kind. (Sponsors are shown 

in f igu re  8-7) 

The Mission 

It 
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In October a lso,  t he  Director  of Navy Program Planning (OP-090) 

d i s t r i b u t e s  Tentative Chief of Naval Operations Program Analysis 

Memorandums (T-CPAM) which consol idate  re levant  information t o  be used 

in the  decis ion making process f o r  individual '  mission areas. They 

are i s s u e d  in loose leaf f o m t  and shou ld  comprise a f i l e  of all 

i s sues  and alternatives within the  mission areas. They cons is t  of :  

Specif ic  Chief of Naval Operations Guidance 
P r i o r i t i e s  
Issue Papers 
Program Shor t f a l l s  
New Initiatives 
Sponsors Program P r i o r i t i e s  

The Tentative CNO Program Analysis Memoranda (T-CPAM) provides the  

entire da ta  base from which the  PhM's/CPAM's w i l l  be derived. 

Analysis Memoranda (PAM'S) are prepared i n  four  General Purpose Force 

Program 

areas : 

TACAIR 
huh ib ious  
1Tndemay Replenishment /Support and Mob flit7 Forces 
Sea Control 

These PAMs w i l l  be drawn together i n  the  General Purpose Forces CPAM. 

CNO program Analysis Memoranda (CPAM's) are developed t o  present t he  

CEB with an o v e r v i e w  of current  N a v y  programs and possible a l t e rna t ives  

thereto. Each CPAM will descr ibe the  FYDP program, iden t i fy  major i s sues  

and discuss  alternatives which should be considered i n  order t o  develop 

the POM. Planned CPAMs are: 

S t ra teg ic  Forces 
General Purpose Forces 
Command, Control, Communications 
General Support and Logist ics  
Manpower, Training and Reserves 
Summary CPAM 
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After CEB review, the  CPAMs w i l l  form t h e  bas i s  f o r  CNO major program 

decis ions and subsequent de ta i led  POM development. 

Once the  POM has been prepared and approved by the  CNO, t h e  e n t i r e  

package is forwarded t o  the  SECNAV and t o  OSD. 

w i l l  be f ina l i zed  by SECDEE' Program Decision Memorandum (FDM's) and the  

FYDP updated t o  r e f l e c t  these decisions.  

portion of t he  Pres ident ' s  budget request w i l l  include the  amount of 

funds required f o r  f i s c a l  yea r  1976, the f i r s t  year of FYDP 76-80. 

Recommendation For Approval Ftom DSAXC 

%y August 1974, POM-76 

In January 1975, t he  DOD 

The SECDEF is the approving au thor i ty  f o r  an acquis i t ion ' s  deuelopment- 

and funding i f  t he  acquis i t ion  meets DOD's thresholds.  

approval the  proposed weapon system must go through the  Defense Systems 

Acquisit ions Review Council's OSARC) r e v i e w  where a recommendation is 

To obtain t h i s  

made t o  approve o r  disapprove the  system's development and movement t o  

the  Validation Phase. This approval includes the  SECDET approval t o  

fund the  program within s t ipu la ted  thresholds with money t h a t  has been 

o r  w i l l  be j u s t i f i e d  in the  POM/FYDP review. 

Paper (DCP) f o r  t he  proposed weapon system is prepared by OPNAV i n  

coordination with the Director ,Def ense Research and Enaineerinn (DDR&E) 

A Development Concept 

to  be presented to DSARC f o r  the  review. -. 

Before going t o  DSARC, however, the  SECNAV must approve the ac t ion  

This is accomplished through the Department of the  Navy Systems 

Acquisition Review Council. Procedures as referred t o  i n  SECSAVINST 5420.172, 

May 2, 1973. (Figure 8-15) 

I 
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&sed on the recommendations of the Chief of Naval Operations 

Ececutive Board (CEB),ffmre 8-13,approvd of a major acquisition for the Navp by 

the Chief of Naval Operation leads t o  the  preparation of the DCP fo r  

presentation t o  DSARC. 

Coordinator i n  the Office of the  Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) wfll 

insure tha t  the d ra f t  DCP is properly prepared by the Program Sponsor, 

staffed through the Naval Material Command and OPNAV, and coordinated 

within the Directorate of Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 

(OP-098) for  the RDT&E aspects. 

Several months before the  DSARC review, the Program 

Three months (for a new program) o r  two months (for an ongoing 

P r O G d  Prior t o  the Dmc review or-DNSARC review, the DroQlram 

coordinator and project manager w i l l  present the weapons system program, 

as reflected in the d ra f t  DQ, t o  t he  CEB. "his presentation is not in- 

tended to  be a preview of t he  D W C  presentation, but instead, t o  con- 

centrate on Navy program issues and alternatives.  

Bfter the Board's recommendations have been approved o r  disapproved 

by the CNO, the Program Coordinator w i l l  revise the draf t  DCP to r e f l e c t  

CNO decisions and forward f t  t o  the Secretary of the Navy (SECMV). If 

issues require resolution between the Chief of Naval Operations and the 

Secretary of the Navy,rhe DNSBRC may be scheduled a t  the option of the  

Secretary. The agreed upon Navy dra f t  DCP is then sent t o  appropriate 

mission area divisions in the Offike of the Director or  Defense Research 

and Engineering for  comment, and returned. The preparation of the f i n a l  

version of the DCP €or DSARC Decision I is a jo in t  DODIService e f fo r t  

I 
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and the  primary purpose of the DSABCI DCP for  a new development is  t o  

present alternatives to  the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) so he can make 

a rational. choice on the commitment of national resources for  major 

program development. 

and 111) is t o  support the SECDEF decision process at  successive DSARC 

The purpose of follow-on DCPs (11, IIa if appropriate, 

mflestones i n  the program. 

Two weeks prior to  the scheduled IISARC review the f i n a l  version 

of the  DCP is sent t o  the Office of the Secretary of Defense. At the 

same time, the Navy's Cost Analpsis Group (OP-96D) presents its 

independent parametric cost estimate t o  the DOD Cost Analysis Improvement 

Group (CAIG). Concurrently, the program coordinator and project 

manager wfll give a preview DSARC presentation t o  a Flag level  review 

committee where potential  problem issues will be identified. Members 

of t h i s  review are:  

(1) Standing Members: 

Director, Navy Program Planning (OP-090) 

Vice Chief of Naval Material (MAT-09) 

Director, Research, Development, Test, and 
fidluation (OP-098) 

Director, General Planning and Programming 
Division (OP-90) 

Director, Systems Aaalysis Division (OP-96) 

Director, Off ice of Program Appraisal (OPA) 

Comrrrander, Operational T e s t  and Evaluation Force 
(COMOPTEVFOR) 

(2) Adbc members: 

DCNOk o r  Director, Major Staff Office (progradolatform sponsor) 

DtXO/or Director, Major Staff Office (appropriation account sponsor) 
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One week pr ior  t o  the  DSARC review, the Secretary of the  Navy and 

the  Chief of Naval Operations will par t i c ipa t e  in a joint review of 

the presentation, along n f t h  a l l  the  Navy p r i n c i p a l s  who will be i n  

attendance at  the DSARC meeting. 

If f awrab ly  recommended by t he  D W C  and subsequently approved by 

the  Secretary of Defense, the proposed weapon system is ident i f ied  as a 

program and e i the r  forwarded by the service as a Program Change Request 

(PCR) to  the  Five Y e a r  Defense Program (FYDP) o r  included i n  the  POM 

submitted for  the  next annual budgetqrcle.  Suff ic ient  planning should 

have been accomplished among the  pr incipals  concerned to  permi t  orderly 

p u r s u i t  of the program once the  Secretary of Defense approves the DCP. 

Such agreements cons t i tu te  a Navy posit ion with respect t o  the  maximum 

amount of funding which can be made avai lable  within the  N a v y ,  versus 

that amouat required to be financed through real locat ion within DOD, use 

of OSD Reserves, o r  New Obligational Authority (NOA) . 
Budget Preparation 

Once a specif ic  operational requirement t o  s a t i s f y  a recognized and 

validated operational need is approved by the CNO, the SECXAV and the  

SECDEF, it  is included in the  Navy Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) 

and the  Five Year Defense Program (PPDP) and thus is qualified t o  run 

the  budget guantlet  . 
Under standard direct ions issued by the  Assistant Secretary of 

Defense, Comptroller, ,in the  Department of Defense Budget Guidance 

Manual (DOD 7110-L-M), the  Department of the  Navy Comptroller prepares 

the  budget request of ' the Navy and Marine Corps which essent ia l ly  converts 
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the  Program Objectives Memorandum (PO") i n to  Five Year Defense Program 

(FpDP) financial  fonuat, accounting for all appropriation t i t l es  and program 

element d e r s .  Each s t a f f  of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

reviews the budget but primary action is in the Office of the Director 

of Defense Research and Engineering because new acquisition began w i t h  

B&D. : 

Concurrently the  Office of Management and Budget (Om) reviews 

If the  principals the 'budget and may r a i s e  issues with the Department. 

cannot resolve them the President is the f i n a l  a rb i t e r .  Based on t h i s  

j o i n t  r e v i e w  and analysis the Secretary of Defense publishes a series 

of Program Budget Decisions (PED) related to  the appropriation t i t l e  and 

budget a c t i v i t y  structure, These are transmitted t o  the Military Depart- 

ments and Defense Agencies to  be inserted as changes in to  the Five Y e a r  

Defense Program (FYDP). If the head of the  component considers the im- 

pact to be suf f ic ien t ly  serious t o  warrant the personal reconsideration 

by the Secretary he may submit a budgetary appeal statement, 

Secretary of Defense w i l l  d i rec t  a s ta f f  review of all statements and will 

issue a specific decision for each appeal. 

- 

The 
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APPENDIX I 

i 

STUDIES I N  FY-73 CNO STUDIES AND ANALYSES PROGRAM 
CONTINUING INTO Fy-74 

I. STRATZGIC FORCES 

MIRV Footprint Theary Study 
Footprint Requirements for ~vanced SLBM systems Study 
Strategic  Cruise Missile Mission Analysis Study (SCM-MA) 
Air Defense Penetration Study 
SLEM Posture Study 
Strategic  Force Mix Study 
SALT Issues Study 

11. SEA CONTROL FORCES 

Carrier Task Force A S 4  Effectiveness Study 
Non-Nuclear Ordnance Inventory Objectives Study 
ASW Ordnance Inventory Objectives 
ASW Smeillance Systems Study. 
A Nsval High Speed Ship Analysis, Par t icu lar ly  as 

Applied t o  2000-3000 Ton SES (HISPAN) 
Defensive Equipping of Merchant Ships  @EMS) 
VP Readiness Study 
Future Submarine Forces  
ASW Methodology and Forces (AM&F) 
Countering the Anti-Ship Missile (CAM) 
Hydrofoil Study 
Naval Gunnery Study 

III. AMPHIBIOUS FORCES 

Naval Inshore Warfare Study 
Organizational and Operational Concepts for a Seaborne Mobile 

Logistic System (SMLS) 

IV. TACTICAL AIR FORCES 

Tactical Air Armament Study, Fisca l  Year-72 (TbBs-72) 
Carrier Mission Effectiveness Study (CMES) 
TACAIX Readiness Study 
Tactical Air Basing Study (TABS) 
Naval A i r  Technology 

V. MOBILITY AND SUPPORT 

Navy A i r l i f t  Study 

VI. GENERAL SDPPQRT AM) LOGISTICS 

Ship Overhaui and Maintenance Study ( S O W )  
Ship Supply Support Study (S4) 
Ship Gverhaul Cost  Estimating Belationship Study (SOCZR) 
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Aircraft Depot Level Maintenance Study 
Aviation Logistics Study (VAST/ATE) 

VII. CS AM) INTZUIGENCE 

Navy Strategic Connmtnications Study (STRAT-C) 
Ocean Surpefflance Study (OSS) 

VIII. MANPOWER, PEXSONHEL AND TRAINING 

Officer Fitness Report Study 
Manpower and Personnel Study 

n. RESERVE FORCES 

Zero Base Study of the Naval Reserve 

NET ASSESSMWI 

Development of Conceptual Analysis Capability 
Development of Research Assistance in Program/Plannhg 
Tactical Electromagnetic Systems (TESS) 
Soviet Naval Operations ( S O )  
Total Allied Force for Mediterranean Conflict (TALLFORMI 
Navy Resources Study 
Plans and Policies Program (f3) 
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UNITED STATES MARm COWS 

INTRODUCTION 

Legis la t ive  History 

The Marine Corps (Figure 9-1) is one of two Mil i ta ry  Selvices  i n  the  

Department of the  Navy and the  Commandant of the  Marine Corps (CMC) is on an 

equal bas i s  u i t h  the  Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) as t h e  chief of a service. 

The Marine Corps' l e g i s l a t i v e  char te r  is described in T i t l e  10, United States 

Code, Section 5013: 

(a) The Marine Corps, within the  Department of the Navy, s h a l l  be so 

organized as t o  include not less than three  combat d iv is ions  and three  air 

wings, and such other  land combat, aviat ion,  and other  services as may be 

organized therein.  The Marines shall be organized, t ra ined ,  and equipped t o  

provide f l e e t  marine forces  of combined arms, together with supporting air 

components, f o r  servlce with the  f l e e t  i n  the  se izure  o r  defense of advanced 

naval bases and f o r  the  conduct of such land operations asmay be essential 

t o  the  prosecution of a naval campaign. In addi t ion,  t he  Marine Corps s h a l l  

provide detachments and organizations f o r  service on armed veesels  of the  

Navy, shall provide secur i ty  detacbinents f o r  t he  protect ion of naval 

property at 'haval stations and bases, and s h a l l  perform such other  du t i e s  as 

the  President may d i rec t .  

from o r  interfere with the  operations f o r  which t h e  Marine Corps is primari ly  

However, these addi t iona l  d u t i e s  may not d e t r a c t  - -  
organized. 

(b) The Marine Corps s h a l l  develop, i n  coordiaation with the  Army and 

the  Air Force, those phases of amphibious operations t h a t  pe r t a in  t o  t h e  

tactics, techniques, and equipment used by landing forces.  
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

r 

- 1 -  

-_ * The Joint Strategic Capabi l i t i e s  Plan (JSCP) assigns these 
operational combat units t o  unified Commands (See p. 9-14). 

- -  

Figure 9-1 
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(c) The lkrine Corps is responsible, in accordance v i t h  integrated 

j o i n t  mobilizations, f o r  the  expaneion of peacetime components of 

t he  Marine Corps to meet the needs of War. 

In October, 1973, the  Marine Corps carried out the  f i r s t  major 

reorganization of its Beadquarters (EQMC) since 1952. me new o rgad-  

zation is structured dong functional l i n e s  which permits be t te r  staff 

coordination with the o f f i ce  of the Secretary of Defense and with the 

other Services. The new organizational chart is shown in  Figure 9-2. 

Magnitude of Acquisitions 

In the Marine Corps an i t e m  or systems is defined as a major acquisition 

i f  $5 million or more w i l l  be spent fo r  research and development or  i f  

$20 million or  more will be spent f o r  procurement. The following 

chapter will discuss the  f o n d  processes involved i n  identifying needs 

and establishing requirements fo r  major acquisitions i n  the Marine Corps. 

That only the formal process w i l l  be discussed must be emphasized. 

There are a multitude of informal ways that a requirement can be established; 

each weapon o r  system acquired has gone through a unique process. 

Some of the major acquisitions t h a t  the  Marine Corps is ac t ive ly  

involved in a t  present are: 

System 

M6OA3 Tank 
F-14A Tomcat 
AV-8A Harrier 
h4H 
M-561 Gama Goat 
F-4J 
EA-6B 
CE-53E 
m-IN 
A G a E  
PHOENIX 
STDEWIYDER 

Developer 
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Developer 

J o i n t  
Navy 
Marine Corps 

SJSt em 

SPARROW 
L U  
Amphibious Assault Vehicle 

IDENTIFYING THE 'MEED 

Mission ,. 

Within the  thirteen warfare areas iden t i f i ed  f o r  naval forces  in 

Chapter 8, the  Marine Corps has primary cognizance over Amphibious 

Warfare (W) in accordance with its l eg i s l a t ed  role/mission. Because of 

the Marine Corps' role/mission, it must work c lose ly  with the  Navy. 

The Marine Corps must achieve and maintain certain operat ional  

Capabi l i t i es  to fulfill its mission and t o  meet the  threat, s t r a t e g i c ,  

doctrinal, and tactical assessments, and plans as established in Joint 

Chiefs of S t a f f . &  Department of Defense planning documents. 

The needs f o r  achieving these  operat ional  c a p a b i l i t i e s  may be m e t  

by modifying ex i s t ing  systems and equipment o r  by developing new systems 

and equipment. For hardware needs, t h i s  entails the  procxxment of both 

major or non-major systems. 

The iden t i f i ca t ion  of t h e s e  needs may come from a v a r i e t y  of sources. 

Bn organization or  command within the Marine Corps may de tec t  a need 

f o r  an improved system because of a spec i f i c  operat ional  deficiency, 

old age, o r  obsolescence. 

gence conununity may spur t h e  need f o r  a new capabi l i ty .  

Threat assessment provided by the  i n t e l l i -  . .  

New s c i e n t i f i c  

discoveries  and technological advances may be presented by industry who 

seek out opportuni t ies  to  present t h e i r  ideas t o  the mi l i t a ry  community. 

Some s tudies  and analyses may i den t i fy  needs in t h e  course of addressing 

- -  

Marine Corps problems. 
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InteI1ip;enre - Threat Assessment 

Major threats are, perhaps, the  most important drivers i n  identifying 

the  need for  a new weapons system. 

Marine Corps d i f f e r s  s l i gh t ly  in function from the  Intell igence s t a f f s  

of other Services because the Marine Corps Intelligence Division has no 

separgte intell igence collection organization. 

personnel comprise about 15% of the s ta f f  of the Navy's intell igence 

The Intelligence Division of the 

Rather Marine Corps 

collection ac t iv i t i e s .  

The Marine Corps relies on products of the intell igence community 

such as the  JIEP, DTPP, DIEJP, NIEs and SNIEs for  its initial intell igence 

information. The Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff (JCS) intell igence documents 

are sent t o  the  Marine Corps via the  Jo in t  Control Officer under the  

Deputy Chief of Staff for the.Plans and Operations Department @C/S PbO). 

He routes t h e m  t o  the Intell igence Division and t o  the Plans Division 

within the P&O Department. 

Division. 

important information to  other Headquarters s t a f f .  

intell igence analyses for  the  Plans and Operations Department which 

NIEs are received d i r ec t ly  by the  Intelligence 

Analysts within t h e  division review t h e  documents and relay 

The analysts prepare 

spec i f ica l ly  relate t o  Marine Corps needs. 

incorporated in Marine Corps planning documents, and they complement or  

contradict the threa t  assessment contained in  JCS plans. 

These ne t  assessments are 

Material Readiness 

The material readiness of deployed systems is continually assessed 

by the Marine Corps through the Integrated Maintenance Management System 

(MTMM) for a l l  weapons systems except a i r c r a f t  which are monitored 

9-6 



through t h e  Navy's Material Maintenance Management (3M) system. These 

information systems provide daily data on ava i l ab i l i t y  of systems, t h e i r  

r e l i a b i l i t y ,  f a i lu re s ,  supply consumption, and trends i n  operational 

readiness. The output of the  information systems influence the  l i f e  

usage of a weapons system and therefore t h e  need fo r  new systems. 

The Planninn System 

The planning process i n  the  Marine Corps p a r a l l e l s  planning in the  

Mavy and the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff .  The planning documents in the  Marine 

Corps, as in the  Navy and the  JCS, deal  with the  short-range, mid-range, 

and long-range periods (See chapter 5 ) .  

f o r  direct ing all phases of planning t o  the  Chief of Staff assisted by 

The CMC delegates respons ib i l i ty  

the  Deputy Chief of Staff;Plans and Operations Department. 

delegates responsibi l i ty  for  execution t o  the  Services Plans Branch and 

He, in turn, 

t o  the  Jo in t  Planning Group. The Chief of S taf f ' s  Committee acts as the  

overal l  coordinating and decision point Its functions 

are t o  hear presentations of plans and programs and to develop recommen- 

dations fo r  the  Commandant concerning these plans and programs. Members 

of the Committee are: the  Chief of Staff; the  DC/S (P&O); the  DC/S 

(Requ5rements and Programs Division) ; the  DC/ S (Research, Development 

and Studies Division); t he  DC/S (Manpower Department); the DC/S (Aviation 

Division) ; the  DC/S ( Ins ta l la t ions  and Logistics Department) ; the  F isca l  

Director of the Marine Corps; Director, Marine Corps Reserve; Director,  

Intel l igence Division; Ddrector, Infomation System Support and Management; 

Director, Telecommunications; and a representative fo r  the  Commanding 

General of MCDEC, the  Marine Corps Development and Education Command 
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The Plans and Operations Department (P&O), Plans Division, is the  

foca l  point f o r  plnnning s t ra tegy  and tactics f o r  t h e  Marine Corps, f o r  

analyzing, reviewing, and processing ac t ions  of a j o i n t  s t r a t eg ic  nature ,  

and f o r  formulating pol icy and doctrine. 

P&O, is t h e  foca l  point  f o r  meeting operational needs and capab i l i t i e s  

f o r  t h e  landing forces  in amphibious operations and f o r  coordinating 

mi l i t a ry  policy for t he  Marine Corps as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  deployment, 

The Operations Division, 

force readiness and the acquis i t ion of weapons systems. Thus, t he  

P&O Department has prime respons ib i l i ty  f o r  the Marine Corps planning 

system and documents therein.  

The planning system within the Marine Corps is  responsive t o  and pro- - 

vides iaformation t o  the J o i n t  Strategic Planning System (JSPS) which 

includes Senrlee planning documents as w e l l  a s  JCS planning Documents and 

t o  the  Joint Operational Planning System (JOPS) . 
The Pr inc ip le  Marine Corps planning documents are the Marine Corps 

Long Range Plan (MLRP), the  Marine Corps Mid-Range Objectives Plan 

(MMKOP) and the  Marine Corps Capabi l i t ies  Plan (MCP) f o r  t h e  short- 

range period. 

The MLRP is a document whose purpose is t o  describe the operational,  

organizat ional  and material concepts which the Marine Corps needs t o  

achieve in order t o  carry out  its r o l e s  and missions projected for  a 

10-20 year Derind. It treats qual i ta t ive  goals ra ther  than resource 

requirements. 

Services Plans Branch, Plans Divtsion, Plans and Operations Department, 

The MLRI! is reviewed and updatd  every year by t h e  

9-9 
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in the  fourth quarter of the f i s c a l  year. 

through the  e f fo r t s  of the Development Center, MCDEC, and the Long 

Range Study Panel there, an esrtensive Long Range Study is conducted 

which becomes the  source fo r  the Marine Corps Long-Range P l a n  a f t e r  it 

has been reviewed a t  HQMC. 

guidance, such as the  Jo in t  Long Bange Strategic Study ( U S S )  and 

&val guidance such as the  Navy Strategic Study (NSS) i n  planning 

Marine Corps strategy and tactics. (See Figure 9-41 

However, every five years, 

MCDEC uses both Joint Chiefs of Staff 

The Marine Corps Mid-Range Objectives Plan (MMROP) is a document 

that translates the long-range p lans  in to  more def in i t ive  g o d s  and objec- 

tives which provide the basic guidance for  Marine Corps programing and 

provide some Marine Corps input t o  JSOP Volume 11. 

on the  mission of the  Marine Corps and the worldwide s t ra teg ic  s i tua t ion  

fo r  a l o  year  period beginning one f i s c a l  year a f t e r  the f i s c a l  year of 

publication. The Service P l a n s  Branch, Plans Division, P&O Department, 

prepares the MMROP using JSOP Volume I, the DPPG and the  JIEP as sources of 

strategy and threa t  guidance. 

the MMROP and recommend changes t o  the  Services Plans Branch. 

cognizant personnel, both a t  Headquarters and in the f i e l d  review the 

plan and send the i r  comments to the Services Plans Branch. They then 

publish the MMROP no later than the end of Xarch. (Figure 9-51 

The MpiaOP is based 
f 

The Headquarters s ta f f  and MCDEC review 

Other 

.. 

The Marine Corps Capabilities P l a n  (MCP) is a short-range plan sup- 

porting the Jo in t  Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) which states the 

Marine Corps' capabili ty to  accomplish i t s  role/mission and tasks during 

t h e  current f i s c a l  year. This document states tha t  the Marine Corps can 

do now as opposed t o  next year. It provides planning information and 
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guidance t o  Marine Corps subordinate commands fo r  accomplishment of t h e i r  

assigned duties.  

commands in the  JSCP. 

The W reflects force assignments made t o  unified 

It is updated a t  least once a year by the  

Deputy Chief of Staff for  Plans and Operations. 

Studies and Analyses 

Marine Corps s tudies  and analyses play a v i t a l  r o l e  in the  planning 

The Study Program i s  a formal program on a f i v e  year cycle process. 

funded from 6.5 management support dol lars .  

frame of the  Study Program will coincide with the  schedule for  preparing 

the  Marine Corps input to the Department of the Navy Program Objective 

Memorandm @OM) so t ha t  the Study Program wfll be included in the  POM. 

Studies cover much mare than the  development of hardware. 

conducted to  analyze the  development of doctrine, tactics, techniques cr 

concepts; to analyze questions of force level, st-ture, and organization; 

t o  d y z e  technological and operational f e a s i b i l i t y  re la ted  t o  new items 

of material; t o  analyze the  development of new iteras of material;  and'to 

analyze forecasts,  projections and threat. 

Starting next year, the  time 

They a r e  

The sources of recommendations for  study areas a r e  the e n t i r e  Head- 

quarters Marine Corps (HQMC) s ta f f  and the f i e l d  commands such as 

Fleet  Marine Force Pacific (FMFpBc) o r  F lee t  Marine Force Atlant ic  

(FMFLBNT). 

in BQMC who reviews them and undertakes HQX sponsorship. 

quirements are forwarded to  the Studies Branch of the  Deputy Chief of 

Staff fo r  Research,Development and Studies (Figure (9-6)which coordinates 

development of a study program with the Development Center, MCDEC 

R e c ~ e n d a t i o n s  are sent first t o  the  cognizant sponsor 

Study re- 
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I 

There &he Plaps and Studies Division looks at the list of recommendations 

Cor study rqdrements as they are called),  i den t i f i e s  and clarifies 

issues, and sets up a'propased formal program considering the  available 

resources and perscnnel. 'Studies c a ~  be on any subject and MCOEC may 

deLete suggestfons it has received and/or add its own. 

After MCDEC has reviewed the  list and made its recommendations 

concemhg the Study Program, RD&9 sends the proposed studies programs 

out for general s ta f f ing  to  fIeadquar.ters s t a f f .  These o f f i ces  provide 

cornmeats back to RDhS who then sets up a R e v i e w  Panel. t o  discuss the  

studies. 

which studies should be approved for  in i t ia t ion .  

This Review Panel resolves s t a f f  differences and recommends 

This decision is reviewed 

by the  Chief of Staff 's  C o d t t e e  and its decision is forwarded t o  the  

CMC fo r  f i n a l  approval. 

Once the  Study Program has been approved, each study sponsor, who 

is head of a Department, Division ,or Office which has prime responsibil i ty 

over the  subject under study, prepares a study directive. A study 

advisory connnittee, chaired by the  Sponsor, is set up to  review t h i s  

study dt rec t ive  prior t o  forwarding t o  MCDEC and t o  review the  study 

as it progresees. 

the study sponsor and the Studies Branch, are members of t he  committee. 

Those interested in the study, as determined by 

- -  
A complete study plan is prep&& a t  MCDEC €or the approval. of the 

Commandant. Upon approval, MCDEC is directed t o  execute the  study. 

MOEC is asked t o  execute it although a commercial cuntractor, the  Naval 

Research Laboratory, o r  an FCRC may carry out t he  study. Some examples 
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of cur ren t  Marine Corps s tud ies  are "Containerization Requirements for 

t h e  F lee t  Marine Force (1973-82)", sponsored by DC/S (I&L); "Marine 

Aviation Bequlrements", sponsored by DC/S (Aviation) ; "Seaborne Mobile 

Logis t ics  Systems" sponsored by DC/S (I&); and "Assault  Anti-tank 

Weapons Systems," sponsored by DC/S (P&O). 

Once a study is completed and has been approved by the Commandant, 

t h e  approved recommendations are implemented. These may result i n  

internal Marine Corps program changes, changes in  force  s t ruc ture ,  

revised doc t r ine  and t ac t i c s ,  o r  in the  establishment of requirements. 

For example, the study may recommend that a General Operational Require- 

ment (GOR) be revised, t h a t  a Tentative Specif ic  Operational Requirement 

(TSOR) be prepared,or t h a t  ARPA conduct 6.1 research. 

9-16 



The DC/S f o r  RD&S, HQMC d i r e c t s  and coordinates dtl Marine Corps 

RDTBE activities, reviews and i s sues  requirements documents and assembles 

the Marine Corps' annual RDT&E program submission t o  the  ASN (RbD) 

and t o  the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) f o r  inclusion in the  Department 

of the Navy progradpro jec t  l i s t i n g  of RDT&E programs. 

preparation of t he  annual fundings program. 

responsible f o r  all Marine Corps study e f f o r t s  although it does not  

recommend or sponsor studies.  

work plan f o r  the  Marine Corps Operations Analysis Group (MCOAG) whfch 

is a p a r t  of the  Center f o r  Naval Analysis (CNA), a Federal Contract 

Research Center. MCOAG has th ree  functions - (1) it provides operat ions 

research and operations ana lys i s  f o r  the Marine Corps, (2) it performs 

the  test and evaluation program as required,  (3) it provides the  f i e l d  

This includes 

The Studies Branch is 

It is also responsible f o r  t he  annual 

detachement f o r  MCDEC's studies and fo r  the  F lee t  Marine 

Forces. 

The Marine Corps Development and Education Command (MCDEC) is the  

f i e l d  command where most development e f f o r t s  are monitored. 

Development Center is the  a c t i v i t y  a t  MCDEC t h a t  is  responsible f o r  

these e f for t s .  

Marine Corps is done a t  MCDEC. 

by the  Long-Range Study Panel. 

Development Center prepares the  Marine Corps Study Programs. They may ge t  

help from the  Mobility and Logis t ics  Division or  other  MCDEC s t a f f  o r  from 

XCOAG. MCDEC is a l so  responsible f o r  monitoring t h e  Marine Corps' 

The 

The preparation of requirements documents €or  Headquarters 

Long-range s tudies  are a l s o  conducted there  

The Plans and Studies Division a t  t he  
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MCLnO, USA, Traidng and Doctrine C a m a d ,  Ft. Manroe, Virginia 

MCLnO, USA Combat Developments merimentation Command, 
P t .  Otd, Cal i forn ia  

MCLnO, USA Test and Evaluation Coarmand, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

MCLnO, USA Bir Defense Board, F t .  Bliss, T e x a s  

McLnO,  USA Electronics Eroving Ground, Ft. Huachuca, 
Arizona 

MCLnO, USAArtiflery Baard, F t .  S i l l ,  Oklahoma 

PEL@, USA Armor Board, Ft. Knox, Kentucky 

M C Z d ,  USA Electronics Command, F t .  Monmouth, New Jersey 

KCLnO, USA Airborne Electronics and Special Warfare 3oard, 
Ft .  Bragg, North Carolaa 

MCLnOIAdvisor f o r  Military Application, Naval Weapons Laboratory, 
Dalrlgren, Virginia 

M C h O ,  USA Infantry Board, Ft .  Benning, Georgia 

HCLd), USA Aviation Board, Ft .  Bucker, Alabama 

Deputy Systems Program Director, Tactical Information Processing 
Interpretation-System Office (TIPI-SPO) , Wright Patterson AFB, 
Dayton, Ohio 

MCLnO, Naval Medical F i e l d  Research Laboratory 
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 

Headquarters, USMC Logistics Section also sponsors a l iaison 
off- for both Logistics and RDT&E liaison a t :  

E I C I d ,  USA Armaments Command, Picatinny Arsenal, 
New Sersey 

- -  

Figure 9-7 
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exploratory development e f f o r t  so they a l so  follow c lose ly  t h e  research, 

development, t e s t ing ,  and s tudies  of other  Services and Agencies. 

MCDEC sponsors Marine Corps Liaison Off icers  (MCLNO) a t  o ther  Sesvice 

commands (Figure 9-71. 

General Operational Requirements 

Threat assessment, planning documents, and analyses and studies help 

determine w h a t  is needed by t he  Marine Corps t o  f u l f i l l  its role/mission. 

These needs are ident i f ied  i n  the  General Operational Requirement 

(GOR). The MLRP and the  MMROP provide guidance and d i r ec t ion  t o  the  

development of GORs. The GOR is a broad statement of goals o r  objec t ives  

f o r  fu tu re  operat ional  c a p a b i l i t i e s  required t o  neet t h e  estimated t h r e a t  

of the  10-20 year period (long-range planning period). A GOR is a 

statement of liarine Corps needs f o r  improved equipment, systems, 

material or  techniques. GORs are establ ished f o r  each GOR category 

iden t i f i ed  in sec t ion  X I  of t he  MMROP and c l a s s i f i e d  under an R&II 

planning area i n  sec t ion  XI1 of the  MMROP. These categories  are: 

GOR CATEGORIES 

Training 
Personnel 

Command, Control and 
Commuaicat ion 

Command, Control and Com- 
municat ion 

Infantry systems Firepower 
Supproting arms 
Anti-air systems 
Nuclear  and Chemical 
Warfare and Biological defense 

Logis t ics  Logist ics  

- -  

Mobility 

In te l l igence  

Mobility 

In te l l igence  
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MCDEC develops the  proposed GORs which are promulgated by DC/S (RD&S) 

f o r  t he  C o d a n t .  The Service Plans Branch, Plans Division, Plans 

and Operations Department, also reviews GORs t o  insure that they are 

compatible with Marine Corps object ives  as s ta ted  i n  planning documents. 

The Operations Division, Pbo Department also reviews GORs. 

The In te l l igence  Division, t he  Ins t a l l a t ions  and Logis t ics  Depart- 

m e n t ,  the Manpower Department, and the field commands also review GORs. 

The DC/S ( for  Aviation) has s t a f f  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  GORs involving 

aviation. 

Xesearch and Development Planning 

The Marine Corps is responsible f o r  achieving c e r t a i n  operat ional  ca- 

p a b i l i t i e s  which may requi re  the  development of major new systems o r  

items of hardware. 

RDT&E efforts. h i s t o r i c a l l y  have been very l imited.  

comes one of e f f i c i e n t  a l loca t ion  of scarce d o l l a r s  across  a wide range of 

However, resources ava i lab le  t o  the  Marine Corps f o r  its 

The problem then be- 

proposed and on-going pro jec ts  of varying funding levels. 

Marine Corps faces its demands on resources is t o  r e l y  on the  l a rge  R&D 

One way t he  

budgets of the  other  Services and the  pro jec ts  they develop which are 

d i r e c t l y  appl icable  t o  the  .Marine Corps. 

The Navy designates approximately 1.2% of its RDTbrE funds t o  the  

Marine Corps RDT&E budget in  the  6.3, 6.4, and 6.5 funding categories.  

Thus, %lue" d o l l a r s  are converted t o  "green" dol la rs .  (A f u l l  discus- 

s ion  of the  re la t ionship  between Navy ("blue") d o l l a r s  and Marine Corps 

(''green") d o l l a r s  follows later in  this chapter).  

~. 
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The Marine Corps has no bas ic  research funds f6 . lmonies) .  The Chief 

of Naval Research conducts a program of research which is designed t o  pro- 

duce r e s u l t s  which s a t i s f y  the  acknowledged requirements of both the Marine 

Corps and t h e  Navy. 

The Chief o f  Naval Material manages and funds f o r  a program of ex- 

ploratory development (6.2 monies) i n  support of the Marine Corps. k ' i thin 

the Marine Corps, t he  Development Center a t  MCDEC is the  point of contact 

on Marine Corps exploratory development matters. 

In other  categories  of development, the Marine Corps adopts other- 

se rv ice  items d i r e c t l y  whenever possible. 

Corps may fund a study of the employment of various a i r c r a f t  it does 

not invest any of its XbD money ia the  development of a i r c r a f t .  Such 

a c t i v i t y  is completely funded by the Navy. The Deputy Chief of Staff  

€or Aviation acts i n  a dual capacity sponsoring Marine Corps av ia t ion  

R&D activities both as a member of the CMC s t a f f  and as Assis tant  Deputy 

CNO €or Aviation. Further,  most of the Marine Corps' motor t ransport  

vehicles  are developed by the Army. 

velop other  items required by both Services. 

ment by influence", t he  Marine Corps of ten  buys in to  another service pro- 

g r a m  so tha t  it can have a voice in  the development e i t h e r  t o  change 

the cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of a system or  to add capab i l i t i e s  t o  make sure  that 

the i t e m  is operable i n  the  amphibious warfare environment. 

For example, while the  Marine 

Jo in t  Army-Yarine Corps programs de- 

Through a process of "manage- 

The Marine Corps w i l l  not normally undertake developmental ac t ion  

when equipment being developed by other  services w i l l  m e e t  i t s  requirements. 

The Marine Corps w i l f  undertake u n i l a t e r a l  development act ion when:. 

(1) Development c l ea r ly  f a l l s  within the  Marine Corps r e spons ib i l i t i e s  

established by l a w  (page 9-1). 
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. 

(2) There is no other  equipment ava i lab le  o r  under development by 

another S e n i c e  O r  country which w i l l  meet s ta ted  requirements. 

(3) Fa i lure  t o  take developmental ac t ion  would adversely a f f e c t  the  

mi l i t a ry  capab i l i t i e s  of the  Marine Corps. 

It should a l so  be noted that the  Marine Corps does not have any 

RDThE labora tor ies  per se. Thus, MCDEC, other DOI) in-house organizations 

and private contractors  perform the  R&D t asks  required by the  Marine Corps. 

ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT 

Through the  planning system needs a re  i d e n t s i e d  and through s tud ie s  

and analyses requirements are generated f o r  c e r t a i n  systems. o r  items. 

requirements process in the  Marine Corps is a system unto i t s e l f .  A t  t he  

s a m e  time, it is p a r t  of the =I) e f f o r t  since,  in a circular process, t h e  

requirements process determines w h a t  research and development are ca l led  

for .  

Sources 

The 

- 

A n  explanation is needed here t o  c l a r i f y  how the Marine Corps acquires 

As s ta ted  earlier, the Marine Corps depends on other its systems o r  items. 

Services for its RDT&E needs. It follows, then, t h a t  it a l so  depends upon 

the other  Services f o r  many of its acquis i t ions.  

purchase weapons from t h e  Amy, A i r  Force, o r  Navy, and if t h i s  purchase 

is an a i r c r a f t ,  t he  Marine Corps is dependent on the Navy because the 

Marine Corps has no appropriation f o r  procurement of a i r c r a f t .  

The Marine Corps may 

The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations fo r  A i r  Warfare within the 

-.. Department of the Navy, has cognizance over Marine Corps av ia t ion  
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requirements as defined by the  Commandant. 

t h a t  there  is need f o r  a new aircraft i n  the  Marine Corps, MCDEC 

formulates and submits t o  DC/S (RD&S) the operat ional  requirements 

f o r  the system. 

If the  Commandant determines 

The CMC approves them and sends them t o  the  CNO. 

The Navy may develop o r  have ava i lab le  a i r c r a f t  t o  meet the  Marine 

Corps' requirements, o r  the  Army o r  A i r  Force may have the a i r c r a f t .  

If not ,  t he  Marine Corps may purchase the needed a i r c r a f t  elsewhere, 

such as the  case of the  Br i t i sh  developed AV-8A Earr ier .  In any case, 

the  funds t o  purchase the a i r c r a f t  are provided i n  the  Navy's procurement 

appropt fat ion. 

For land warfare weapons systems o r  items, the  Marine Corps depends 

l a rge ly  on the  Army. 

s a t i s f y  the  requirements of t he  Marine Corps. 

With s l i g h t  modifications, many Army systems can 

Thus the  Marine Corps 

may undertake some j o i n t  development with the  Army by providing some funds 

f o r  the Army's R&D e f f o r t  and then by purchasing t h e  system. 

For that aspect of amphibious warfare f o r  which the  Marine Corps is 

responsible,  it w i l l  procure the  weapon systems it thinks are needed from 

the  N a v y  o r  the  Army o r  it may develop and produce the  system on its own 

when t h e  system is unique t o  the Marine Corps. 

The Process 
.- - 

We w i l l  now re turn  t o  the  subject of es tab l i sh ing  the  requirement f o r  

a weapons system. 

o r  organization, is  sent  t o  HQMC where i t  is evaluated by the  poten t ia l  

program sponsor or  funct ional  manager and then by the  Requirements and 

Programs Division. Rowever, it is possible that  a requirement w i l l  be 

A requirement, which may be established by any command 
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sent from the  f i e l d  t o  t h e  3CS and then will be sent on t o  HQMC. 

R&P Division val idatea all requirements a f t e r  the  sponsor having s t a f f  

cognizance over t h a t  spec i f i c  area has reviewed the  requirement. 

Validation means t h a t  R&P checks t o  see i f  the  requirement is supported 

by avai lab le  documents such as a MR. The DC/S f o r  RSIP then reconmends 

approval o r  disapproval t o  the  Chief of S taf f .  

r e v i e w ,  MCDEC prepares a d r a f t  of the  appropriate  documenr . 
operat ional  capabi l i ty  requirements WFll be assigned p r i o r i t i e s  based on 

urgency and mission. This priority will be appl icable  t o  the  assignment 

of personnel, t ra in ing  of personnel and un i t s ,  research and developneat, 

analyses and s tudies ,  procurement, and other  resources ava i lab le  to t h e  

Marine Corps. 

The 

Following t h i s  in i t ia l  
1/ 

The 

L e t  us take a Specif ic  Operational Requirement (SOR) as an example. 

After an initial r e v i e w  by HQMC, MCDEC prepares a d r a f t  of t h e  SOR and for- 

wards t h i s  for comments t o  f i e l d  level agencies within the Marine Corps, 

t o  responsible s t a f f  i n  the  Army, Navy and A i r  Force, t o  the R&P Division 

a t  HQMC, t o  t he  Research, Development and Studies Division a t  HQMC, t o  

the sponsoring o f f i c e  and t o  other  in te res ted  s t a f f  as the  RD&S Division 

dete-es. 

makes revis ions and prepares a "proposed" SOR f o r  approval aad promulga- 

t i o n  by t he  CMC. 

clftet  these organizations have commented on t he  d r a f t ,  MCDEC 

Enclosed with t h i s  proposed SOR will be a summary of the  

comments received from other Services' f i e l d  agencies and t he  Commanding 

- 1/ Requirements documents as covered here only r e l a t e  t o  hardware needs. 
These documents are not generated because of s t ruc tu ra l  changes o r  
manpower changes. 
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General's (CG, MCDEC) consideration thereof.  Simultaneously, t h e  CG, 

MCDEC, will send copies of the"proposed"documents t o  the  RD&S Division, 

and t o  the  o ther  Service headquarters f o r  comment. 

t he  proposed document, RD&S will forward t h e  document t o  the  DC/S 

Requirements and Programs Division f o r  i n t e rna l  s t a f f ing  and review. 

The ac t ion  d iv is ion  will receive any comments from the  other  Services 

per ta ining t o  the  proposed SOR. 

RD&S Division. 

Upon r ece ip t  of 

These comments f i r s t  go through the  

Once the  review of the  SOR is complete, t h e  DC/S f o r  R&P w i l l  

prepare the  ffnal document complete with a CMC promulgating letter and 

will forward it t o  t h e  DC/S (RD&S) who w i l l  give the document t o  MCDEC 

f o r  preparation of t he  smooth document. 

present the  smooth SOR t o  the  Chief of Staff  o r  h i s  committee f o r  

review and approval. 

in  Figure 9-8. 

Requirements Documents 

The DC/S (RD&S) will then 

The flow of a SOR through the system is shown 

Requirements documents cur ren t ly  used by the  Marine Corps are the  

Tentative Speci f  i c  Operational Requirement (TSOR) , t h e  Specific Operational 

Requirement (SORI, the  Proposed Technical Approaches (PTA) , the  Advanced 

Development Objective (ADO) and the  Technical Development Plan (TDP). 

MCDEC is curren t ly  studying the  requirements process and w i l l  present - - 

recommendations t o  the  CMC i n  March, 1974. 

of documents w i l l  be reduced and t h a t  the  names of the  documents w i l l  

change. 

It is most l i k e l y  that the  number 

- c  
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These documents are revieued annually by the Development Center, 

IiCDEC f o r  relevance, needed changes and revisions.  Documents are 

reviewed in monthly increments by GOR categories.  

Tentative Specif ic  Operational Requirement (TSOR) 

The TSOR is a requirements document issued by t he  DC/S f o r  the CMC 

as the i n i t i a l  s tep  i n  the  RDTbE planning' system. It is t he  f i r s t  docu- 

ment ou t l in ing  a de f in i t i on  of an item o r  a system, i t s  cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,  

funct ions and costs .  It is draf ted  at MCDEC a f t e r  the  GOR has been 

approved by the  CMC and has gone t o  the Chief of Naval Material (CNM) or  

other  Semice command for research and development. 

states a requirement f o r  a particular capabi l i ty ,  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  an- 

The TSOR ten ta t ive ly  

t i c ipa t ed  threat, ou t l ines  the  operational concept f o r  its intended use, 

def ines  the  performance Characteristics which can be specif ied,  and 

ind ica tes  t he  time period during which t h e  capabi l i ty  is needed. 

Proposed Technical Approaches (PTA) 

PTA are prepared by t he  Naval Material Command or  other  developing 

agency out l in ing  technical approaches in response t o  a TSOR or t o  c a l l  

a t t en t ion  t o  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a system re su l t i ng  from new technology. 

The PT.4 provides f inanc ia l  information in terms of i n i t i a l  estimates of 

development and production costs  necessary t o  determine requirements 

f o r  fotmal contract  de f in i t i on  in the  va l ida t ion  phase. 

Department analyzes and reviews the  proposed technical  approaches. 

The I&L 

Advanced Development Obi ective (ADO) 

- -  

An ADO states a need to  conduct experimental s tud ies ,  t e s t s  and 

development when the  TSOR-PTA exchange ind ica tes  that technological,  
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f inanc ia l  o r  developmental risks exist o r  when t h e  m i l i t a r y  usefulness 

of a pa r t i cu la r  proposed development has not  been f u l l y  established. 

The ADO is prepared by MCDEC. 

Specif ic  Operational Requirement (SOR) 

A SOR w i l l  follow t h e  TSOR-PTA exchange if there  are no unacceptable 

risks. The SOR def ines  the  required c a p a b i l i t i e s  in terns of mission re- 

quirements with estimates of t h e  th rea t  environment, operat ional  concept, 

and performance constraints .  The SOR d e l i n i a t e s  whether the  development 

w i l l  replace an exis t ing  system, technique, o r  item, t h e  l imi t ing  physical 

parameters of weight, speed, em. and the  concept of organizat ional  em- 

ployment. It is at the  SOR s tage  tha t  t he  preliminary decis ion regarding - 

t h e  necessi ty  f o r  contract  de f in i t i on  w i l l  be made. The SOR is the  f i n a l  

s tage  in  the  requirements docken ta t ion  process and must contain d e f i n i t i v e  

guidance for developing a Technical Development Plan (TDP).. 

The contents and organization Fndex of t h e  SOR include the  following: 

SECTION 1 - Abstract 

SECTION 2 - Frame of Reference 

SECTION 3 - The Operational Need - includes the  threat u t i l i z i n g  
in te l l igence  mch as NIE, t h e  JIEP and the  
Operational Deficiency u t i l i z h g  the  GOR(s) 

SECTION 4 - The Operational Concept - ou t l ines  the  operat ional  
information which will influence the design and 
concepts f o r  I t s  use. - -  

SECTION 5 - Capabi l i t i es  Required - includes a system descr ipt ion,  
performance characteristics, quant i ty  required,  
required f l e e t  introduct ion date and addi t iona l  
considerations.  
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SECTION 6 - Operational Constraints - Contains physical ,  
environmental manpower, h sa fe ty  cons t ra in ts ,  
na in t a inab i l i t y ,  a cos t  versus r e l i a b i l i t y /  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  analysis ,  emission control ,  and emergency 
destruct ion information. 

SECTION 7 - Integxated Logistic Support 

SECTION 8 - Development Information 

SECTION 9 - Recommended Marine Corps Development Action - whether 
the  Marine Corps, A i r  Force, Army,or N a v y  w i l l  
develop it. 

The Telecommunications Division may sponsor SORs t h a t  dea l  with t h e i r  

f i e l d  of respons ib i l i ty .  The DC/S (for  Aviation) sponsors SORs such 

as the Light Armed Reconnaissance Aircraf t ,  t he  Tactical Air Command Center, 

(TACC), and the  Radar Data Relay System. H e  a l so  has primary r e spons ib i l i t y  - 

f o r  many Navy requirements documents commented upon by the  Marine Corps be- 

cause many of these  involve air.weapons and systems. Some of these are 

the  willdog, t he  Advanced Close Support System, t h e  Heavy L i f t  Helicopter 

and t he  Advanced General Purpose Bomb. 

Technical Development Plan (TDP) 

A TDP comprises the development plan f o r  the  fu l f i l lment  of ob jec t ives  

stated in a SOR or an ADO. It is a complete descr ipt ion of the  e f f o r t  

necessary t o  accomplish development plus a recommended funding schedule. 

It contains a f inanc ia l  plan and system descr ipt ion,  production and de- 

l i v e r y  schedule, performance cha rac t e r i s t i c s  and progradpro  j ect d i r ec t ives  

of requirements and tests. 
. .  
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OBTAINING SECDEF APPROVAL 

Approval of the  Services Total  Program 

Before the  development a proposed weapon system can be funded, it 

must go through t h e  programming and budgeting phases of PPBS. A program 

wt appear in  the  Department of t he  Navy's Program Objective Memorandum 

@OM) and then in the  budget. 

Because approval f o r  development both a t  the Service level and a t  the  

DoD level are not on a t e e t a b l e  t o  coincide with PPBS, Services w i l l  often 

submit t h e i r  POMS and budgets t o  t h e  SECDEF v j t h  programs and funding pro- 

vided f o r  development of a system which has not ye t  gone through the  

development approval process. 

of these  funds are contingent upon Services a&-/*$OD approval. 

The commencement'of t h e  program and expenditure 

- _  
The Department of the  Navy submits only one PBM,to t h e  SECDEF. 

This POM combines both Marine Corps and Navy programing-:- The Department of 

t he  Navy receives funds appropriated for both the  Navy (%he" do l l a r s )  

and Marine Corps ("green" do l l a r s )  and d i s t r i b u t e s  them accordingly. 

- 5  . 
. .  

Certain program funds are only  "blue" do l l a r s ,  meaning t h a t  there  is 

no separate  appropriation for the  Marine Corps. 

example. 

ap appropriation. 

its funds t o  t h e  Marine Corps f o r  Its RDTbrE needs. 

d o l l a r s  appropriated t o  t h e  Navy become "blue/green" dollars when _ _  . 

used by Marine Corps. However, program dement/project  codes are such 

tha t  "green" and "blue/green" d o l l a r s  are r ead i ly  iden t i f i ab le  therein.  

Even with tha t ,  there  are no "green" o r  71blue/green" d o l l a r s  f o r  the  

RDT&E funds are an 

The Marine Corps receives  no RDT&E funds of its own through 

Rather, the  Navy designates approximately 1.2% of 

Thus, some ''blue" 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY APPROPRIATIONS 

BLUE DOLLARS 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY (MPN) 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY (RPN) 

OPERATION & NAINTENANCE, NAVY (OSIMN) 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 
(ObtMNR) 

PROCUKEMENT C- AIRCRAFTS & M I S S I L E S  
NAVY, (PAWN) 

AIRCRAFT PROCURENENT, NAVY 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

S H I P B U I L D I N G  & CONVERSION, NAVY (SCN)  

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY (OPN) 

RESEARCH, DEVZLOPMENT, T E S T  & 
EVALUATION, XAVY (RDT&EN) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY (MCON) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY RESERVE 
(MCNR) 

FANILY HOUSING, DEFENSE 

CLAIMS,  DEFENSE 

, -  

GREEN DOLLARS 

MiLITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 
MAR1 NE CORPS (O&MMC 1 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 
MARINE CORPS RESERVE 

CORPS (MPMC 

CORPS (RPMC) 

(O&MMCR) 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
(PMC) 

FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE 

CLAIMS, DEFENSE 

BLUE/GREEY DOLLARS 

PROCUREMENT OF AIRCRAFT & M I S S L E S  
NAVY, (PAWN 1 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & 
EVALUATION, NAVY (RDTLEN) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY (MCOY) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY RESERVE 
(MCNR) 

Figure 9-9 ' 
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program categories of basic research (6.1 funds) o r  exploratory development 

(6.2 funds). 

Navy expenditures. 

For these e f f o r t s  the  Marine Corps is dependent upon 

The Marine Corps does receive "green" funds in other appropriation 

accounts such as Mili tary Personnel, Reserve Personnel, Operation 

and Maintenance and Procurement. 

do l l a r s  for M i l i t a r y  Construction. 

re la t ing  t o  t h i s  area, the  CNO acts as the  a e c u t i v e  agent. 

Marine Corps respons ib i l i t i es  are carried out by the  Installations and 

Logistics Department. 

Air has responsibi l i ty  fo r  aircraft and missi les  fo r  the Marine Corps as 

well as the  Navy. Figure 9-10 

has a list of the Navy and Marine Corps appropriations and those in  

which "blue" do l l a r s  become "blue/green" dol la rs  through t ransfer  of 

funds. 

However, the  CMC does not receive "green" 

In Department of the Navy matters 

Appropriate 

In the  Procurement appropriation, the  DCNO f o r  

These funds are all "blue" dol lars .  

All programing and budgeting are based on the  strategy, f b x e  level 

and st ructure ,  and support planned in JSOP Vol. I and II., theDPPG, Ppm, 

JFM, and the Services own planning documents. Figure 9-11 shows the 

re lat ionship of Marine Corps documents t o  JCS and SECDEF documents in the  PPBS. 

In the  

of the  DC/S 

R&I) portion 

responsible 

Marine Corps, the  Rogrnnrm4ng and Budget Branch of the  Office 

for  RD&S coordinates the  preparation of the Marine Corps 

of t h e  Navy POM. The Programs Branch, B&P Division, is 

f o r  t o t a l  Harine Corps input t o  t he  Navy POM. During formulation 

phase, increased empfiasis is being placed on supporting documentation, 

incremental programing and poasible MSARC involvement in various 

c 

Marine Corps programs. 
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Following are the  basic s teps  in the  development of the  Marine Corps 

RDTCE POM input fo r  FY 76-FY80 (POM-76). 

slightly, the  approximate periods c i t ed  are generally accurate. 

fo r  RDhS prepared a Tentative POM (TPOM) from about 15 November-1 

January 1974. 

requirements with resources estimates fo r  each project proposed. 

requests represented increases over the  established FPDP, such changes 

were supported by j u s t i f i ca t ion  data sheets. 

be m e t  

be ident i f ied  at t he  project o r  the  task level as appropriate. The TPOM 

input was reviewed, a compilation'of funding requirements was assembled, 

While the  time frames may vary 

The DC/S 

Acquisitlon sponsors were asked t o  submit t h e i r  program 

If dol la r  

If MSARC thresholds might 

either B&D or  PMC or  both, such a l e v e l  of a c t i v i t y  had t o  

supporting pages were sorted and the  e n t i r e  f i s c a l l y  unconstrained p a c a e  

was returned t o  Acquisition.Spoasors, the  DC/S for UP, and the Develop- 

ment Center, MCDEC for reconsideration, especially in those f i s c a l  years 

where staff requests were significantly above ant ic  '.pated f i s c a l  

ceilings. %Y mid-February, DC/S f o r  RD&S has seen the  newly revised 

TPOM and has i n i t i a t ed  act ions t o  amend the  Marine Corps R&D and other 

programs down t o  the FllDP level.  

reaches the  brine Corps in March. 

the  Mariae Corps POM should be very near limits rlrceived. 

become apparent t ha t  the Marime Corps cannot l i v e  with the  guidance 

given, the  DC/S fo r  RDLS, for  ample, may choose t o  approach the  Assistant 

Secretary of the  Navy (ASH R&D) who manages RDT&E(N) Appropriations, f o r  

a la rger  percentage of the Navy R&D budget. 

The SECDEF f i s c a l  guidance(ppm) usually 

If preceding e f f o r t s  have been successful, 

If it bas 
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During April-Juae 1974, t h e  DC/S f o r  RD&S prepares j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

for  each projec t  and forwards t h i s  t o  t h e  R&D Programming Division under the 

Director,  RDT&E f o r  t he  Navy. 

total RMl&E Navy Program request. 

af t he  POM and the entire package I s  then forwarded t o  the  ASN am), SECWV 

and DDRLE. 

t h e  POH. 

Corps elements of t he  Navy R&D budget. 

This divfsion (OP-098) consol idates  t h e  

Subsequently, C80 reviews his port ion 

SECNAV is the decis iun point where t h e  TWM ac tua l ly  becomes 

ASN (R&D), SECNAV and DDBdE c r i t i c a l l y  examine the Marine 

By August 1974, POM-76 has been f ina l i zed  by Program Decision Memoran- 

dums (FDMs). 

which enter a series of hearings. 

Navy are held by the  Navy Comptroller (act ing as a review agent f o r  t h e  

Based on these PDMs, t he  Services estimate t h e i r  budgets 

Hearings within the  Department of the  

Secretary of the Navy); t he  DDR&E and the  Office of t h e  Secretary of 

Defeuse (Comptroller) and OMB also hold hearings. 

from t h e  OSD and OMB hearings are t en ta t ive  Program Budget Decisions 

(PBDs). 

t h e  January update of t h e  FMP and become the  President ' s  3udget. The 

Planning, Programming and Budgeting System in DOD culminates with t h e  

presentat ion of the President ' s  Budget t o  the  Congress in  January. 

The decis ions r e su l t i ng  

PBDs may be appealed. Final PBDs, however, are pr inted in 

Obtaining Recommendation for  Approval from MSARC 

Once a requirement has been establ ished and included in the  POM 

it must be approved f o r  development by t h e  Marine Corps. 

reorganization, t h e  Marine Corps has created the  Marine Corps Systems 

Under t h e  
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Acquisition Review Council (MSARC). MSARC w i l l  r e v i e w  a l l  s tages  

of a major acquis i t ion  program whether the acquis i t ion ' s  development is 

one unique t o  t h e  Marine Corps, developed by the  Navy o r  the  Army, o r  

j o i n t l y  developed. 

going i n t o  advanced development. 

as a GOR. 

scale development. Alternatives t o  the  system o r  i t e m  detai led in  the  

SOR as w e l l  as cost /benefi t  analyses and t e s t  and evaluation w i l l  fa= 

MARC I will review appropriate program i n i t i a t i o n  

A t  this time tt may review such docrrments 

MSARC I1 will r e v i e w  a program when it is ready for f u l l -  

within t he  scope of the MSARC review. MSARC 111 will review the  acquis i t ion  

process when the  system is ready f o r  production/procurement. Members of 

the MSARC are the  Chief of S ta f f ,  t h e  Deputy Chiefs of Staff , t he  

F i sca l  Director and the CG, MCDEC. 

making author i ty  and may reject MARC recommendations. 

The Commandant has f i n a l  decision- 
I 

1- 

Obtaining Reconrmendation for  Approval from DNSARC 

If a proposed Marine Corps weapons system meets the  Don threaholds 

f o r  a major acquis i t ion and w i l l  therefore go t o  t h e  Defense Systems Ac- 

quis f t ion  R e v i e w  Council @SARC) , the  Department of the Navy's System 

Acquisition Review Council (DNSARC) will review the  proposed system. 

DNSARC review i s  not l imited t o  t h i s ,  however. If the Secretary of 'the 

Navy shows an i n t e re s t  i n  any proposed Marine Corps acquis i t ion,  he 

map request a DNSARC review. The CNC and the  CNO are members of DNSARC. 

Obtaining Reconrmendation f o r  Approval from DSARC 

Once. a requirement t ha t  meets DoD's criteria for a major acquis i t ion 

has been established and approved f o r  development by the  Commandant and 

the  Secretary of the  Havy, the  proposed system must be approved by the 

9-37 



Secretary of Defense (SECDEF). This requi res  review of t he  proposed 

system by DSARC. To prepare €or this, the  Marine Corps, i n  coordination 

with SECNAV, formulates a d r a f t  Development Concept Paper @CP) which 

is forwarded t o  OSD where the Director  f o r  Defense Research and Engi- 

neering @DR&E)and Assistant Secre ta r ies  w i l l  review it. 

then f ina l i zed  by the  Marine Corps and the  Department of the  Navy, and is 

presented t o  the  DSARC f o r  review. 

posal goes t o  t h e  SECDEF f o r  final approval. 

The DCP is 

Following DSARC's decision, t h e  pro- 

This process seldom happens with Marine Corps weapon systems be- 

cause the  level of R&D and/or l e v e l  of procurement seldom reaches DoD 

monetary thresholds. However, because of the  Marine Corps' interest i n  

other  Services' systems, Marine Corps s t a f f  will at tend DSARC reviews of 

those systems that the  Marine Corps plans t o  buy such as Navy a i r c r a f t  

or Army tanks. 

CONCLUSION 

The Marine Corps i d e n t i f i e s  needs and es tab l i shes  requirements 

f o r  its role/missfon as do other Services but it does l i t t l e  research 

and development. 

tha t  meet DoD's do l l a r  de f in i t i on  of a major acquis i t ion.  

the  Marine Corps' requirements do not have to go through the  formal 

DoD system of a DSARC r e v i e w  a t  the  various s tages  of development. 

Also, the  Marine Corps has few acquis i t ions  needs 

Thus most of 

However an internal review system has been established. 

Corps does not  see i t s e l f  i n  'the major acquis i t ion  business and though 

the Marines do e s t ab l i sh  the  requirement for some major hardware, they 

depend upon other  Services f o r  t he  development and production of these 

items. 

on cont rac t  and t h e  r e su l t an t  price impact. 

The Marine 

Thus t he  impact of t he  Marine Corps is mainly f e l t  in  the  quantity 
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CHAPTER 10 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

INTRODUCTION 

This study is  an endeavor t o  provide a roadmap t h a t  can be used . 

by t h e  GAO audi tor  i n  examining the  processes followed by the  AF in 

es tab l i sh ing  a requirement f o r  a new weapon system. 

i n  which the  AF discovers  it needs a new weapon system, the  procedures 

f o r  coordinating and proposing the  requirement, and the  s t eps  followed 

t o  br ing the  proposal t o  the  a t t en t ion  of key personnel who e i t h e r  

approve o r  disapprove development of t h e  system. 

of the  AF planning, programping, and budgeting system t o  the  weapon 

system acquis i t ion  process and present  other  material per t inent  t o  

study of the  requirement process. 

We discuss  ways 

We discuss  the  re la t ionship  

The mater ia l  presented w a s  obtained through the use of quest ionnaires  

answered by Hdq. USAF s t a f f  personnel; interviews with se lec ted  members 

of the  Air Staff  having knowledge of pol icy and procedures; and review 

of Hdq. USAF and DOD d i r ec t ives  on weapon system acquis i t ion.  We used 

workpapers prepared by Regional Off ices  i n  t h e i r  review of the ROC 

process a t  selected major a i r  commands, and previous assignment -_ . 

accomplished i n  1972 under Code 952002. 
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A i r  Force Mission and Authoritv 

The legal foundation and mission of t h e  United States Air Force are 

found i n  the National Securi ty  A c t  of 1947, as amended, which es tab l i shed  

the  Department of t h e  Air Force as a s t a t u t o r y  agency within the  Depart- 

ment of Defense. 

The spec i f i c s  of t he  l a w  are set f o r t h  i n  Sections 8011 t o  8079, 

Tit le  10, U. S. Code. 

Section 8062 reads: 

"(a) It is the  i n t e n t  of Congress t o  provide an Air Force tha t  is 
capable, i n  conjunction with the other  armed forces ,  of 

(1) preserving the  peace and secu r i ty ,  and providing f o r  the  
defense, of t he  United States, the  T e r r i t o r i e s ,  Commonwealths, 
and possessions, and any areas occupied by the United S ta tes ;  

(2) supporting t h e  na t iona l  po l i c i e s ;  

(3) implementing the na t iona l  object ives;  and 

(4) overcoming any nat ions responsible  f o r  aggressive acts 
t h a t  imperi l  the peace and secu r i ty  of the United States. 

"(b) There is a United S ta t e s  Air Force within the  Department 
of t he  Air Force." 

Subsequent subparagraphs of Section 8062 deal with the composition 

of t he  Air Force and its number of authorized a i r c r a f t .  

T i t l e  10 of the U.S. Code fu r the r  s p e c i f i e s  tha t :  "The Secretary 
is the  head of t h e  Department of the  A i r  Force." 

"(b) The Secretary is responsible f o r  and has t he  au thor i ty  
necessary t o  conduct all a f f a i r s  of the  Department of the Air 
Force, including - 

- -  

(1) functions necessary o r  appropriate  f o r  the t r a in ing ,  
operations,  administration, l o g i s t i c a l  support and 
maintenance, welfare, preparedness, and ef fec t iveness  of 
the A i r  Force, including research and develoment;  and 
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(2) such other a c t i v i t i e s  as may be prescribed by the  president 
or the Secretary of Defense as authorized by law. 

He shall perform such other duties relating t o  Air Force 
affairs and conduct the business of the  Department in such 
manner, as the President or the Secretary of Defense may 
prescribe. 
of llefensc for t h e  operation and eff ic iency of the Department.” 
(10 U.S.C., See. 8012). 

The Secretary is r e s p o n s i b l e  to the Secretary 
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DOD and Air Force Policy 

Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 i d e n t i f i e s  pol icy f o r  

major defense system acquis i t ion.  This d i rec t ive  states "the DOD com- 

ponents are responsible  f o r  ident i fy ing  needs and defining, developing 

and producing systems t o  s a t i s f y  those needs." 

these ins t ruc t ions  i n  AFR 800-2 which says, among other  things,  that 

The Air Force implements 

the r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of Headquarters USAF are : 

--to e s t a b l i s h  and ver i fy  requirements f o r  AF acquis i t ion  

programs funded under RDTdrE and procurement appropriations 

--to issue program management d i r ec t ives  which initiate, approve, 

change, modify o r  terminate programs. 

AFR's 57-1 and 57-5 fur ther  implement the  DOD d i rec t ive  in that 

they state Air Force policy; e s t a b l i s h  procedures, assign responsibil-  

ities, and out l ine  documentation t o  iden t i fy  and state needs for new 

and improved capab i l i t i e s .  

Mission Areas 

The AF development planning process c rea tes  continuous i n t e r n a l  dis-  

cussion of planning concepts, force  s t ruc tu re  analysis, program and budget 

activities, and analyses of technologies and weapon systems. In accom- 

plishing t h i s  iterative process, the  AF has begun t o  use an ordering of 

standard mission areas. They are: 

A i r  Force'Mission Areas 

S t r a t eg ic  Aerospace Operations Counter Air 
Aerospace Defense In te rd ic t ion  
In te l l igence  Close Air Support 
Training A i r l i f t  
Search Rescue & Recovery 
Command and Control Communications Reconaissance and Surveil lance 
Mission Support 

Special  A i r  Warfare 
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The mission areas give recognition to the tasks assigned to the 

A i r  Force and provide a useful means of grouping RDT&E programs so that 

their tota l  impact on AF tasks can b e  directly compared. 

Magnitude of Air Force Major Acquisition 

Figure 10-2 identifies and presents cost estimates fo r  major 

weapons systems in the Major Acquisition Cycle. 
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AF INVENTORY AND COST ESTIMATE OF 
NEW SYSTEN tXOUTSTTTUNSL 

~ 

(As of June 30, 1973) 

System 

A-7D Close A i r  Support A i rc ra f t  $1416.5 M i l  

A-10 Close A i r  Support A i rc ra f t  2489.7 

B-1 Bomber Nrcraft 13327.8 

C-5 Cargo Ai rc ra f t  4508.0 

F-5E In t e rna t iona l  Fighter 421.5 

F-15 Air Superior i ty  Fighter 7835.2 

F-111 Ai rc ra f t  6933.7 

2385.0 AWAC . 

AABNCP Airborne Command Post Airc ra f t  467.8 

MAVERICK Tactical Missile 480.6 

11 St ra t eg ic  pdssile 4857.0 

111 St ra t eg ic  Missile 6089.9 

Cost Estimate f os Current Program* 

Airborne Warning and Control, System 

SRAM Missile 

AMST Advanced Medium Short Takeoff Transport 

LIGHTWEIGHT FIGIfTER Aircraf t  (Prototype Program) 

OTH-3 Over the Horizon Radar 

UfI-la Helicopter 

SHRIKE Missile 

DSCS Defense Sateelite Communications System 

DSP Defense Support Program 

Airc ra f t  

1176.9 

200.0 

114 2 

144.7 

325.0 

241. a 

264.4 

1881.2 

* 
1 

$55,560.9 M i l  
Includes RDT6E, Procurement and 
Military Construction Costs. 
Source of data:  DOD Comptroller Directorate  f o r  
Information Operations, Hovcmber I, 1973 

FIGURE 10-2 
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All Planning, Programming and Budgeting 

Our study of the  weapon system acquis i t ion  at Hdq. USAF revealed 

a considerable number of t he  Air Staff  concerned with AF planning, 

programming and budgeting programs. A l l  weapon system proposals e i t h e r  

result from o r  may become a p a r t  of these processes. AF planning, 

programming and budgeting provide the  background aga ins t  which the usefu l  

l i f e  of a system can be p lo t ted  and- the  need f o r  its replacement formulated, 

evaluated and e i t h e r  approved o r  disapproved. The AF processes involved are - 

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t ed  and responsive t o  the  DOD Planning, Programming and 

Budgeting System and the Five Year Defense Plan. 

Planning 

The AF p h i n g  documents are developed at ,  or  required by Hdq. 

USAF. They provide cont inui ty  i n  planning and the  means by which the 

AF can d i r e c t  its e f f o r t s  toward achieving its objectives.  

are unilateral i n  or ig in ,  but f o r  the most p a r t  are developed in 

response t o  t h e  JCS Jo in t  S t r a t eg ic  Planning System (JSPS) and the J o i n t  

Operational Planning System (3OPS). 

AF plans 

AFM 28-3 provides bas ic  guidance f o r  developing AF plans. It 

descr ibes  the AF planning process and provides guidelines,  formats and 

administrative procedures. 

and procedures f o r  developing the AF War and Mobilization plan and other 

HOI 28-3 es tab l i shes  Air Staff  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  

unilateral AF plans. 
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The Deputy Director  f o r  Force Development, DCS Plans and Operations, 

Hdq. DSAF is responsible f o r  planning the  A i r  Force forces  for offense,  de- 

fense and a i r l i f t  operations. 

divis ions;  Command Planning, S t r a t eg ic  Force, and TActical and A i r l i f t  

This d i rec to ra t e  is divided into th ree  

. Forces. Each is concerned with developing the  planning f o r  its respect ive 

areas of mi l i t a ry  operations.  

Planning Documents 

Major planning documents prepared a t  Hdq. USAF which inf luence major 

weapon system development are : . \  

t 

. USA3 Planning Concepts, 0-15 years. 

. USA? Objective Force from 0-10 years,, 

. USAF Program Objectives Memorandum, 0-5 years 

. USAF War znd Eobi l iza t ion  Plan (WMP) from-0-5.yedrs. 

USAF Planning Concepts 

The "Plan" is designed t o  provide a comprehensive assessment of A i r  

Force r o l e s  , missions and capabi l i ty  requirements f o r  the  15-year period 

following date or  publication. 

log ica l ,  p o l i t i c a l  and economic f ac to r s ,  insofar  as possible ,  in both 

the  Ccmnnunist and non-Communist cJorld. Further,  i t  translates t h i s  

assessment i n t o  Air Force object ives  and s t r a t e g i c  concepts, together 

with broad guidance f o r  a t t a in ing  them. 

< .  

The scope of the p l a n  includes techno- 

It is the  primary document for 

disseminating Air Force capabi l i ty ,  object ives  and object ive forces;  

and i t  is the  bas i s  f o r  object ives  planning by the Air Staff  and AF 

Commands. It is a l so  a source document f o r  providing Air Force 

recommendations t o  t he  J o i n t  Long-Range S t r a t eg ic  Study (JLRSS), t he  

J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  Objectives Plan (JSCP) and the  J o i n t  Research and 

Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) . 
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Command Objectives Planning 

Each Major Command w i t h  a mission involving operat ional  use of 

weapon systems must submit annually t o  Hdq. USAF a Command Objectives 

P l a n  (AFM 28-3) project ing operat ional  capab i l i t i e s  required by the 

Command f o r  the following 15 years. 

tives and desired operat ional  c 'apabi l i t ies  as seen by the commander, 

It is developed i n  cognizance of the concepts and s t r a t e g i e s  contained 

in USAF Planning Concepts issued by Hdq. USA3 and necess i t a t e s  an aware- 

ness of the  weapon systems needed by the  Commaad to  perform i ts  missions. 

The Connnand is  expected t o  descr ibe the s t a t u s  and priority i t  places  on 

each system i n  being and its p r i o r i t i e s  on mid and long-range objec- 

tives/requirements. The p l a n  al&s Hdq, USAF and Air Force Systems 

Command (AFSC) to the  need f o r  increased RDThE generated by requirements 

f o r  sophis t icated weapons and t h e i r  r e l a t ed  equipment. 

The plan considers fu tu re  objec- 

' 

USAJ? Obiective Force 

Based upon the  s t r a t egy  of t he  J o i n t  Chief of S t a f f ' s  (JSOP Volume I) 

and the  Department of Defense Policy and Planning Guidance, the  Air 

Force prepares its ob j e c t l v e  forces.  

with the  Army and Navy forces  by JCS and become the J o i n t  S t r a t eg ic  

Objectives Plan Volume 11. 

i n t o  account t he  OSI) f i s c a l  guidance (Policy, Programing Guidance 

Memorandum) and arrive at  submissions to  JCS for the  J o i n t  Force Memoranda, 

The A2 designs its budget t o  support these farces .  

there  is cmsiderable  work on the  p a r t  of t he  Air Staff  and pa r t i cu la r ly  

These force  project ions are consolidated 

The Sendces  then work an exercise taking - 

During t h i s  period, 

t he  Director of Plans (XOX) and the  Force Structure  Committee to  build 
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a force t h a t  w i l l  meet t h e  threat and a t  the same time stay within the  

f i s c a l  guidance provided by the  Secretary of Defense. Forces are gen- 

e r a l l y  looked a t  over a period of a t  least e ight  years of which only the  

f i r s t  five years become a p a r t  of t he  Five Year Defense Plan. 
/ 

USAF Program Ob j ec t ives  Memorandum (POM) 

The POM is  a balanced, t o t a l  force and support program f o r  the  

A i r  Force prepared within the cons t ra in ts  of OSD guidance and submitted 

each May. The Air Force may submit changes t o  the  POM before the  

issuance i n  Ju ly  of t h e  Secretary of Defense Program Decision Memorandum 

in answer t o  the POM. The A i r  Force may submit reclamas t o  these 

decisions and the  OSD i ssues  decisions on the reclamas i n  July-August. 

U.S. A i r  Force War and Mobilization Plan (WMP) 

The WMP covers the t i m e  period of the  USAF Five-Year Force & 

Financial  Program (F&FPS, is revised on a regularory time-phased schedule, 

and is continuously in ef fec t .  

Capabi l i t ies  Plan (JSCP) i n  the near t i m e  period (one year).  

through the  remaining 4 years of the FCFP and provides f o r  cont inui ty  

of planning and programning actions. 

the U.S. Air Force commanders current  po l ic ies ,  doctr ine,  concept and 

d i rec t ion  f o r  the conduct and support of wartime operations. It includes 

mobilization readiness planning guidelines f o r  the support of contingency 

operations involving the  full combat use of the  approved forces  f o r  an 

i nde f in i t e  period, and encompasses a l l  functions necessary t o  match f a c i l -  

i t ies,  manpower, and material resources with planned w a r t i m e  ac t iv i ty .  

It d i r ec t ly  supports the J o i n t  S t ra teg ic  

It extends 

The WMP provides the Air Staff  and 
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Relationship of Air Force Plan t o  USAF Proscrams 

Air Force wartime planning starts with the projected inventory 

pos i t ion  with respect t o  u n i t s ,  aircraft ,  missiles, personnel, i n s t a l l a -  

t ions ,  and other assets. Thease projected inventor ies  are extracted from 

USAF Program Documents f o r  the assumed D-dates aad are the end r e s u l t  of 

the  previous planning cycle. In this matter, peacetime planning provides 

a s t a r t i n g  pos i t ion  f o r  the  development of D-day and post  D-day a c t i v i t y .  

The projected w a r t i m e  activit ies must, i n  turn,  be supported i n  the  pro- 

gramhg/budget ing doctrments. 

A i r  Force Programming 

The Air Force port ion of the  DOD Five-Year Defense Program (FYDP) is 

the  o f f i c i a l  Air Force program-the USA3 Force and Financial  Program (F&FP). 

All other programs and programming documents are e s sen t i a l ly  resource 

management or  system program expressions of the bas ic  DOD-approved USAF 

force program. 

The F&FP is establ ished by AFR 27-9, t o  meet the  requirements of DOD 

Directive 7045.1. This program document, approved by the Secretary of 

Defense, is the Air Force port ion o f ,  and is consis tent  with, the approved 

DOD Five-Year Defense Program. In f a c t ,  any references t o  ac t ions  a f f ec t ing  

the  AF F&FP apply equally t o  the  DOD FYDP s ince  a l l  changes are rout ine ly  

re f lec ted  i n  both documents. 

The F&FP pro jec ts  force  data  8 years and costs f o r  5 years beyond the  

current fiscal year. It does not ,  in itself, represent  authori ty  t o  
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implement any programs o r  ob l iga te  any funds. 

approved program by mission-priented program elements. 

f o r  decision-making, the F&FP is not concerned with the management of 

activities, resources, o r  research and development act ions.  The research 

and development port ion of the F&FP i s  t rans la ted  into System Package 

Programs, Development Plans,  and Projec t  Plans developed and managed by the 

Air Force Systems Command and the  Office of Aerospace Research. 

in three sections f o r  d i s t r ibu t ion  t o  major commands, the  F&FP is updated 

t o  reflect changes approved by the  Office of t he  Secretary of Defense. 

This document presents  the 

Designed pr imari ly  

Published 

Program ''P" Series Documents 

The FYDP is supported at Air Force level by programming documents 

They change with changes i n  the produced by the Air Staff 

FYDP. 

documents. 

Air Force protrams through correspondence, personal l i a i son ,  and the annual 

Program War P l a n s  Review Conference. 

and operating programs and budget submission on the  "P" series documents. 

27-91. 

The Air Staff produces seven pr inc ipa l  and ten supplementary program 

The commands pa r t i c ipa t e  in the  preapration and revis ion of 

The major commands base t h e i r  f i nanc ia l  

Supplemental Program Data 

Druing each program cycle,  much addi t iona l  program information -is' 

published t o  supplement the  p r inc ipa l  program docmenrs. 

ca l led  supplementary program data ,  generally covers t he  same t i m e  period 

as the p r inc ipa l  program documents. In addi t ion,  it es tab l i shes  programs 

f o r  such things as special ized t r a i r i n g  and equipment which must be 

This information, 
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accomplished o r  procured within the  program period t o  insure  attainment 

of the  p r inc ipa l  programs. 

Budgeting 

The AT budget process cons is t s  of a planning and formulation period 

l a s t ing  an approximate two years,  1 year budget execution and addi t iona l  

leadtime f o r  r ece ip t  of long-lead resources for which money w a s  obligated 

o r  reserved. 

USAF and represents  a reconci l ia t ion  between what the AF desired in the  

force object ives  expressed earlier i n  the  PPBS cycle (Figure 10-3) and 

what is possible  considering the  f i s c a l  r e s t r a i n t s  being imposed by DOD, 

fJM3, and the  Congress. 

The budget is put together primarily by the  Air Staff  a t  Hdq. 

The in t ens i ty  i n  the budgeting process begins sometime i n  the  August 

t o  October time period when budget estimates are prepared. This is 

followed by an i n t e rac t ive  discussion between AF S ta f f ,  DOD and OMB 

personnel during which differences are reconciled. The reconci l ia t icnsare  

general ly  completed by late December o r  January, and submitted to Congress 

as the  President 's  budget request. 

IDENTIFYING TEE NEED 

The A i r  Force's respons ib i l i ty  t o  be capable of accomplishing i ts  

defined missions imposes the r e spons ib i l i t y  t o  def ine needed capab i l i t i e s  

and t o  develop weapon systems with which t o  provide the capabi l i t i es .  

missions together with awareness of broad na t iona l  po l i c i e s  and object ives ,  

Assigned 
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awareness d t h e  th rea t  posed by foreign mi l i t a ry  forces ,  and the military 

po l i c i e s  and object ives  supplied by the  JCS provide the framework within 

which the  AT must v i sua l i ze  i t s  ceeds f o r  today and tomorrow. 

Information Reporting 

Constant awareness of the  current  s t a t u s  of system r e l i a b i l i t y  and 

operat ional  capabi l i ty  is of paramount importance t o  the  using commands, 

the supporting commands and t o  the Chief of Staff  of the  Air Force. The 

Air Force has extensive report ing systems operating continuously t o  pro- 

vide operations and maintenance data' f o r  study and analysis .  

extracted from these report ing systems, i n t e l l i gence  information on 

po ten t i a l  enemy capab i l i t i e s  

the state of t he  art and the  r e s u l t s  of s tud ies  and analysis  of such da ta  

are ava i lab le  t o  AF personnel who influence and decide on the need for a 

new capabi l i ty .  

Information 

information on opportunities presented by 

In te l l igence  Analysis 

The Assis tant  Chief of S t a f f ,  In te l l igence ,  Hdq. US&, i s  responsible 

f o r  providing the  Secretary of t h e  Air Force, the  Chief of Staff  , t he  Air 

S ta f f ,  and as required,  Air Force coumtands and the  J o i n t  Staff with 

substant ive in t e l l i gence  support regarding the  capab i l i t i e s  of po ten t i a l  

enemies which impact on the  Air Force. 

staffs which are assigned similar r e spons ib i l i t i e s  for t h e i r  command. Finished 

Major air commands have in t e l l i gence  

'Aerospace Vehicle S ta tus  Reporting (AFM 65-110), Maintenance Data 
Collection System (AFM 66-267), and Materiel Deficiency Reporting (Technical 
Order 00-35D-54) are examples. 
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i n t e l l i gence  data  usable f o r  t h i s  purpose generally comes from D I A ,  the  

cen t r a l  DOD source f o r  mi l i t a ry  in te l l igence  estimates and project ions.  

DIA draws upon the mi l i t a ry  agencies f o r  technical  eva lmt ion  of weapon 

systems of foreign countries.  Within the Air Force, t h e s e  analyses are 

performed by the AFSC Foreign Technology Division and the r e s u l t s  of its 

evaluations are fed d i r e c t l y  t o  DIA. Further discussions of this area 

w i l l  be found i n  the p a r t  of t h i s  study which presents DOD in t e l l i gence  

operations. 

Major Conrmand Ident i f ica t ion  of Need 

In 1972 GAO surveyed methods1 employed by four major operating a i r  

commands t o  i den t i fy  capab i l i t i e s  and process requirements f o r  new or  im- 

proved systems t o  provide the  capabi l i t i es .  The major commands--SAC, TAC, 

ADC and MAC, as i n t e r n a l  A3 organizations responsible for  providing o r  

d i r ec t ly  supporting combat operations, are assigned and have a primary 

i n t e r e s t  i n  determining ways t o  improve accomplishment of t h e i r  assigned 

roles and missions. 

Control over the operat ional  need/requirement evaluation process gen- 

e r a l l y  f a l l s  within one s t a f f  o f f i c e  i n  each major cornand's headquarters, 

usually a DCS Plans and/or Operations Office. 

and/or panels o r  sub-directorates may exist i n  some commands t o  assist 

i n  such del iberat ions.  SAC, fo r  instance,  has d i r ec to ra t e s  for :  (1) 

Special  working groups 

'Study of Generation of Mi l i ta ry  Requirements by %jar Using Command 
(Code 952082). 
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future systems, (2) astronautical requirements, (3) aeronautical require- 

ments, and (4) future force structure study and evaluation. 

Command Analysis 

Our review found that command awareness of the need capabilities 

required f o r  its mission is generally determined by analyses of (1) 

assigned missions, and (2) the threat to which the Command is to re- 

spond, (3)  knowledge of the operational capabilities and deficiencies of 

its weapon systems and ( 4 )  in some instances awareness of weapon system 

improvements that can be obtained through application of technology. 

Methods employed to identify the need for new capability may include: 

(I) Long Range Planning Studies 

(2) 

(3) Military operation 

Internal Command conferences and briefings 

( 4 )  Operational testing 

( 5 )  Contractor suggestions /proposals 

(6) Technological evaluation 

Mission analyses is usually a continuous major effort within the 

command. 

to assigned missions and targets for simulation and analysis in response 

to postulated enemy plans. A product of such analysis is information 

SAC mission analysis involved the application of weapon systems 

concerning deficiencies in operational capabilities which may reveal 

the need to improve or replace an existing weapon system.. 

Intelligence information used in these analyses is received by the 

commands from DIA,  Hdq. USA?? o r  from 3CS through the unified or specified 

command structure. 

ready for application by the command. 

Such intelligence would be "finished" intelligence 

10-18 



Technolopv 

Command knowledge of advances i n  technology is '  obtained from sources 

such as contacts with defense contractors ;  information supplied by 

the Air Force Systems Command; technical  repor t s ;  contact with other 

using commands; mi l i t a ry  organizations and in s t a l l a t ions ;  and pa r t i c ipa t ion  

i n  var ious Air Force/ AFSC/AFLC boards. 

Mi l i ta ry  Exercises 

Using the  results of pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  mi l i t a ry  exercises t o  determine 

operational need seems t o  vary among the  commands. MAC o f f i c i a l s  stated 

such exercises  are intended to  program the bes t  use of avai lable  resources, 

not t o  iden t i fy  equipment def ic iencies .  

ident i fy  material def ic iencies ,  some of which may be serious enough t o  

request modification of ex i s t ing  equipment o r  new equipment. ADC pointed 

out t h a t  l ive f i r i n g  exercise  a t  i ts  A i r  Defense Weapon Center i n  Florida 

i s  a prime source of detenning ADC's operational requirements. 

SAC indicated that exercises  

Coordination With Other Sources 

Mission analyses and evaluation of operational capab i l i t i e s  may 

be supplemented in a va r i e ty  of ways i n  order t o  iden t i fy  needs. 

maintains l i a i son  wfth the Aerospace Defense Command (ADC) , National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), Atomic Energy Corrrmission 

(AEC), and the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) t o  insure SAC receives 

comprehensive knowledge of advances i n  aerospace, nuclear and as t ronaut ica l  

SAC 

weapon systems. Contractors also provide information i n  br ie f ings  on 

t h e i r  equipment o r  technology a t  SAC and contractor f a c i l i t i e s .  
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Sources of New Weapon Proposals 

Major Air Comands are assigned respons ib i l i ty  by Air Force Direc- 

t i v e s  t o  formulate requirements for new weapon systems which will 

improve ex is t ing  operational capab i l i t i e s .  
\ 

Major commands using weapon 

systems are charged with ident i fying operat ional  def ic ienc ies  by con- 

t inuously analyzing t h e i r  assigned ro l e s  and missions, the th rea t s  posed 

by enemy capab i l i t i e s ,  and t h e i r  own operat ional  capabi l i ty .  

I A i r  Force Systems Command ( A F S C )  i n  i ts  role as the  Air Force 

technology command is  directed t o  conduct research and development programs 

which w i l l  discover and provide the technology t o  f u l f i l l  known and an- 

t i c ipa ted  operational needs/requirernents of the Air Force. 

through the f a c i l i t i e s  of i t s  labora tor ies  (Figure 10-4) t o  bui ld  the 

AFSC is structured 

technological and developmental base f o r  mi l i ta ry  systems. Each year 

the  A i r  Force assigns an 

r e l a t i v e  importance of each RDT&E program. 

Importance Category r a t ing  t o  declare  the  
2 

The A i r  Force S c i e n t i f i c  Advisory Board'serves as a l i n k  between 

the  Air Force and the na t ion ' s  s c i e n t i f i c  community. 

long range R&D plans and recommends new s c i e n t i f i c  discoveries  or tech- 

niques f o r  p r a c t i c a l  appl ica t ion  t o  weaporr systems. 

The board evaluates 

'AFR 23-8 

2AFR 80-1 
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The scientific community of the country is broadly based in colleges, 

universities, laboratories, and individual scientists and engineers. 

An AF program of study grants and contracts draws upon this source. 

American industrial companies seek out opportunities to propose 

their ideas for new sptems at various levels of the Air Force including 

using commands, the technology commands and Headquarters Air Force. The 

Air Force has provisions €or providing information on operational systems 

to contractors for their evaluation. Industry's technological competence is 

solicited by the Air Force to provide predictions and estimates of the 

form of technological threats which can be expected. 

Military study proups are set up from time to time to review AF 

TAC 85, a recent study by the Tactical need& in various mission areas. 

A i r  Command is an example, 
- 

The participants attempted to reach 

opinions on the Tactical Air Forces which will be needed by 1985. Such 

studies can set the earlier stages of planning for new systems. The 

Assistant Chief of Staff for Systems Analysis may also perform studies 

to determine the need for a new system. 

Contractual studies and analyses 

The Air Force is also supported in developing studies by contract 

with companies such as the RAND Corporation which specialize in weapons 

and system analysis. The RAND Corporation conducted some 20-25 studies 

Over five or six years which led to the Advanced Manned Strategic Air- 

craft (AE4SA) which later became the Bo1 aircraft proposal. Analyticgl 

Services Incorporated (ANSEX) is under contract to assist DC/S R&D in 

systems analysis of -AF problems and possible solutions. 
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Other sources 

Other suggestions may come from anyone within the Department: of 

Defense. Adoption of other Sewices' proposals may occur. The Air 

Staff and the JCS Unified Command Structure may submit proposals. 

AFB 80-21 provides instructions for USA?? cooperation with other coun- 

tries in R&D act iv i t ies .  

..' 
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ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT 

Regardless of the source of the spark that or ig ina l ly  conceived o r  

recognized the des i re  f o r  a new weapon system t o  s a t i s f y  a need, o f f i c i a l  

recognition o r  the requirement begins wfth preparation and submission t o  

Hdq. USAF of a Required Operational Capabili ty (ROC) under the  provis ions 

of AF Regulation 57-1 , 1 Figure 10-5 ou t l ines  the AF requirements process. 

The ROC was  adopted as format i n  1966. P r io r  t o  t h a t  time, e i t h e r  a 

Qualitative Operational Requirement (QOR) o r  a Specif ic  Operational Re- 

quirement (SOR) w a s  used (ffgure 10-6) a 

Preparation of t he  Proposal 

Ap Regulation 57-1 states Air Force pol icy,  es tab l i shes  procedures, 

ass igns ce r t a in  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  and outlines documentation t o  iden t i fy  

and state needs f o r  new and improved operat ional  capabi l i ty .  This regula- 

t i o n  is e n t i t l e d  "Policies,  Responsikbilities, and Procedures f o r  Obtaining 

New and Improved Operational Capabili t ies." 
! 

- 
The regulat ion states that an operat ional  requirement may be recognized, 

s t a t ed  and forwarded by any echelon of the  Air Force or Department of Defense. 

Air Force organizations recognizing an operat ional  deficiency o r  need and 

proposing correct ive ac t ion  must coordinate a statement o r  the  requirement 

with the  other commands t h a t  ul t imately e i t h e r  will use o r  be affected by 

the  proposed capabi l i ty .  The ROC a l s o  must be d i s t r ibu ted  t o  the  other  

three mi l i t a ry  services f o r  t h e i r  Information. 

Command review process 

ROC'S generally go through a. elaborate  review process within the  command 

headquarters before approval and submission t o  Hdq. USAF. AFR 57-1 provides 

%Note t h a t  t h i s  i s  not an exclusive procedure. There are no ROC'S at  t h i s  
time f o r  e i t h e r  the  A-10 o r  Lightweight Fighter  a i r c r a f t  although both are 
major weapon systems programs. Ap explanation is  t h a t  both programs were , 
directed by t he  Air Staff  and are prototype programs establ ished t o  evaluate 
ava i lab le  technology and there  is no assurance a t  t h i s  time that acquis i t ion  -_ 
v i l l  occur, 



81 c 

Figure 10-5 ,' 



Systcrn 

B-1  Aircraft 

F-15 Aircraft 

SCAD Plissile 

A-10 Aircraft 

AWACS Aircraft 

- OTH-B Radar 

Lightweight Fighter 

AMST Aircraft 

F-113. Aircraft 

AABNCP Aircraft 

C-5 Aircraft 

SRAM Missile 

Rcquircmcnt Directives Date Remarks 

SAC ROC 3-66 11/4/66 

TAC ROC 9-68 2/1/68 

SAC ROC 1-6s 1/19/ 68 

None 

QOR 

This i s  an A i r  
Staff directed proto- 
type program for  
which no ROC was 
prepared. 

Oct. 1962 

SOR 206 6/12/63 

ADC ROC 10-71 July 1971 

This is an A i r  
Staff directed 
prototype program 
for which nc ROC 
was prepared. 

TAC ROC 52-69 5/6/70 

SOR 153 7/14/60 

QOR March 1964 

SOR 214 3 / 2 5 / 6 4  

QOR 11/23/63 

SOR 3/18/64 

Figure lCl-6 
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,only basic guidance. It does not provide detailed instructions for pre- 

paration of a ROC or  specify processing procedures within the  headquarters 

of the  submitting activity.  

and guidelines. 

Hdq. USAF must receive information and supporting ra t iona le  which 

provides a thorough understanding of the deficiency (need) t o  be 

alleviated and the corrective action t h a t  is proposed. 

major command ROC processing procedures for  command determination. 

It does, however, provide a sample format 

a p l i c i t  i n  the guidance for  ROC preparation is tha t  

It leaves the 

Although individual persons and subordinate organizations may state 

a deficiency o r  need; the  major using command headquarters w i l l  

formalize and prepare the ROC submitted to  Headquarters, USAF. 

originating within Hdq. USAP must be coordinated with the using coamrand(s). 

ROC'S 

- _  

The GAO review of the four major a i r  commands' control of the ROC 

process within the i r  headquarters revealed responsibil i ty fo r  managing 

the  ROC review process was assigned to  a d i f fe ren t  s t a f f  o f f i ce  i n  each 

of the  four headquarters. In each instance, however, there was an 

off ice  assigned primary responsibil i ty for  controlling the processing 

and submission of ROC proposals. 

t i t l e  may d i f f e r  among the  various commands, is assigned responsibil i ty 

fo r  preparing the ROC is necessary, guiding it through the various 

reviews and evaluations by the headquarters staff, and incorporating 

pertinent decision matters in to  the final product. 

An action of f icer ,  whose actual 

RevLew within the  colpmapd headquarters may consist  of examination 

and evaluation of the proposal by working groups, panels and the  s t a f f  

of the regular command structure of the organization. Coordination is  

also effected with the numbered Air Forces and other organizations 

within the  cmm~nd structure. 
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A t  the  t i m e  of our review at the Msjor Commands, we found SAC had 

no predetermined course of act ion,  sequence of events o r  flow of 

documentation within t h e  headquarters. 

s ta te  this was caused by the  heavy work load brought on by the war in SEA and 

it has s ince  been corrected by SAC. 

permanent system working groups f o r  the reviewing proposals, a 

Secre ta r ia t ,  and a Weapon System Panel which makes determination of the  

ROC acceptabi l i ty .  

c o d t t e e  t o  the  Cdmmander MAC, evaluates and recommends a decis ion f o r  

t he  C o d e r  MAC consideration. 

the  f i n a l  au thor i ty  within that command t o  approve a proposed ROC f o r  

submission t o  Beadquarters. USAF. 

A t r  Force representat ives  

MAC, on t h e  o ther  hand, had 12 

Subsequently, t h e  MAC council ,  an executive advisory 

The Commander of each major command has 

Coordination with other  organizations 

AFR 57-1 requi res  Commands submitting ROC'S coordinate t h e i r  proposals 

with other  major commands having similar i n t e r e s t  o r  equipment pr ior  t o  

submission t o  Headquarters USAF. They are a l s o  required,  as appropriate,  

t o  consult  with AFSC and AFLC pr io r  t o  submission as well as A i r  

Force Communications Service and USAF Security Service f o r  c e r t a i n  

requirements. 

by sending t o  them copies of t he  ROC on any proposal that might be of 

value t o  them or  impact upon t h e i r  operations.  

f i n a l  vers ion of t he  ROC w i l l  be obtained from AFSC and/or AFLC pr io r  

forwarding t o  Hdqs. US@. 

Coordination i s  made with the  other  mi l i t a ry  services 

Coordination on t he  

Special arrangements exist between ce r t a in  AF commands. For 

example, TAC, USAFE and PACAF are the commands responsible fo r  tactical 

air operations. They coordinate a l l  ROC proposals f o r  systems o r  

10-28 



equipment t o  be used i n  tactical  operations. 

agent f o r  the  proposals. 

as the  result of a development of a& unmanageable backlog of proposed 

modifications t o  USAF tactical weapon systems. 

TAC serves as executive 

This tri-command arrangement w a s  es tabl ished 

Signature on ROC's 

AlX 57-1 requires  t h a t  a l l  ROC's  w i l l  be signed by a general  o f f i c e r  

or Colonel occupying a general  o f f i c e r  pos i t ion  and w i l l  be submitted 

t o  Headquarters USAF by the  appropriate major command. 

Specified and Unified Command Submission 

In addi t ion t o  within the  Service submission of ROCs,  A i r  Force com- 

bat  commands assigned as components of Unified Commands (e.g., ADC-NOW) 

may submit requirements fo r  new operat ional  requirements through the JCS 

Command s t ruc tu re  to  JCS, thence t o  the  Service f o r  f i n a l  processing. 

JCS Pub. 2, C4 provides t h a t  "when respons ib i l i ty  f o r  a particular 

weapon system o r  its component does not c l ea r ly  f a l l  exclusively within 

the funct ional  area of a par t icu lar  service, the couunander of a Unified 

Command, af ter  consul ta t ion with h i s  component commander, w i l l  provide 

statements of qua l i t a t ive  and quant i ta t ive  requirements t o  the  Jo in t  

Chiefs of Staff." The conunand m y  a l so  submit the same requirement 

d i r e c t l y  t o  AI? Hdq. i n  a duplicate  e f f o r t  under the provisions of 

AFR 57-1. 

In compliance with these ins t ruc t ions  N O W ,  as a JCS unif ied command, 

has establ ished NORAD Regulation 57-1 t o  provide policy and procedures 

for submission of NORAD Qualitative Requirements (NQR). NQR's a r e  t o  be 

submitted only  when s igni f icant  operational benef i t s  w i l l  accrue, and/or 

when N O W  emphasis is needed f o r  support. Information was not ava i lab le  
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a t  the time of our review a t  NORAD t o  document such submission; however, 

we were advised t h a t  NORAD prepared and submitted an NQR for the  F-12 . 

a i r c r a f t  . 
Quick Reaction Capabili ty 

AFR 57-5 e n t i t l e d  "Quick Reaction Capability" prescr ibes  pol ic ies ,  

procedures and r e spons ib i l i t i e s  t o  s a t i s f y  urgent operat ional  requirements 

for designated e lec t ronic  warfare, reconnaissance and in te l l igence  

programs. 

recognition of a new threa t  and the establishment of an operational 

I t s  purpose is t o  minimize the time in t e rva l  between 

or support capabi l i ty  t o  cope with t h i s  th rea t .  The essence of the  

QRC program is one of timely evaluation and response t o  proposals. 

DC/S .R&D Directorate  of Reconnaissance and Electronic Warfare i s  

responsible f o r  administering the  QRC program. 

Processing ROC's  a t  Headquarters A i r  Force 

ROC's are received at Hdq. USAF by t he  Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  

Research and Development (DC/S R&D). The ROC Management Office (RDQLM), 

Development Plans and Analysis Group, Directorate  of Operational Require- 

ments and Development Plans, DC/S R&D, serves as the A i r  Staff  Office of 

Record f o r  rece ip t  and control  of ROC's. 

Self su f f i c i en t  i n  explaining the  requirement and is usual ly  submitted 

The ROC i s  expected t o  be f u l l y  

without addi t iona l  support documents t o  Hdq. USAF. 

by Bdq. USAF is t o  be made within 90 days. 

A reply t o  the  ROC 

Program Officer Assignment 

After receipt of the ROC by RDQLM a program officer? is selected 

from one of t he  d iv is ions  within the  DC/S R&D d i rec tora tes  f o r  (1) Opera- 

~~~ ~~- 

I T i t l e -  established by DCIS R&D. Program Element Monitor (Pm) is assigned 
later when Program Element number i s  assigned t o  the  acquis i t ion  program. 
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t i o n a l  Requirement and Development, (2) Reconnaissance and Electronics  

Warfare, o r  (3) Space. As program o f f i c e r ,  he is t he  responsible  

custodian o r  sponsor of t h e  ROC while it is before the Hdq. USAF Air 

Staff  f o r  consideration. H e  must guide the  proposal through A i r  Staff  

evaluation, review by the  Requirements R e v i e w  Group and the  Air Force 

Board s t r u c t u r e  and t o  the  Chief of Staff  .and Secretary of the  A i r  

Force. The Chief of Staff  and t h e  Secretary are the  only persons a t  

Hdq. USAF who have the  au thor i ty  t o  approve o r  disapprove a proposal 

f o r  a new major system. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Documents Prepared by the  Program Officer  
Dur iw  H i s  Stewardship of t he  ROC Include: 

AFHQ Form 79 Requirements Summary 

Program and Budget J u s t i f i c a t i o n  Briefings 

Fact Sheets fo r  Congressional Testimony 

Form RD-5 Supporting Document for  Budget Submission 

Determination and Findings 

Final Acquisit ion Approval 

Program Management Directive 

Issue  Papers 

Memorandums and Letters 

Subj ect Summary Form 
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System Advocacy 

A weapon system proposal may be under consideration f o r  an extended 

time as e f f o r t s  are made t o  obtain approval t o  pursue system development. 

During t h i s  t i m e  many influences may be a t  work attempting to shape w h a t '  

is t o  be the f i n a l  product. Debate, advocacy and influence emanate from 

within the A i r  S ta f f ,  the  technical  and using Commands, the  other  Mil i tary 

Services, sometimes other  Government agencies, OSD, Executive Off ice  of 

the  President o r  Congressional committee leve ls .  It is the  program of- 

f i c e r ' s  t ask  t o  see that a l l  of t h i s  is brought t o  the  a t t en t ion  of the 

decision-makers. 

A i r  Staff  Evaluation 
I 

1 - The f i r s t  s tep  is the  A i r  Staff  evaluation of the ROC. This f i r s t  

requires  thorough evaluation of the s ta ted  requirement by t h e  Program 

Officer.  E i s  purpose is t o  develop a posi t ion regarding the  proposal 

and defend i t s  v a l i d i t y  o r  recommend re j ec t ion  o r  modification. He must 

decide which o f f i ces  of the A i r  Staff  should review the proposal and 

o f fe r  t h e i r  opinions or  recommendations as t o  its v a l i d i t y  as an Air Force 

requirement o r  suggest modification or  change. There is no f o d  check 

list; judgment is used i n  deciding the  air s t a f f  coordination t h a t  i s  

required because each proposal is su f f i c i en t ly  d i f f e ren t  so as t o  requi re  

individual  management. Informal guidance is  provided by RDQLX, however, 

considerations such as the mission area t o  which t h e  ROC belongs, 

would help t o  determine the coordination required. 

Executive par t  of t he  Department of the  Air Force. 
1 
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Analyses and Studies 

It is  impdrtant t o  emphasize that numerous s tudies  and anazyses are 

made throughout t he  process of es tab l i sh ing  a requirement for a new weapon 

system. The formulation of a spec i f i c  proposal t o  s a t i s f y  an operat ional  

requirement- is  an interative process of discussion between the  Uq. USAF, 

the using commands and t h e  technical commands. 

program w i l l  result, then key analyses and s tudies  must be prepared t o  a id  

in  determining the  cor rec t  decisions.  

f o r  are: 

When a s ign i f i can t  development 

Key s tud ie s  and analyses t o  look 

System Analysis 

Studies re la ted  t o  weapon system proposals are made by the  Office of 

the Assistant Chief of Staff  f o r  Studies and Analysis. 

are not rout ine ly  prepared on each weapon system proposed t o  Hdq. Urn, s tudies  

are u s d l y  prepared on each major weapon system proposal. 

Although s tudies  

Most of the  work 

is  l a i d  

or DC/S 

made t o  

Council 

on as an individual  request by e i t h e r  DC/S Plans and Operations 

Research and Development. 

support submissions t o  the  Defense Systems Acquisitions Rev iew 

i n  OSI), 

The DC/S R&D requests  are usual ly  

Mission Analysis 

A mission ana lys i s  examines i n  depth a pa r t i cu la r  mission o r  function 

(such as night  a t tack ,  s t r a t e g i c  reconnaissance, survei l lance,  o r  test 

support), t o  iden t i fy  new concepts 

ex is t ing  operat ional  deficiencies.  

for systeps and equipment t o  cor rec t  

The using command plays a primary 

- r o l e  i n  the  mission ana lys i s  by serving as the s teer ing  group chairman 

and par t ic ipa t ing  with the study group. 

Preliminary Design 

Contractors and S S C  intermediate commands prepare preliminary designs 

of a l t e rna t ive  solut ions t o  the operat ional  need. A primary object ive of 

this e f f o r t  is t o  compare aU. competing a l t e rna t ive  system designs before 
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selection of the most desirable ones or the single design that best  meets the 

need. The preliminary d e s i g n  data is also basic to a l l  other  efforts 

which are accomplished during this period such as risk assessment, cost 

est imutcs ,  and u t i l i t y  analyses. (This  is a paper stuay o n l y  ana does 

not incluae hardware assembly). 

Cort and Schcdule Estimtes. Preliminary cost and schedule estimates 

are based on current techniques of estimation and are to be used for cmparison 

of alternatives mii providing preliminary costs an3 schedule information for 

the proposed program. Current, accurate, and complete cost-quantity data 

as well as physical. and performance.characteristics for all similar systems 

are needed as a basis for credible planning estimates. These esthtes are 

later refined using results obtained during the Validation Phase. 

.Trade-off Studies. Fomltrade-off studies are Derformed to optimize 

design appraaches considering performance, technical risk, cost, and schedule. 

The recognition of life-cycle cost as a principle design paraxeter necessitates 

the bade-off of operating requirements against engineering design. 

risk is analyzed as a trade-off item which can reduce cost withmt rciduction 

of effectiveness to an unacceptable level. 

Technical 

Depending upon the scope of the proposed major system other s t u d i e s  

and analvses may be accomplished such as: 

a. Feasibility and Risk Assessment 

b. €Toduction Feasibility Assessment 

c. Logistic Support Estimate 

d.  Intelligence Estimate 

e. Preliminary Test Estimates 

f . irtility-CoSt/Effcctiveness Analysis 

& lhnngcrncnt and Procurement Analyses 
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Requirements Review Croup Evaluation 

A f t e r  coordination with the A i r  Staff the program officer must 

submit and defend the ROC'S validity before the Requirements Review Group 

(RRG). 

the Director of Operational Requirements and Development Plans, DCS RbD. 

RRG membership consists of  the chairman and the Hdq. USAJ? Directors of 

Operations,Maintenance, Engineering and Supply Programs, Development 

This is a General Officer coordinating group. The Chairman is 

and Acquisitions, and Reconnaissance and Electronic Warfare. 
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I UEY PUNCH DATA (L.rVa b i a n k )  

REQU I REMENTS SUMMARY 

I 

SOURCE AND DATE OF COST DATA: 

I I 1.  DESCRlPTiON AND JUSTIFICATlOM/FACTS AND DISCUSSlOH/RECOWNDATl.ON AWD NEXT ACTION 

Figure 10-7 



I SOURCE OF COST DATA I t  ESTIMATED I B C I  I I BPE YP A 1 UP 9 i 

EY ENT/OOWMENT 

MILESTONE (Date.) 

DATE STANS/ACTI ON 



The Program Office transmits t h e  proposal t o  the  RRG on AFHQ 

form 7 9  (Figure 10-7). This t ransmi t ta l  may be accompanied by a 

br ie f ing  on  the  proposal from the  Program Officer .  The members are of 

Brigadier and Major General o f f i c e r  (1 and 2 star) rank. The RIG 

reviews and evaluates the  proposal and recommends the  ROC e i the r  be 

val idated,  re jected o r  returned t o  the  proposer f o r  addi t iona l  information. 

The group will not t a l i d a t e  a ROC which proposes a major system; it w i l l  

only recommend a course of act ion.  

A i r  Force Board Structure  Review . 

The RRG review is t he  f i r s t  s t ep  i n  corporate review of the  ROC a t  

Hdq. USAF. The subsequent s teps  are through the  A i r  Force Board 

Structure  t o  the  Chief of Staff  and Secretary of the  A i r  Force (see 

Figure 10-8). The Program Officer continues t o  be responsible f o r  

guiding the  proposal through the  Board Structure,  gathering and providing 

supporting material and presenting br ie f ings  of t he  proposal t o  the  boards 

f o r  t h e i r  consideration. (Our questionnaires indicated the  Program Officer 

usually retains copies of t he  br ie f ings  and supporting material). 

.HOE 21-18 descr ibes  the  Air Force Board Structure  composition, 

r e spons ib i l i t i e s ,  and adminis t ra t ive procedures. The concept of the  Board 

Structure  is described as: 

"The de l ibera t ive  elements are corporate bodies formed t o  
increase management effect iveness  by applying the  co l l ec t ive  
judgment and experience of senior  Air Force o f f i c i a l s  t o  
A i r  Force major  program,^ object ives  and problems. ..." 

10-38 



TilE A I R  FORCE BOARD SYRUCTIIRE 

CIIIEF OF ST.IFF AIR FORCE 

VICE CI!IEF OF STAFF 

AIR STAFF i3OilRl.l 
AIR STAFF 

10-39 



I 

Air Staff Board 

After the  RRG review, the Program Officer presents the ROC proposal 

t o  the Air Staff Board (ASB). 

Programs (Chairman), Director Budget, Director of Operational Requirements 

and Development Plans, Director of Personnel Planning, Director of Plans, 

Assistant Chiefs of Studies and Analysis, and Assistant €or Logistics 

Planning. All a re  of Major General (2 s t a r )  rank. 

The ASB members are Director of 

The ASB has sub-elements (committees and panels) staffed by 

spec ia l i s t s  t o  aid i n  carrying out its responsibil i t ies.  

The Committees are: 

(1) Force Structure, (2) Progtam Review and (3) Operational 

Test and Evaluation 

The panels are: 

(1) Aerospace Defense, (2) A i r l i f t ,  (3) Command Control and 

Communications, (4) Data Automation, ( 5 )  Electronic Warfare 

Penetration, ( 6  ) Rec annais sanc e/ Intelligence, (7 ) Space, 

(8) Strategic, ( 9 )  Support, (10) Tactical, (11) Research 

and Development. 

All subjects submitted for ASB consideration normally are reviewed 

f i r s t  by the appropriate sub-element. The ASB then considers the 

sub-elemeat's comments, and receives a briefing on the proposal from the 

Program Officer. The board then develops and submits i ts  recommendation 

t o  the A i r  Force Vice Chief of Staff @C/S).  

Air Force Council which is the next higher step i n  the Board Structure. 

The VC/S is chainnan of the 
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i A i r  Force Council 
/ 

The Program Officer  b r i e f s  t he  ROC proposal t o  the  A i r  Force 

Council which cons i s t s  of the  Vice Chief of S t a f f ,  Assis tant  Vice Chief 

of S taf f ,  Inspector General of the A i r  Force, Comptroller of the  A i r  

Force, and the  Deputy Chiefs of Staf f .  

(4 star rank) and the  o thers  are L t .  Generals (3 star rank). In its 

capaci ty  as advisor t o  the  Chief of Staff  t he  Council considers t h e  

recommendations of t he  ASB and other  recommendations; accepts them o r  

suggests changes. 

Chief of Staff  Approval 

The Vice Chief is a General 

The Council 's recommendation is submitted by the  Vice Chief- of 

Staff  t o  the Chief o €  Staff  for h i s  consideration. I f  he approves, the 

proposal i s  subnitted t o  the Secretary of t he  A i r  Force f o r  Departnental 

approval. 

exclusively t o  i s sue  d i rec t ion  and guidance r e su l t i ng  from de l ibera t ions  

and recommendations of t h e  A i r  Force Council. 

be priviledged documents by t h e  AF with limited dis t r ibu t ion .  

Secretary of t h e  A i r  Force Approval 

Chief of Staff  Decision and Guidance Memoranda are used 

They are considered t o  

The Secretary makes t he  final decis ion within t h e  A i r  Force on t h e  

v a l i d i t y  of the  proposal. 

and Assis tant  Secre ta r ies  of the  A i r  Force. 

secre ta ry  of the A i r  Force Program Reviews (SPR) which are used t o  provide 

him and h i s  s t a f f  with in-depth evaluation and the  means f o r  making 

decis ions on all aspects of major weapon systems. Decisions are for- 

mulated 8s' Sccrctnry of the A i r  Force Direct ives  %thich are considered 

priviledgcd docurcents by t he  A i r  Force with d i s t r ibu t ion  l imited t o  SPR 

mcmbers. 

€?e may be assisted i n  t h i s  by t h e  Under Secretary 

The Secretary a l so  has 
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Obtaining Department of the  Air Force approval of the requirement 

proposed i n  the  ROC is only one of a two par t  process fo r  program 

approval. 

o f f i c i a l s  t o  request funding and programing by entering the proposal in to  

the DOD Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). 

where the proposal must compete with other AF requirements f o r  a p r i o r i t y  

which determines how quickly the  proposal moves through the requirements 

process. 

The second par t  i s  gaining the  approval of these same AF 

This is 

The two pa r t s  are inter-related and may occur almost simultaneously. 

In order t o  approve the  need f o r  che system proposed i n  the  ROC, the  

reviewing au tho r i t i e s  must have some concept of its contemplated cost .  

Budget approval by the same officials requires knowledge of the  system's 

po ten t ia l  to  f i l l  i t s  proposed r o l e  and the  system's p r io r i ty  i n  r e l a t ion  

t o  other AP requirements. 

OBTAINING SECRETARY OF DEFENSE APPROVAL 

Approval by the  Secretary of t h e  Air Force only establ ishes  the pro- 

posal as an AF requirement. 

receive funding for development and acquis i t ion u n t i l  it has been 

It does not become a DOD requirement o r  

approved by the  Secretary of Defense (Figure 10-9). 

As s ta ted  i n  Chapter 1 of t h i s  summary, t he  PPBS is the  DOD's 

resource management system that matches needs/requirernents with avai lable  

and ant ic ipated funds. 
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APPROVAL PROCESS FOR MAJOR DEFENSE SYSTEMS 

I 

FIGURE 10-9 



Each year OSD solicits AF programs t o  be entered in t he  PPBS. 

The Bit Force responds with recommendations f o r  t he  J o i n t  Force Memo- 

randums and provides its Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) t o  OSD. 

After review of t he  Air Force proposals, OSD issues Program Decision 

Memorandums which form t h e  bas i s  f o r  the  budget submission t o  Congress 

and subsequent updating of the DOD Five Pear Defense Plan (FYDP). 

Pr e-de sign Development Funding 

The f i r s t  money spent on the  proposal probably w i l l  be Pre-design 

Development Funds. 

development fund (as an integral p a r t  of t h e  A i r  Force RDTLE) t o  

finance R&D s tudies  and analyses. 

6.1, 6.2, o r  6.3 money and i s  not i den t i f f ab le  in t he  POM t o  any spec i f i c  

system. 

Requirements in DC/S R&D, Hdq. USAF and t h e  Director of DerieLopment 

Plans, Hdq. AFSC j o i n t l y  decide where the  funding will be applied. 

The ROC may have b:a  an outgrowth of t h i s  type R&D e f f o r t .  

Each year t he  A i r  Force receives  a pre-design 

The funding requested is usua l ly  

Its use is l e f t  t o  AF discret ion.  The Director of Operational 

A t  some point during ROC processing a t  Hdq. USAF, depending upon 

the nature of the  proposal, t h e  Program Officer w i l l  need s tud ie s  

and analyses of t he  proposed system's po ten t i a l  cos t  and technical  feasi-  

b i l i t y .  

witness the  20-25 s tud ie s  made on t h e  AMSAp. 10-22LThe Program Officer  

will request Pre-design Development funding be authorized t o  permit 

AFSC t o  develop the  s tud ies  and analyses. I f  approved, t h e  Program 

Officer i s sues  a Program Management Direct ive t o  in s t ruc t  AFSC on the  

use of t h e  funds. 

In some instances a number of studies may be required (as 

The resu l t i ng  s tudies  and analyses produced are 
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considered by the hl? Board Structure ,  Chief of Staff  and Secretary of 

the AP i n  assessing t h e  proposal and may be used t o  support its sub- 

sequent submission t o  DOD. 

W p o n  System Development Yundinq 

Subsequent t o  recieving Chief of Staff  and Secretary of the  Air 

Force approval of t h e  requirement proposed i n  ROC o r  commensurate 

with its movement through the  Hdq. USAF approval process i f  approval 

seems assured, t he  Program Officer  w i l l  request  entry of the  proposed 

program i n t o  t h e  POM. 

Summary" sheet  upon which is l i s t e d  the  program element number descrip- 

The submission is made using a "Program Element . 

t i on ,  and cos t  projected over t h e  l i f e  of t h e  development program. 

The summary sheet is submitted t o  DC/S R&D Assistant f o r  RDA program. 

After review and adjustment t o  f i t  t h e  ove ra l l  AF RDT&E programming 

needs, t he  requirement as a pa r t  of t he  AF POM is approved by t h e  DC/s 

R&D and submitted t o  the Director of Programs, DC/S Plans and Resources. 

Eie is responsible  f o r  guiding t h e  POM &hrQugh review by the AF Board 

Structure ,  Chief of Staff  and Secretary of t h e  A i r  Force approval process. 

After approval. by the  SAF, t h e  POM and t h e  SECDEF Program DeGfsion 

Memorandums are used by the AF t o  prepare its budget request. 

After f i n a l  approval by t h e  Department of the A i r  Force, t h e  budget 

is transmitted t o  t h e  Assistant Secretary DOD Comptroller, a t  t h e  appro- 

p r i a t e  t i m e  during t h e  DOD PPBS cycle. He arranges f o r  a j o i n t  r e v i e w  

by t h e  Off ice  of Xanagement and Budget, DOD and Air Porce. Based upon 

the  result of the  review the  Secretary of Defense mikes h i s  formal re- 

commendation on t h e  budget t o  the  Office of Management and Budget. 
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Obtaining Recommendation fo r  
Auproval from DSARC 

Although the  PPBS is t h e  primary method of cont ro l  exercised over 

weapon system proposals by DOD, t he  DSARC review process serves as 

an overlay wherein the  Secretary of Defense can assure program review 

at major decis ion points  i n  the  acquis i t ion  cycle.  

review and recommendation t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense on a new major 

weapon system occurs in the  Service's  request t o  move the proposal through 

the  va l ida t ion  phaae. 

The f i r s t  DSARC 

The selected proposal f o r  t he  new defense system is formulated as 

a d r a f t  Development Concept Paper @CP) and forwarded t o  t h e  Office of 

the  Secretary of Defense ( O D )  (see HOI 11-16 and BO1 800-1). The DCP 

represents  USAF's des i r e  t o  proceed i n t o  the  Validation Phase. 

requires  review of t he  proposal by the  Defense System Acquisition Review 

Council (DSARC) and approval of t he  Secretary of Defense. 

t a i n s  primary program information, decision r a t iona le  and decision- 

review thresholds. 

- 

This s tep  

The DCP con- 

Pr ior  t o  DCP review by t he  DSARC: 

1. The Assistant Chief of S ta f f ,  Studies and Analysis may be 

requested t o  develop a Quantative Analysis of the  proposal t o  illuntinate 

t rade  o f f s  and/or other  i s sues  bearing on program decisions. 

2. AFSC must perpare and submit an Independent Cost Analysis (ICA) 

of the  proposal f o r  the DSARC's review. 

Cost Analysis and Improvement Group (AF CAIG) and an OSD CAIG must 

review and evaluate the  ICA. 

Before DSARC review, the  AF 
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3. A n  i s sues  book is establ ished by the  Directorate  responsible 

for the program t o  present statements of issues ,  opposing views and the 

AF posit ion.  

4. Other material such as a l o g i s t i c s  support review and questions 

of a provocative nature  that might be asked and t h e i r  answers are 

prepared by the  Program Officer . 
5 .  AFSC o r  AFLC as the technical  commands which are t o  provide 

the  following documents before the  eventual program manager prepare 

DSARC reviews the  proposal: 

a. Request for Proposal (RFP) 

b. Cost Information Report Data Plan 

c. Procurement Plan 

d. Source Selection Plan 

e. Renewal Propert ies  F a c i l i t i e s  Plan 

f .  Test Plan 

g. Logist ics  Support Plan 

h. Production Plan 

6. Approximately 7 workdays before the  formal DSARC review, the  

SAF/CSAF reviews the  AF proposal. 

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) is the  

o f f i c e  of primary respons ib i l i ty  (OPR) f o r  preparing the  DCP on proposed 

programs. 

of the  A i r  Force. 

The DCP is accomplished with the ass i s tance  and coordination 

The d r a f t  DCP is reviewed by DDR&E and the  Assis tant  

Secretaries of Defense p r io r  t o  revie., by the DSARC. 

to  the  DSARC cons i s t s  of a Program Presentation, Operational Requirements, 

ICA and other  supporting analyses. 

The presentation 

It is made by the Program Officer.  
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The DSARC reviews the  proposed program by considering such things 

as the  need, t h rea t ,  system a l t e rna t ives ,  spec ia l  l o g i s t i c  requirements, 

development cos t s  estimates, l i f e  cycle  cos t  estimates and po ten t i a l  

benef i t s  i n  context with ove ra l l  Department of Defense @OD) s t ra tegy  

and f f s c a l  guidance. The DSARC makes recomendations t o  the Secretary 

of Defense on developing the  system. 

I f  the  Secretary of Defense approves the  proposal, he s igns the  

DCP and provides connnents and guidance fo r  the  next phase. 

DCP completes the program decision and the  weapon system acquis i t ion  

program is funded 

The Program Officer incorporates t he  DCP contents and guidelines i n t o  

a Program Management Direct ive (PMD) and forwards it  t o  M S C  which puts  

the proposal i n  the  form of a Request f o r  Proposal (RFP). 

is then released t o  industry with r e p l i e s  required by a ce r t a in  date. 

Program Management Directive 

The signed 

1 
and directed t o  proceed t o  the  Validation Phase.  

The RFP 

- 

2 The Program Hanagement Direct ive (FED> i s  the  primary document used 

by Hdq. USAF to  d i r e c t  subordinate a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the acquis i t ion  process 

and t o  s a t i s f y  documentation requirements 

appropriate time i n  the  process and a number of PMD's may be issued 

over t h e  l i f e  of t he  program. 

during the  e n t i r e  acquis i t ion  cycle t o  state requirements and request 

s tud ies  as w e l l  as t o  i n i t i a t e ,  approve, change, t r ans i t i on ,  modify o r  

terminate programs. The content of each PMD is ta i lored  t o  the  needs of 

each individual  program. 

It can be issued a t  any 

PMD's are issued by Edq. USAT anytime 

The E'MD replaces  the former Requirements Action 

'See page 10-45 

2AFR 800-2 - March 1972. 
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Directive (RAD), Development Directive (DD) , System Management Directive 

(SMI))  , and Modification Program Directive (Em). 
Program Management Plan 

Hdq. AE'SC, i n  response t o  t h e  PMD which i n i t i a t e s  a weapon system 

program, appoints  a program manager s e l e c t e d  from wi th in  t h e  headquarters 

or  subordinate  commands o r  l a b o r a t o r i e s  o r  system p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r  of 

AFSC (Figurelo-4) by i s s u i n g  AFSC Form 56 e n t i t l e d ,  AFSC Program Directoon. 

The program manager i s s u e s  a Program Management Plan (PMP)' i n  

consonance with t h e  PMD and implementing co-nd i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  t o  

provide a l l  2 a r t i c i p a t i n g  organiza t ions  with program object-ives, 

requirements and t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  tasks, and time-phased actions 

t o  b e  accoEplished. 

1 
AFSC Supplement 1 t o  AFR 800-2 and AFSC Pamphlet 800-3. 
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CHAPTER 11 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

The Department of Defense is administered by the Secretary of 

Defense who is the principal assistant to the President for all defense 

matters. 

of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) - see Figure 11-1. 
He is assisted by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the staff 

In varying degrees, each of these offices has an influence on the 

needs/requirements process for major acquisitions. The officials who 

comprise the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council, however, are the 

most influencial. They are: 

DDR&E - Director, Defense Research and Engineering 
ASD (I&L) - Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations & 

ASD (C) - Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
ASD(PA&E) - Assistant Secretary of Defense (Program 

Analysis & Evaluation) 

Logistics) 

The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy, the 

Assistant Secretaries for International Security Affairs and Intelligence, 

and the Director, Telecommunications and Command and Control Systems 

influence the needs/requirements process only when a proposed major 

acquisition concerns their area of responsibility. 

w i l l  not address their functions as a part of this summary. 

ducted by GAO should consider, however, the necessity of including these 

Because of this, w e  

Reviews con- 

offices within the "Pentagon" not .discussed in this summary should also 

be considered as appropriate. It is nut possible to address each 

"player OR the team" i n  t h i s  summary. 

"regulars". 

Instead, we address only the 
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Within the DoD, the  PPBS is the  resource management system by which 

needs and requirements are matched with ava i lab le  and ant ic ipated funds. 

The OSD reviews the individual  Service's POM's as a p a r t  of the  PPBS. 

While the  purpose of the POM reviews are emphasized as being budgetary, 

service conf l i c t  s i t ua t ions ,  material on requirement redundancies, 

and system adequacies are a l so  scrut inized.  By way of the  PPBS, the 

individual  Service's  t o t a l  program i s  reviewed i n  r e l a t ion  t o  JCS planning 

and objective force leve ls  and is approved each year by the Secretary 

of Defense. 

As a supplement t o  the  PPBS, the  Defense Systems Acquisition Review 

Council (DSARC) w a s  conceived i n  1969 t o  review individual  weapon systems 

programs proposed by the  services  f o r  development and/or acquis i t ion.  

DSARC overlaps the PPBS reviews and provides the  Secretary of Defense 

with recommendations a t  key milestones concerning the s t a t u s  and readiness of 

an individual  weapon system t o  en ter  o r  continue i n  the  acquis i t ion cycle. 

The 

OBTAINING APPROVAL OF TBE 
SERVICE'S TOTAL PROGRAM 

As s ta ted  above, the p p ~ s  is the  resource management system by which 

the service's t o t a l  program (POM) is approved by the  Secretary of Defense. 

All of the  Secretary of Defense's s t a f f  o f f i ces  are involved in the PPBS cycle. 

The in te rac t ions  of t he  various planning, programming, and budgeting 

documents as w e l l  as a br ie f  descr ipt ion of PPBS i s  provided as an appendix t o  

t h i s  suuunary. 

Programming, and Budgeting System,'' is a l so  included as an appendix t o  t h i s  

chapter. 

\ 

Department of Defense Direct ive 7045.7,  "The Planning, 
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As previously s ta ted ,  the DSARC provides the 

with recommendations a t  key milestones concerning 

of individual  systems t o  en ter  o r  continue i n  the 

Secretary of Defense 

the s t a t u s  and readiness 

acquis i t ion cycle. 

The Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) w a s  es tabl ished 

i n  May 1969, t o  provide a mechanism t o  advise the Deputy Secretary of 

Defense of t he  s t a t u s  and readiness of each major system t o  proceed with 

the next phase i n  its acquis i t ion l i f e  cycle. 

Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 (see Appendix t o  Chapter 2) 

es tab l i shes  policy f o r  major defense system acquisit ions.  This d i r ec t ive  - 

posi t ions the Development Concept Paper and the Defense Systems Acquisition 

Review Council as d i r e c t  support t o  the  Secretary of Defense i n  making 

approval/disapproval decisions on proposed major weapon system acquis i t ions.  

Development Concept Paper (DCP) 

The DCP is a br ie f  (10-20 pages) management and decision paper prepared 

f o r  the Secretary of Defense t o  control  the d i rec t ion  of major programs and 

the investment appropriate to  meet defense needs. 

described and presented t o  the  Secretary of Defense by means of the DCP. 

DCP define the  program issues ,  including l o g i s t i c  problems, investment 

levels, program objectives,  program p lans ,  performance parameters, areas of 

major r i sk ,  management s t ruc tu re  system a l t e rna t ives  , and acquis i t ion  

New proposed programs are 

The 

st rategy.  

schedule and cost .  It evaluates the r i s k s  involved, including ac t ions  and 

schedules needed to  minimize o r  eliminate those r i sks .  It a l so  includes 

the test and evaluation ac t ions  t o  be undertaken t o  resolve po ten t i a l  r i sks .  

It 'sets milestone decis ion poin ts  and thresholds i n  performance, 
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Although D e ' s  are draf ted by the  cognizant Mil i tary Department, 

an individual  within the Office of the Director of Defense Research and 

Engineering (or the  Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  I n s t a l l a t i o n  and 

Logis t ics  a t  DSARC 111) is responsible f o r  control l ing the  preparation 

and review of the paper, as most systems in te r face  with missions and functions 

outside the individual YAlitary Department o r  Service. 

The DCP is reviewed by the  DSARC and, when approved by the Secretary 

of Defense, becomes a contract  with the DOD Component f o r  the  development 

of a system including l i m i t s  of authori ty  and performanca thresholds. 

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) 

DSARC reviews are conceived t o  cover DCP issues, program thresholds 

- and other  matters normally t rea ted  i n  DCP's 

are t o  be breached, the semice must formally no t i fy  the  OSD. 

circumstances a spec ia l  DSARC may be scheduled t o  review the program 

and e s t ab l i sh  new guidance. 

I f  DCP es tabl ished thresholds 

In  these 

The DSARC meetings are attended by the Mil i tary Department Secretar ies ,  

t h e i r  Deputies, representat ives  of the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  and other  

program-related personnel as appropriate.  

and important programs. 

Reviews are limited t o  m a j  or  

In  the ea r ly  s tages  of a program (pr ior  t o  the  t r ans i t i on  from 

Development t o  Production), the Director,  Defense Research & Engineering, 

is  the Chairman of t he  Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) . 
The Council is chaired by the Assis tant  Secretary of Defense ( Ins t a l l a t ions  

and Logis t ics)  when the  decision t o  enter Production i s  t o  be considered. 
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The DSARC review at the end of the Conceptual Phase (DSARC I) represents  

the  f i r s t  formal recognition of a major acquis i t ion,  an iden t i f i ab le  

weapon system by the  Office of the  Secretary of Defense. 

reviews the  DCP as prepared by the cognizant DOD Component with DDRhE guidance. 

Project  Fanagement Directives (PM) 

The DSARC 

The PM is a DCP equivalent management and decis ion paper prepared 

i n  ODDR&E f o r  the Secretary of Defense t o  monitor and control  the 

d i rec t ion  of weapon system acquis i t ions which had passed the production 

milestone decision by 1969: are perhaps enter ing the  acquis i t ion requir ing 

only a production decision; are prototype programs f o r  research and 

development; o r  f o r  some other  reason are not  designated as major 

acquis i t ions under the c r i t e r i a  of DOD Directive 5000.1. Each of the  

members of the DSARC comes t o  the  reviews with background information 

avai lable  from his own s t a f f .  In  t h i s  regard, we bel ieve the following 

documents deserve spec ia l  a t ten t ion .  They are Mission Area Summaries 

and Mission Concept Papers  prepared by the DDR&E, and Issue Papers 

prepared by DPA&E. 

Mission Area Summaries 

I n i t i a l l y ,  within the Office of the Director,  Defense Research and 

Engineering, the Mission Area Summary document was prepared t o  assist 

the  Director in carrying out his r e spons ib i l i t i e s  as an overseer of 

DOD research and development activities. 

was i n i t i a t e d  i n  1970 by the  Director of Defense Research and Engineering. 

We believe these Summaries deserve spec ia l  a t t en t ion  even though they 

The Mission Area Summary idea  

are current ly  categorized as "unofficial".  They represent what appears 
i 
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t o  be only source, current ly  i n  existence, fo r  common c l a s s i f i ca t ions  

of mission areas regardless  of the  individual  Senrices' r o l e s  and missions. 

A preliminary set of Mission Area Summaries were published i n  

February 1973 and an updated version in October 1973. 

represents  a l l  RDT&E funded activit ies of t h e  DOD without regard t o  

individual  Department/Service ro l e s  and missions. It is c la s s i f i ed  

SECRET. For purposes of providing a summary analysis ,  evaluation, and 

assessment, each mission area is  described i n  twelve categories of 

information. Twelve addi t ional  categories  of information re la ted  t o  

technology areas are a l so  provided. The categories of information 

fo r  each missiodtechnology area are shown i n  the followfng table:  

This book 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4 .  

5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

Mission Area Outline 

Overall Mission Objective 
Compared Leve l  of Ef for t  
Assessed U.S. Deficiencies 
U.S. Allied Posture vs 

Soviet Progress 
Crit ical  In te l l igence  Needed 
Overall Program Plans 
Plans f o r  N e x t  F i sca l  Year 
Progress L a s t  F i sca l  Year 
RDT&E Funding P ro f i l e  
Crit ical  Technology Needed 
Design t o  Cost 

Communist Bloc 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 .  
6 .  
7. 
8 .  
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

Related Technology Outline 

Overall Technological Ob j ec t ives  
Compared Level of Ef for t  
Assessed U.S. Deficiencies 
U.S. Allied Posture vs Communis t  Bloc 
Soviet Progress 
Critical In te l l igence  Needed 
Overall Program P l a n s  
Plans f o r  Next F i sca l  Year 
Progress Last Fiscal Year 
RDTtE Funding P ro f i l e  
Critical Technology Needed 
Cost Reduction 

All major DOD weapon systems ( tha t  is those already in the  inventory, i n  

production, o r  being developed) and r e l a t ed  technology f o r  each mission 

area a re  included in the  individual  Mission Area Summaries. 

project ions are current ly  included f o r  the  budget year plus  6 addi t ional  

years. 

the  f i s c a l  year 1975 PPBS cycle the  Mil i tary Departments have been directed 

t o  prepare i n i t i a l  d ra f t s .  

RDT&E fundfng 

A 15-year extended planning annex is also under consideration and f o r  

u - 7  



The Mission Area Summaries have been informally coordinated with the  

JCS's Jo in t  Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD). Further- 

more, the summaries are recognized by the  individual  Doll Components even 

though they might not t o t a l l y  agree with the categorizations of weapon 

systems and/or technology. 

RDTbE funding r e l a t ed  t o  the  applicable mission area a r e  indicated.  

are also shown with respect  t o  t h e i r  c o l l a t e r a l  mission areas. 

Weapon systems are l i s t e d  and p r o f i l e s  of 

They 

Mission Concept Papers 

Mission Area Summaires should not be confused with Mission Concept 

Papers - three of t he  lat ter are being developed by the  Office of the  

Director,  Defense Research and Engineering w i t h  assis tance from the 

services and OSD agencies. The H s s i o n  Concept Papers (MCP's) were 

recommended by the  " L i t t l e  Four'&' i n  t h e i r  report  on Weapons Systems 

Costs dated December 19, 1972. 

. 

The Mission Concept Papers are an attempt t o  aggregate the already 

ex is t ing  Mission Area Summaries and t o  increase the scope and d e t a i l  analysis  

of inter-related f ac to r s  a f fec t ing  the acquis i t ion process. 

MCP ' s are being developed as " t r ia l  balloons" since experience with 

Area Coordinating Papers showed t h a t  problems arise when formal, nar ra t ive  

Three 

presentations of activities that are common t o  more than one Service a re  

artempted. The three p i l o t  MCP's w i l l  address: 

1. St ra teg ic  Offensive 
2. Continental Air Der'ense 
3. Theater Defense 

L' Consisted of the pr inc ipa l  deputies of the DSARC membership 
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Issue Papers 

Issue Papers are prepared each year by the  Office of the  Assis tant  

Secretary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evaluation) f o r  the  Secretary 

of Defense, based upon a review of the  Jo in t  Force Memorandum and the  

Program Objectives Memorandums. These Issue Papers represent an 

independent view of these  documents, and together with the Memorandums 

become the bas i s  f o r  the Secretary of Defense's Program Decision Memoranda 

(PDM) which are discussed i n  Chapter 1 . The Issue Papers f o r  f i s c a l  

year 1975 covered the  following f i s c a l  guidance and funct ional  categories:  

Category Originating Office 

1. St ra teg ic  Forces (Offensive and Defensive) ASD (PA&E) 
2. General Purpose Forces (Land, Naval, and ASD (PA&E) 

3. Mi l i ta ry  Assistance ASD (ISA) 
4. Research and Development ODDRbE 
5 .  In te l l igence  ASD (I) 
6. Telecommunications ASD(T&CCS) 

Tactical Air Forces) 

Issue papers of a d i f f e ren t  l e v e l  and more - r e s t r i c t ed  scope are 

a l so  wr i t ten  by other DOD Components. These, however, are usually prepared 

i n  response t o  spec i f i c  requests and not  as a rout ine  procedure. 

Planning, Programing, Budgetinp System 

The fuuding of a major acqudsit ion is obtained through the Planning- 

Progrdng-Budget ing  System (PPBS) process. The in te rac t ions  of the  

various planning, programmfng, and budgeting documents as w e l l  as a br ie f  

descr ipt ion of PPBS is  provided as an appendix t o  t h i s  summary. Department 

of Defense Directive 7045.7,  "The Planning, Programing, and Budgeting 

System," is a l so  included as an appendix t o  this chapter. 
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***NOTE*** This is an abridged vers ion of an extract from "Fiscal and 
Life Cycles of the Defense Systems," General Dynamics, September, 1973 

PLANNING, PROGRAMMING AND BUDGETING SYSTEM 

The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) can be 
summarized i n  a few words. The s t ra tegy is developed i n  consid- 
erat ion of the  threat .  Force requirements a re  developed to 
support the  strategy. Programs a re  developed t o  provide, on an 
orderly basis ,  ships,  a i r c r a f t ,  weapons systems and manpower over 
a period of time, with due consideration of the t o t a l  cost  t o  the  
nation. Lastly, funds mst be budgeted in  such a manner as t o  
obtain the required forces and weapons systems within the 
resources tha t  the nation provides. 

I 
THREAT 

STRATEGY 

PROGRAMS 

FUNDS 

Figure 11-2 
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Implicit i n  the  process outlined so b r i e f l y  are the develop- 
ment of mid-range objectives,  the conduct of special  s tudies ,  and 
research and development of weapons systems and t h e i r  support. In  
f a c t ,  a l l  the resources of the services a re  drawn upon t o  formulate 
t h e i r  plans, programs, and budgets. 

Decisions pertaining t o  the planning, programming and budgeting 
process are made by the  Secretary of Defense under the authority 
granted by the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. This legis la-  
t i on  gave the Secretary, under the policy guidance and direct ion 
of the  President and the National Security Council, two d i s t inc t  
l i nes  of authority. A d i r ec t  l i n e  of command was established 
through the  J o b t  Chiefs of Staff  (JCS) t o  the  unified and spec- 
i f i ed  combat conrmands. A l i n e  f o r  administrative control of the 
mfl i tary departments and f o r  management of support of mi l i ta ry  
forces was  established through the  Secretaries of the Mili tary 
Departments. Through the  command l i n e  of authority,  the Secretary 
issues decisions regarding threa t  appra i sa l ,  s t ra tegy and force 

authority,  he issues decisions regarding programming of resources 
t o  support the force s t ruc ture  and budgeting of annual funds t o  
support programs. 

\ 

- structure.  Through the  administrative or  management l i n e  of 

The PPBS's organization and procedures a re  embodied in DOD instruc- 
t i on  7045.7.  Its 1% year cycle involves the following basic 
s teps ,  the schedule f o r  which i s  established each year by the 
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) . 
l....JCS submit t h e i r  s t ra tegy t o  SECDEF 

2.. . .SECDEF issues s t r a t eg ic  guidance 

3....JCS submit t h e i r  forces p l a n  t o  SECDEF based on the  s t r a t eg ic  
This plan i s  not fgscal ly  constrained but presents guidance. 

what i s  needed and what can be attained. 

4....SECDEF issues f i s c a l  guidance t o  the  services and DOD Agencies 
by major force and support categories for each service and DOD 
Agency fo r  each of the f ive  program years. 

5 . . . JCS submit jo in t  force recommendations, rat ionale and r i s k  
assessments, f i s c a l l y  constrained consistent with SECDEF f i s c a l  
guidance . 
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6 . .  . .Services and DOD Agencies submit t h e i r  program objec t ives  t o  
SECDEF including forces  and support , with r a t i o n a l e  and r i s k  
assessment. 
with SECDEF f i s c a l  guidance. 

These are also f i s c a l l y  constrained cons is ten t  

7 . .  . .SECDEF issues  f i n a l  program decis ions after d r a f t  decis ions 
have been comented on by t h e  services and DOD Agencies. 

8 , .  ..Services and DOD Agencies submit t h e i r  budget estimates f o r  

9.. . . SecDef i s s u e s  rev ised  Program Budget Decisions,  a f t e r  t h e  

t h e  f i s c a l  year. 

Services and DOD agencies have had an opportuni ty  f o r  reclamma 

10.. . . SECDEF submits t h e  DOD budget t o  t h e  Presidefit through OMB, 
after j o i n t  meetings with JCS and Service. Secretaries t o  d i s c u s s  
major unresolved budget i s sues .  

PLANNING 

Planning, t h e  f i r s t  phase of t h e  PP3S, sets t h e  p a t t e r n  f o r  t h e  
e n t i r e  process. Planning starts with t h e  assessment of t h e  t h r e a t  
t o  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of t h e  United States and culminates with t h e  pro- 
j e c t i o n  of force object ives  t o  assure  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of t h e  United 
S ta tes .  The pro jec t ion  of force objec t ives  i s  l imited only t o  
f e a s i b i l i t y  of forces  i n  being and c a p a b i l i t i e s  of research and 
production t o  obtain forces  i n  t h e  future .  

The major port ion of t h e  planning e f f o r t  i s  accomplished within 
t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff  area. The c i v i l i a n  o f f i c i a l s  of t h e  
Mi l i ta ry  Departments have no assigned o r  assumed r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
i n  t h e  planning phase of t h e  PPBS. 

The planning concept is ta assess t h e  world s i t u a t i o n  ( f r iend  and 
foe)  at prescribed f u t u r e  t i m e  periods,  t echnica l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
required,  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  t o  counter t h r e a t s  t o  t h e  na t iona l  
secur i ty ,  and t o  state force  object ives  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  na t iona l  
s t ra tegy.  

P R O G M I N G  

The purpose of' t h e  programming phase is t o  t r a n s l a t e  t h e  approved 
concepts and object ives ,  prepared during t h e  planning phase, i n t o  
a d e f i n i t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  expressed i n  terms of t ime-phased resource 
requirements including men, monies, and materiel. This is accom- 
plished through systematic approval procedures that " c o s t  out" 
force  object ives  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  and manpower resources f i v e  years 
i n t o  t h e  fu ture ,  while a t  t h e  same time displaying forces  f o r  an 
addi t iona l  t h r e e  years.  This gives  t h e  Secretary of Defense, the  
Congress and t h e  President an idea of t h e  impact t h a t  present day 
decis ions have on t h e  f u t u r e  defense posture. 
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BUDGETING 

The budget process is t he  f i n a l  phase in t he  Planning - Programming - 
Budgeting cycle. 
ments necessary t o  support t he  approved forces  and programs set 
fo r th  under the  f i r s t  program year of the  FYDP. 
the FYDP, budgets are expressed i n  grea te r  refinement and d e t a i l  
than FYDP programs. The approved programs are  those which evolve 
from incorporating a l l  decis ion documents received through a pre- 

schedule memorandum. It is through the  budget t ha t  planning and 
programming are  t rans la ted  in to  annual funding requirements. Each 
year's budget estimate, therefore ,  sets fo r th  precisely what t he  
DOD expects t o  accomplish with the  resources requested f o r  t ha t  
year. 

The budget process i s  divided in to  th ree  phases: 

FORMULATION - planning and developing the  budget for t h e  f i s c a l  
year. The formulation phase begins when a c a l l  is issued for 
budget estimates t o  the  defense components. This cal l  is based 
on guidance from the  Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). 
The f orniulat ion phase cont inues with review, modification, and 
with amendment, and f i n a l  approval by SECDEF, the  O f f  i c e  of 
Management and Budget (Om) and the  President. 

The annual budget expresses the f inanc ia l  require- 

While derived from 

6 determined da te  announced by the annual Program/ Budget review 

JUSTIFICATION - presenting and ju s t i fy ing  t o  t h e  Congress the 
budget for t h e  f i s c a l  year which begins on the  next 1 July. 

EXECUTION - obligat ing and expending Congressionally appropriated 
funds f o r  t h e  current  and p r io r  f i s c a l  years. 

Budgets are formulated, j u s t i f i e d  and executed on the  bas i s  of 
appropriations. 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  sub-heads, programs, pro jec ts ,  e tc .  The format and 
s t ruc tu re  of t he  various appropriations are control led by Congress 
and represent t he  manner i n  which Congress des i r e s  t he  agencies 
and departments t o  express requirements €or funds. 

Appropriations are subdivided i n t o  budget 
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PLANNING PHASE (FIGURE 11-13) 

(1) 
by JCS of Volume I of the JSOP (see  page 5 ). 

The Planning Phase starts in May each year with the- i ssuance  

(2) 
Pol icy  Guidance. 

In August the President  normally i ssues  his annual Foreign 

(3) I n  September the  SECDEF issues s t r a t e g y  guidance, ca l led  the  
Defense Pol icy and Planning Guidance (DPPG). The purpose of the 
DPPG is t o  provide i n  one document the d e f i n i t i v e  pol icy  and planning 
guidance on which Defense planning and programming are t o  be based. 
It provides those e s s e n t i a l  na t iona l  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c i e s ,  es tab l i shed  
o r  confinned by the Administration, which guide the Defense program. 
It elaborates on those p o l i c i e s  in force planning terms regarding 
the  missions and tasks  U.S. forces  must be prepared t o  perform and 
the assumptions t o  be made in s i z i n g  forces  and a l l o c a t i n g  resources.  
This guidance is based upon JSOP, Volume I, as amended t o  r e f l e c t  
decis ions made by the  President  o r  those of  SECDEF. 
planning and programming whether dealing s p e c i f i c a l l y  wi th  PPBS cycle  
o r  no t ,  i s  c a r r i e d  out  i n  conformity with t h i s  guidance. 
t h i s  is SECDEF's answer t o  S O P  Volume I.. 

A l l  Defense 

In s h o r t ,  

(4) 
OSD. 
and include such topics  as: 

The Selected Analysis Topics are a l s o  issued in September,by 
The s t u d i e s  required are assigned t o  the JCS and DOD Components 

Army - Ammunition Production - Depot Maintenance - Peacetime Manning 

- S o r t i e  Rate 

- Sea Lane Defense - Tactical Support J a d n g  

- EMP Vulnerabi l i ty  

Navy - ASW Survei l lance 

A i r  Force - Theater A i r  Defense 

JCS - Capabi l i t i es  of Lines of Coninnrnication 

( 5 )  

major d i f fe rences  i n  m i l i t a r y  objec t ives  o r  i n  t h r e a t  appraisals .  

I n  October OSD provides the JCS and the DOD Components an  
. opportunity t o  comment upon the DPPG i n  the event t h a t  there  are 

(6) I n  December, JCS issues  JSOP Volume 11 (See page 6 ). 
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(7)  
g r a d n g  Guidance Memorandum (PPGM). The PPGM provides o v e r a l l  guidance 
for program development and contains  f i v e  s e c t i o n s ,  .namely; 

Defense Pol icy and Force Planning Guidance 
F i s c a l  Guidance 
Planning Guidance f o r  S t r a t e g i c  and General Purpose Forces 
Ifateriel Support Planning Guidance 
POX Fornat Guidance 

I n  February o r  e a r l y  March SECDEF issues  the Planning and Pro- 

The first section is an update o f  t h e  earlier issued DPPG. 
The second s e c t i o n  . F i s c a l  Guidance, s p e c i f i e s  the a l l o c a t i o n  of the 
resources which may be assumed t o  be ava i lab le  f o r  the Defense Program. 
It provides Total  Obligational Authority (TOA) l i m i t s  fo r  each of the 
DOD Components. Similar ly ,  TOA l i m i t s  a re  spgcif ied f o r  each i n  the 
ca tegor ies  of S t r a t e g i c  Offensive Forces, In te l l igence  and Securi ty ,  
Support t o  Other Nations, CHAMPUS, Hos i ta1 Investment and t o t a l  RDTM. 
The t h i r d  s e c t i o n  is an e labora t ion  o z s e c t i o n  one f o r  s t r a t e g i c  and General 
Purpose Forces. The sec t ion ,  Materiel Support Planning Guidance, ensures ,  
wi th in  the F isca l  Guidance cons t ra in ts ,  a reasonable balance between 
combat forces  and materiel support c a p a b i l i t y  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  

- munitions) f o r  U.S. forces  and those of selected a l l i e s .  It fur ther  
requires  an e f f i c i e n t  a l l o c a t i o n  of resources between new procurement 
and maintenance of e x i s t i n g  assets. 

The f i f t h  Sect ion Guidance for POM Preparat ion,  is  designed t o  
ensure t h a t  the Program Objective Memoranda (POMs) provide an adequate 
descr ip t ion  of the proposed programs and forces ,  the ra t iona le  f o r  
proposing these forces  and programs, the readiness of those forces  
and t h e i r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t o  support U.S. s t ra tegy ,  together with an 
assessment of the r i s k s  involved. The J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  and the 
WD Components who have the i n i t i a t i v e  t o  propose programs, explain 
c l e a r l y  why they a r e  recommending these programs i n  terms of t h i s  
Planning and Programming Guidance. 

With the  issuance of the PPGM, the Planning Phase i s  complete. 

PROGRAMMING PHASE (Figure 11-4) 

(8)  The f i r s t  ac t ion  by the JCS and DOD Components is t o  submit, 
i n  March, the r e s u l t s  of t h e  s tud ies  they performed i n  rep ly  t o  any 
Selec ted  Analysis Topics assigned t o  each during the Planning Phase. 

(9) I n  May the JCS submits the JFM(See pzge 5-18). 

(LO) The JFM i s  followed almost immediately by the individual  DOD 
Components' Program Objective Memorandum (POM). The POM i s  the  recom- 
mendazion t o  the SECDEF f o r  the de ta i led  appl ica t ion  of resources.  
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The POM is developed within the  cons t ra in ts  imposed by the PPGM, 
and the  boundaries of the planning d a t a  presented by the JFM, 
t o  s a t i s f y  a l l  assigned functions and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  during the 
period of the  FMIP. 
rev is ion  to approved programs as published i n  the FYDP. Thus, 
new o r  revised programs no longer compete Defense-wi.de f o r  the 
assignment of resources . Instead , they compete for  inclusion 
within the  POM under the o v e r a l l  f i s c a l  cons t ra in ts  of  the  PPGM. 

It i s  a l s o  the primary means of requesting 

The POM is s t ruc tured  by the  Major Mission and Support Categories 
and s p e c i a l  program aggregations wi th in  the PPGM. 
a comprehensive and de ta i led  expression of the t o t a l  resource re- 
quirements associated with the t o t a l  commitment of a s e n i c e .  

Differences between the JFM and POM must be addressed including 
economic ana lys i s ,  assessment of  r i s k s ,  and m i l i t a r y  advantages of 
the  proposed programs as measured aga ins t  t h e  PPGM. Individual  
Major Mission and Support Category Summaries provide similar ana lys i s  
of proposed programs as measured aga ins t  those cur ren t ly  approved 
i n  the FYDP. Supporting d e t a i l  i s  prepared i n  Program Element (PE) 
terms except t h a t  procurement l i s t i n g s  s t ructured by Major Mission 
and Support Categories. The POM i s  fowarded t o  SECDEF a s  a t o t a l  
package, and, upon submission, included programs are considered 
"locked". Changes are  permitted only i f  they are timely enough t o  
be considered with the i n i t i a l  submission, contr ibute  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
t o  e f fec t iveness ,  and i d e n t i f y  equal cos t  t radeoffs  wi th in  previously 
submitted programs. The POM forms the basis f o r  SECDEF's Program 
Decision Memorandum (PDM). 

It represents  

(11) The next s tep ,  in June, is the preparat ion by the  ASD (Program Analysis 
and Evaluation of t h e  Issue Papers which analyze t h e  Senrice Proposals,  
def ine the i ssues ,  ,usually c o s t ,  l i s t  the alternatives, and evaluate  
the c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  and c a s t s  of those alternatives. 

(12) The Issue Papers a re  c i rcu la ted  t o  the JCS and DOD Components 
f o r  comments before being.submitted f o r  decis ion t o  the SECDEF and 
Deputy SECDEF. 

(13) 
Papers, he i ssues  a s e r i e s  of t e n t a t i v e  Program Decision Memoranda 
(PDM) for review and comment. These a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  the  JCS and 
Heads of DOD Components f o r  review and comment. These comments a re  
appraised , and the differences between the SECDEF decisions and the 
objec t ives  of the JCS and DOD Components a r e  ident i f ied .  
annual PPBS schedule, a date is scheduled f o r  the discussion and reso- 
l u t i o n  of these d i f fe rences  of object ives .  Following these discussions 
those PDMs w i l l  be reissued i n  which a change has been agreed t o  by the 
SECDKF . 

A f t e r  the  SXCDEF has reviewed both the  POM's and the  Issue 

Within the 
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The PDMs are prepared i n  the of f ice  of the Director of Defense Program 
Analysis and Evaluation (DDPAE) except for  Research and Development 
and the Consolidated Defense Intel l igence Program (CDXP) which are 
prepared i n  the of f ice  of the Director of Defense Research and Engin- 
eering (DDR&E) and the Assistant Secretary of Defense Intel l igence 
(ASD(I ) )  respectively. 
fo r  review and tentat ive approval. 

(14) 
are appraised by the Deputy SECDEF and h is  s t a f f ,  following which each 
PDM i s  forwarded t o  SECDEF for  f ina l  approval. 

The PDMs are presented t o  the Deputy SECDEF 

The review comments provided by the JCS and DOD Components 

(15) 
gramming Phase. 

The issuing of the Amended PDH's by SECDEF completes the Pro- 

BUDGETING PHASE (Figure 11-5) 

(16) & (17) Based on Budget Pol ic ies  established by the President, the 
Office' of Management and Budget (Om) provides t o  the SECDEF budget 
guidance 

(18) This i n  turn  is used to  es tab l i sh  the Budget Guidance issued by 
the SECBEF to  the WD Components in August of each year. 

(19) 
Proposed Budgets to  SECDEF . The DOD Components then have u n t i l  October t o  submit t h e i r  

(20) Following thts submittal and an analysis by the  OSD a s e r i e s  
of  Budget Hearings a re  held attended .by OSD, OM33 and DOD Compo- 
nent Heads for  resolut ion of problem areas. 

(21) 
the SECDEF issues i n  l a t e  October, a series of Program Budget Decisions 
(PBD). The PBD is used to  announce a l l  budget decisions incident t o  
the annual review of the Proposed Budget. 

Based on the submitted Proposed Budgets and the Budget Xearing 

(22) 
opportunity t o  r e c l a m  the PBD' 8 .  

(23) 

Between October and December, the W D  Components and JCS have an 

SECDEF then issues as necessary, revised PBD's. 

(24) Any unresolved budget items remaining at t h i s  time are  discussed 
i n  jo in t  meetings between SECDEF, JCS and DOD Component Heads. 
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(25) The SECDEF makes h i s  f i n a l  decis ions and submits the  pro- 
posed WD budget t o  the OMB. 

(26) 
presents it t o  the  President  f o r  f i n a l  review and approval. 

The OMB combines it with a l l  o ther  Federal Budgets and 

(27) After approval by the P tes ldent ,  

(28) 
i n  January, by the  President ,  accompanied by h i s  annual Budget 
Message, completing the  Budget Phase. 

the  National Budget is formally submitted t o  t h e  Congress 

UNllfO STATES 
OEFENSE 

ESTABLIWUENI 
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Appendix I1 

DICAUTUENT 
OF 

D f i f N S f  

DOD INSTRUCTION 7045.7 

I. 

11. 

UUMBPR 7045. 7 
omOctober 29,  1969 

d 

ASD(C) 
Department at Defense Instruction 

The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System 

DoD Directive 7000.1, "Resource Management Systems of the 
Department of Defense," A u g u s t  22, 1%6 

Sec Def Multiaddressed Memorandum, "Interim Operating 
Procedure (IOP) Number 1," June 21, 1969 (hereby can- 
celled) 

DoD Instruction 7llO.1, %uidance for  the Preparation of 
Budget Estimates, mdget Execution Programs and Appor- 
tionment Requests and Related Support Materials," 
A u g u s t  23, 1968, and Manual (7110.1-M) 

DoD Instruction 7C%O. 2, "International Balance of Payments 
Program-Accounting, Reporting, Estimating and Establish- 
ing Targets," January 16, 1969 

EoD Instruction 7041.3, '"Economic Analys is  of Proposed I B D  
Investments, February 26, 1969 

DoD Instruction 7045.7, "Review and Approval of Changes to  
the Five Year Defense Program," December 22, 1967 (hereby 
cancelled) 

DoD Instruction 7045.8, "Updating the f ive Year Defense 
Program (FYDP)," May 23, 1968 

DoD Instruction 7045.5, "Functional Reviews, I' August 31, 
1965 (hereby cancelled) 

DoD Instruction 7040.5, "Definition o f  Expenses and Invest- 
ment Costs," September 1, 1% 

DoD Directive 32OO.-, "Developent Concept Papers (DCF) 
System" ( to  be published) 

DoD Instruction 7250.10, "Implementation of Reprogramming of 
Appropriated Funds," March 5, 1563 

plllmsE 

This Instruction establishes procedural guidance for: 
ing changes t o  the appmved resources of the f ive Year Defense 
Program (FYDP), (b) submission, analysis, review, and approval of 
new and revised Department of Defense programs and budgets, and (c)  
maintenance and updating of the FYDP structure. It authorizes the 
publication, maintenance, and review of the FYDP Codes and Defini- 
t ions k d b o o k  (7045.7-H) i n  suyport of reference (a).  

(a) process- 

APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

A. The provisions of t h i s  Instruction apply t o  all of the Department 
of Defense. 
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E. The scope of the Five Year Defense Program w i l l  include force, 
manpwer and cost data and infomation covering the prior,  
current and succeeding fiscal years. The force structure w i l l  
include data and information for  the pr ior  fiscal years, current 
f i s ca l  year, budget year, and seven succeeding f i s ca l  years. 
Cost and manpower data w i l l  be included for  the pr ior  f i s ca l  
years, current fiscal year, budget year, and the four succeed- 
ing f i s c a l  years. 

211. IIEFINITIONS 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

Approved Progrem - Resources (Forces, Manpower, Obligational 
Authority and Materiel) fo r  individual program elements reflected 
i n  the FYTlP, as modified by Secretary of Defense decisions. 

Budaet Costs - Costing used i n  budget submissions 83 distinguished 
fmm costing used i n  programming documents, hereinafter referred 
t o  8s programming costs. 
requirements for Aznds i n  a particular f i s ca l  period and generally 
represent a refinement of programming costs. 

Budget costs represent the specific M A  

Budget Year - That f i s c a l  year arrived a t  by adding one to the 
current f i s c a l  year. In fiscal year 1970, the budget year is 
fiscal yew 1971. 

Progrsm/Budget Review Schedule - An annual  Secretary of Defense 
memorandum + s u e d  t o  announce the schedule of significant events 
impacting on the DoD decision-making cycle. 

Cost CateRoly - One of three t m e s  of costs into which the t o t a l  
cost of a program element is divided: (1) research and develop- 
ment, (2) investment, and (3) operations. (See DoDI 7040.5, 
reference (i ) . ) 
Develoment Concept Paper ( X P )  - A document prepared by the 
Director of Defense Research sud Engineering (DDRaFE) and coordi- 
nsted Vith key DoD of f ic ia l s  providing a summary management 
document f o r  the Secretary of Defense. 
of Defense decisions on important developneat and engineering 
modification programs. 
information and rationale and for  updating the FYDP. 
reference (j) .) 

Fiscal Guidance - Annual guidance issued by the Secretary of 
Defense which provides the fiscal constraints that must be observed 
by the JCS, the Military Departments, and Defense Agencies, in  the 
formulation of force structures and Five Year Defense Programs, 
and by the Secretary of Defense staff i n  reviewing proposed 
programs. 

X P s  ref lect  the Secretary 

The document serves as a source of primary 
(See 
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r 

H. Five Year Defense Program (FYDPl - The o f f i c i a l  program which 
summarizes the Secretary of Defense approved plans and programs 
for the Department of Defense. 
once ann-. The F!fDP is also represented by a computer data 
base which i s  updated r e m a r l y  t u  raflect  decisions. 

Joint Force Memorandum (JIM1 - A document prepared sNlUaLly by 
the JCS and submitted to the Secretary of Defense which provides 
recommendations on the joint  force program wichin the f i s c a l  
guidance issued by the Secretary of Defense. 

The FYDP is published at l e s t  

I. 

J. Joint Research and Develment Objective Document (JRDOD) - A 
document prepared mually which provides the advice of the JCS 
t o  the Secretary of Defense conceking I5&D objectives necessary 
t o  car ry  out the strategy and force recommendations i n  the JSOP. 

Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) - A d o m e n t  prepared 
annually which provides the advice of the Joint Chiefs of  Staff 
t o  the President and the Secretary of Defense on the rcilitary 
strategy and force objectives for  attaining the national 
security objective o f  %he United States. I n  addition to  recom- 
mendations on major forces, it includes the rationale supporting 
the forces and assessment of r isks associated therewith, msts 
and manpower estimates, and other supporting data. The JSOP i s  
published i n  three volumes: I - Strztegy, I1 - Analysis and 
Force Tabulations, and I11 - Free World Forces. 

Program - A combination of program elements designed t o  express 
the accomplishment of a definite objective o r  plan which i s  
specified as t o  the time-phasing of what i s  t o  be doce and the 
means omposed for its accomplishment. Pmgrzms are aggregations 
of program elements, and, i n  turn, aggregate t o  the t o t a l  3 3 P .  

Program Change Decision (PCDL - A Secretary of Defense decision, 
i n  prescribed format, authorizing changes t o  the Five Year De- 
fense Program. (See Enclosure 3 . )  (Also see Program/Budget 
Decision (PBD). ) 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. Program Change Request (Pal - Propcsal i n  prescribed f o m %  for 
out-of-cycle changes t o  the approved d & t a . i n  the Five Year 
Defense Program. (See Enclosure 2 . )  

Progrem Decision Memorandm (PIN) - A document which provides 
decisions of the Secretary of Defense on PaMs and the JFM. 

Program Element - A description of a mission by the identifica- 
tion of the organizational en t i t i e s  and resources needed to  
perform the assigned mission. Resources consist of forces, man- 
p e r ,  material quantities, and costs, as applicable. The progran 
element is the basic building block of the FYDP. 

0. 

P. 

11-24 



DLPIRTHENT 
OF 
O E F E W  

DOD INSTRUCTION 7045.7 

Q. Plann ing /P rogrammin /~~e t ing  System (PPBS) - An integrated 
system for  the establishment, maintenance, and revision of the 
FYDP and the DoD budget. 

Program/Budget Decision (PBD) - A Secretary of Defense decision 
i n  prescribed format authorizing changes t o  a submitted budget 
est.imate and the FYDP. 

R. 

{See Enclosure 3 . )  

S. Programming Cost - Cost data for making program decisions. 
Programning costs are based on se t s  of factors  wnich w i l l  
provide consistent cost data under the same or similar circum- 
stances, and which are  d i rec t ly  re la ted t o  the expl ic i t  elements 
of the program decision. 

Program Objective Memorandum (WM) - A memorandum i n  prescribed 
format submitted t o  the Secretary of Defense by the Secretary of 
a Military Department o r  the Director of a Defense Agency which 
recommends the t o t a l  resource requirements within the parameters, 
of the published Secretary of Defense f i s c a l  guidance. 
Enclosure 1.) 

T. 

(See 

U. Program Y e a r  - A f i s c a l  year i n  the Five Year Defense Program 
t h a t  ends not ea r l i e r  than the  second year beyond the current 
calendar year. 
program year i s  FY lg7l.  

Thus, during calendar year 1969, the First 

V. Total Obligational Authority (TOAL - The t o t a l  f inancial  require- 
ments  of the Five Year Defense Program or any component thereof 
required t o  support the approved program of k given f i s c a l  year. 

IV. CANCELLATIONS 

References (b) , ( f )  , and (h) , are  hereby cancelled. 

V. PFGGRAM/BUDGET REXIEM SCHEDULE 

The Secretary of Defense wi l l  publish an annual memorandum providing 
a schedule of s ignif icant  events fo r  the current year. 
randum w i l l  be issued p r io r  t o  the submission of BOP, Volume I, end 
wi l l  be revised as necessary. 

This memo- 

It w i l l  identify:  

A. The base program fram which a l l  proposed changes w i l l  be m a d e  by 
publication of "as of" date. 

B. The schedule for the submission of the Jo in t  Strategic  Objectives 
Plan (JSOP), the Joint  Research and Developient Objectives Ikcu- 
meat ( J R W D ) ,  and the Joint  Force Memorandum (JFM), by t h e  Joint 
Chiefs of Staff .  

C. Specific dates for the  submission of the Program Objectives 
Memoranda. 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

Schedules for the issuance of Secretary of Defense Strategic 
Guidance, Fiscal Guidance, Logistic Guidance, and Program 
Decision Memoranda. 

Dstes for the submission of the DoD budget estimates. 

Identification of special reviews and studies t o  be conducted 
during the calendar cycle a d  identification of  the primary 
action office. 

A date fo r  the inclusion of an additional year t o  the FYDP. 

Date f o r  the Major Budget Issue meetings between the Secretary 
of Defense, the Chainaan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ,  and the 
Military Department Secretaries. Date for similar meeting t o  
discuss Major Force Issues w i l l  be announced by the Secretary 
of Defense as necessary by separate memorandum. 

Other i t a  having an impact ou the decision-making cycle. 

VI. S!l'"EGIC OaTECTIVES 

A. The Joint Chiefs OS Staff w i l l  prepare Volume I - Strategy, of  
the JSOP t o  be submitted-to the Secretary of Defense. 
w i l l  provide the statement by the JCS of the national security 
objectives, based on decisions of the President, and the military 
objectives derived therefrom. It w i l l  include m i l i t s r y  s trategic 
concepts and objectives on a world-wide and regional basis. 

The Secretary of  Defense w i l l  review Volume I, JSOP, and will 
then issue appropriate guidance on strategic concepts for comment 
by the JCS. This guidance memorandum may update and/or enlarge 
upon the strategy i n  Volume I based on changes in national security 
objectives or commitments as provided by the President. When a 
change i n  national security objectives, commitments, or i n  strategy 
is indicated, the variation i n  risks, if any, will also be 
addressed. 
the Secretary of Defense will reissue the guidance menarsnihrm 
which, along v i t h  Volume I, w i l l  serve as a planning document in  
the formulation of Volumes I1 and 111, JSOP, the JFM, and the 
Program Objective Memoranda. 

Volume I 

B. 

After review and consideration of the JCS comments, 

A. AnnuaUy, the Secretary of Defense w i l l  issue tentative Five Year 
Flscal Guidance t o  define the t o t a l  financial constraints within 
which the Dol3 force structure viu. be developed and reviewed. 
f iscal  guidance w i l l  be by major mission and support category for 
each Military Department and Defense Agency. 
guidance Kill be issued for comment by the JCS, Military 

The 

The first f i s ca l  
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Departments and Defense Agencies, foollaring the issuance of the 
f i n a l  Strategic  Guidance Memorandum. The Secretary of Defense 
will specify i n  the Fiscal Guidance the nature of the f i s c a l  
planning constraints, and the asE;umptions used i n  its prepara- 
t ioa.  mer review of JSOP, Volume If, JRWD, and comments on 
the  general fiscal guidance, the  Secretary of Defense will issue 
revised f i s c a l  guidance. 
ments w i l l  part ic ipate  i n  the  development of the revised f i s c a l  
guidance. In developing the revised f i s c a l  guidance, considera- 
t ion w i l l  a lso be given t o  the current budget, the FYDP, program 
deferrals ,  inflationary trends, gross national product estimates, 
and other economic considerations. 

The Secretaries of the Military Depart- 

B. For planning purposes, the totals of the fiscal guidance fo r  each 
program year and each Military Department/Defense Agency w i l l  be 
considei-ed firm. To insure increased f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  developing 
balanced program, reallocations of funds are pelmitted between 
major m5ssion and support categories unless specif ical ly  stated 
otherwise i n  the Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance Memorandum. 
Fiscal guidance wil l  be used by the JCS in the  formulation of the 
JEM and by each Military Department and Defense Agency i n  the 
fonmzlation of their POMs. 

C. Fiscal  guidance will normelly ident i fy  specif ic  major mission and 
support categories. 
aggregations m a y  be ident i f ied f o r  separate v i s ib i l i t y .  These 
w i l l  be specif ical ly  ident i f ied i n  the Fiscal Guidance Memorandum. 
Representative examples of the major mission and support cate- 
gories are: (1) Strategic  Offensive and Defensive Forces, (2) 
Lsnd Forces, (3) Tactical  A i r  Forces, (4) R&D, and (5) Training. 

On a selected basis additional program 

VIII. PRCGRAM OBJECTIVES 

A. Volume I1 - Analyses and Force T8bulations of the JSOP - will be 
publfshed annually by the JCS with analysis, rationale,  force 
tabulations, end program costs and associated msapower require- 
ments as provided by the Senrices. 
requirements aad the  reconmendations f o r  major forces f o r  the 
mid-range period considered necessary to achieve the mil i tary 
objectives i n  support cf the  national security objective. It 
w i l l  be based an Volume I - Strategy - JSOP, and as may be modi- 
f ied  by the guidance memoran&m on s t ra teg ic  concepts issued by 
the Secretary of Defense. D o ,  Volme 11 w i l l  highlight major 
force issues which require decisions during the current year. 

Volume I1 w i l l  present the 

B. Volume I11 - h.ee World FSrces of the JSOP - w i l l  be published 
annually by the JCS i n  the sape time-frame 85 Volume 11. 
111 w i l l  provide advice on mil i tary objectives and guidelines 
fo r  Free World Forces required, mi l i ta r i ly ,  for the attainment 
of U.S. na%ional security and rnititsry objectives. The analyses 
and recommendations presented i n  Volume 111 will be based on the 

Volume 
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st rategic  appraisals and regional concepts i n  Volume I and the 
Strategic Guidance Memorandum, and are designed to  provide the 
basis fo r  a U. S. position on military assistance. 

C. In addition t o  Volume 11, the Joint Chiefs of Staff  w i l l  develop 
and submit annually t o  the Secretary of Defense the Joint Force 
Memorandum. 
and support programs, similar in  formqt t o  Volume 11, all 
developed within the parameters of the f i s ca l  guidance issued 
by the Secret= of Defense. The JFM W i l l  include progrm costs 
and associated manpower requirements as provided by the Military 
Services. The JFM shmld be analyzed i n  accordance with reference 
( e )  pr ior  to submission. A summary will be included of  analyses 
and assessment of r isks associated with the forces as measured 
against the strategy and mili tary objectives i n  Volume I and the 
Strategic Guidance Memorandum. Also, the JFM w i l l  highlight major 
force issues which require decisions during the current year. 
w i l l  compare costs of the recommended forces and the support 
programs with the approved FYDP program baseline as stated i n  
the annual Program/Budget Review Schedule. The JFM should be 
considered by the Military Departments and Defense Agencies t o  
assist in  the prqara t ion  of t he i r  POMs. 

The JFM w i l l  present the recommended force levels 

It 

D. The Joint Chiefs of Staff  will develop and s u b m i t  annually the 
Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) t o  
the Secretary of  Defense. The JRWD w i l l  provide R&D objectives 
responsive t o  the strategy and force recommendations i n  the JSOP 
as well as long-range and technological objectives for  capabil- 
i t i e s  expected to  be needed i n  the 10-20 year period. Indicators 
of re la t ive mili tary importance and appropriate rationale w i l l  be 
included t o  assist i n  developing the DoD R&D program and i n  the 
preparation of  Development Concept Pzgers (DCPs) . 

Z. Annually, each Military Department and Defense Agency w i l l  p epa re  
and submit t o  the Secretary of Defense a Program Objective Memo- 
randum (POM). 
stated i n  the JSOP, Volume I, as modified by Secretary of Defense 
Strategic Guidance Memorandum. PCMs w i l l  express t o t a l  program 
requirements and should be analyzed and evaluated where applica- 
b l e  i n  accordance with DoDI 7041.3 (reference (e ) ) .  PGMs m u s t  
provide force, manpower cost and materiel recommendations, and 
rationale for proposed changes f r o m  the approved FyllP base and 
the JFM, and the r isk assessment and military advantages t o  be 
gained. Costs w i l l  be programing costs within the scope of 
f i s ca l  guidance issued by the Secretary of  Defense. 
information for  P a s  w i l l  be i n  program element terns except 

P O M s  w i l l  be based on the Strategic Guidance as 

Supporting 
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t h a t  procurement fo r  other than major weapons systems may be 
provided i n  form of procurement l i s t ings .  

F. PoMs may be revised a f t e r  submission when the originator believes 
that such a revision w i l l  resul t  i n  a be t te r  balanced program. 
Recommended POM changes should be made only when the change may 
be completely processed t o  permit analysis with the originally 
submitted POM, tha t  is, i n  advance of a Secretary of Defense 
decision on a POL POM revisions w i l l  include an identification 
of equal cost trade-offs within annual Military Department/ 
Defense Agency to ta l s  t o  oreclude increases to  the f i s ca l  con- 
s t ra in ts .  
ness i n  addition t o  cost trade-offs. 

POM revisions w i l l  identify equal or  greater effective- 

G. When changes cannot be processed i n  time to be included i n  a 
Secretary of Defense Program Decision Memorandum for  a specific 
program, such changes w i l l  be processed t o  the Secretary of De- 
fense using a PCR provided the change w i l l  increase mili tary 
readiness significantly and i s  considered of  such an urgent 
nature t o  require Secretary of Defense review out of cycle, o r  
involve inter-Service functional transfers which create manpower 
authorization increases t o  end-year strengths. (See paragraph 
XII . a. 2. ) 

H. The Secretary of Defense Will direct  an annual staff review of 
Volumes I1 and 111, JSOP, JRDOD, the JFM, and WMs. 
the review, the Secretary w i l l  issue appropriate Program Decision 
Memoranda. 

Based on 

1. The specific PM issue dates w i l l  be announced by the Secretary 3f 
Defense i n  the revised annual Program/Budget Review Schedule memo- 
randum. Each PM and DCF will be supported by a "resource annex" 
which will provide a translation of  resmrces to  program elements 
inthe FYDP. 
Departments and Defense Agencies as appropriate for  analysis, the 
submission of comments, and updating of the FYDF. 

Decisions w i l l  be transmitted t o  the JCS, Military 

I X .  COMPorn COMMENTS 

A. W i t h i n  two weeks a f t e r  receipt of each Program Decision Memorandum, 
the JCS, Military Departments and Defense Agencies, as appropriate, 
w i l l  submit comments t o  the Secretary of Defense. Comments should 
be basically narrative and w i l l  address each issue t o  insure that 
the views of the JCS, Service Secretaries, and Defense Agency 
Directors, are represented. 

3. Comments may be prepared i n  a manner prescribed by the submitting 
act ivi ty ,  but w i l l  present the extent of program impact that may 
be expected as a resul t  of the decision. If a dissenting view is 
expressed, any additional or clarifying information or jus t i f ica-  
tion n o t  s tated i n  the FOM should accompany the statement t o  allow 
a re-evaluation of the issue. 
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C. Comments submitted by the JCS will address the t o t a l  DaD program 
balance as weighed against the Joint Force Memorandum. JCS would 
be expected t o  advise the Secretary of Defense with an assessment 
of the risks involved and inherent i n  the tentatively epproved 
programs and provide an evaluation of any strategic implications 
resulting from the program i f  adopted. 

The Secretary of Defense w i l l  direct  a staff review of all e m -  
ments. 
of page changes t o  the original PIIM t o  incorporate any new 
decision. 

D. 
Program Decision Memoranda W i l l  be modified by reissue 

X. RECISIOM IMPI;EMEmTATION 

A. 

B. 

Secretary of Defense decision documents will provide the basis 
for  the updating of the FYDP data f i le  by the Military Departments 
and Defense Agencies. 
w i l l  apply the approved forces, manpower and cost data t o  the 
FYDP data f i l e ,  as stated by the decision, by program element. 
Decisions w i l l  be applied t o  the FYDP data base as outlined by 
paragraph VI.B of DoD Instruction 7245.8 (reference (g)), even 
though the i r  comment t o  the  Secretzry of Defense may express a 
dissenting position. 

On an "as required" basis, the ASD(C) w i l l  issue a PCD which will 
direct FYDP updates t o  be submitted. PCD nill include any special 
update and program structure changes necessary for the specific 
update. 
their  FYDP data f i l e s  as prescribed by DoDI  7045.8 (reference (g)) 
t o  insure a rapid response to  a specific update request. 

M i l i t a r y  aepartments and Defense Agencies 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies W i l l  maintain 

X I .  BUCCETES!KMATES 

A. Annually, each Military Department and Defense Agency will submit 
its budget estimate t o  the Secretary of Defense ia accordance 
wtth reference (c),  nom: U O . 1  and 71lO.1-M. 
estimates w i l l  include the budget year and the two pr ior  f i s c a l  
years in  accordance v i th  current3.y established procedures. 
Budget estimates w i l l  be submitted based on the approved program 
resulting from incorporating the effects of all decision docu- 
ments received through 8 predetermined date t o  be ELnnounced by 
the annual Program/Budget Revfew Schedule memorandum. 
detailed instructions for  the submission of budget estimates viu. 
be separately prescribed for each year. 

The Secretary of Defense will direct a staff review of the budget 
estimates received f r o m  the Military Departments and Eefense 
Agencies. Based on the review .sad analysis of budgets, the 
Secretary of Defense W i l l  publish a series of Program/Budget 
Decisions. Budget decisions W i l l  address specific budgetary 

These budget 

Specific 

B. 
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issues and be related to  the appropriations and budget ac t iv i ty  
s t ructure  of the Department of Defense. 
budget year and pr ior  years as appropriate. 
of the PBD w i l l  also include an estimate of the impact of tfie 
F'BD on the next program year. 

PBDs, including the decision record, w i l l  be transmitted t o  the 
Mili tary Departments and Defense Agencies f o r  inser t ion of the  
PBD and decision record in to  the  FYDP. Reclama statements may 
be submitted t o  the Secretary of Defense but should be submitted 
only if the impact is  considered t o  be sufficiently serious t o  
warrant the personal reconsideration by the Secretary of Defense. 
Budgetary reclama statements must be concise, complete, an6 based 
on new fac t s  o r  just i f icat ion not previously submitted i n  order 
t o  provide a basis  f o r  a re-evaluation of the decision. 
Secretary of Defense will di rec t  a staff review of all budgetary 
reclam statements and will issue a specif ic  decisioa f o r  each 
reclama. 

PBDs w i l l  include the 
The decision record 

C. 

The 

D. In addition t o  the submission of reclama statements, Senrice 
Secretaries Kill ident i fy  w o r  budget issues t o  the Secretary of 
Defense a f t e r  completion of t h e i r  review of the PBDs. 
must be of s-cient p r io r i ty  i n  the opinion of a Service Secre- 
t a ry  t o  warrant a personal Secretary of Defense and Service 
Secretary discussion. A Major Budget Issue meeting W i l l  be 
scheduled and announced i n  the Secretary of Defense Program/ 
Budget Review Schedule memorandum. 
of Defense resul t ing f m  t h i s  meeting will be addressed i n  
revisions t o  previously issued PBDs. 

Issues 

Decisions of the  Secretary 

XII. APPROVED PROGRAM CHANGES 

A. The receipt of a PIM, DCP, PCD, PBD, DD Form 1415, or Secretary 
of Defense memorandum ref lect ing the decision of the Secretary of 
Defense w i l l  const i tute  a new appmved program base when entered 
into the  FYDP by the  Mili tary Depsrtments snd Defense Agencies. 
Changes t o  the  approved base f o r  the  budget and program years 
will be made only by subsequent PIMs, PCDs, DCPs, or PBDs, or by 
Military Departments or Defense Agencies vithin the  estsblished 
thresholds of this Instruction. DCPs Will be entered in to  the 
FYDP and data reviewed and approved by DDFEE. 
be announced by D D W  using pcl)s or &dressed i n  the  R&D PIM. 

Data changes will 

B. Subsequeut t o  the  receipt of a PIM and p r io r  t o  the  next Military 
Deprtinent o r  Defense Agency POM submission date, Secretaries of 
the Mili tary Departments and Directors of Defense Agencies XiU 
be permitted t o  make changes t o  the FYDP Without p r io r  approval 
by the Secretary of Defense when such changes are confined w i t h i n  
the following thresholds, and as -her qualified by sdparagraph 
C, below: 
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1. Forces 

Current Year - Only those changes within the approved TOA 
subject t o  the limitations imposed by 130111 7250.10 (reference 
(k) 1 
Budget and Program Years - Any force change within or among 
elements within available inventory not requiring additional 
TOA 3r manpower. Forces w i l l  be identified as chose forces 
approved by the current Secretary of Defense Pmgram Decision 
Memoran&m. 

2. Manpower 

Current Year - Odly'those changes within the t o t a l  manpwer 
end-year strengths. Includes the transfer of both military 
and civil ian authorizations and d r i l l  pay among elements. 

Budget and ProRram Years - Only those changes where the n e t  
effect  w i l l  not increase the t o t a l  military or civil ian end- 
year strengths. 
Service agreements for  f'unctional changes and authorizing 
manpower i n  excess of 100 military o r  100 civil ians for  a 
gaining Military Department, o r  25 military o r  25 civil ians 
for  2 gaining Defense Agency, OSD or  JCS, w i l l  not be 
accozrplished unt i l  a confinnation PCR has been submitted by 
the gaining activity,  and the transfer is approved. 

Changes which are the result  of inter- 

3. costs 

Current Year - Any change within the approved TOA subject t o  
the limitations imposed by DODI 7250.10 reprogramming actions. 

Budget Year - During the period July through December changes 
may be made within the approved M A  by cost category unless 
such authority has been negated in  the annual budget estimate 
submission instructions o r  by separate memorendum. 
the period January through June, no changes w i l l  be made 
since the President's Budget w i l l  have been established and 
submitted. 

During 

Program Year - Except as outlined by specific R&D decision 
documents or negated by other OSD authority, changes may be 
made within the approved 'POA by appropriation. 

C. FYDP changes for the budget and program years which are acccaaplished 
by the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of 
Defense Agencies are permitted without explanation only when such 
changes for a program element remains below a cumulative to ta l  for 
a single f i sca l  year of ten million dollars or, i n  the case of 
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manpower, below 300 military or c ivi l ian authorizations. Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies are required t o  s u b m i t  a memo- 
randum to  OASD(C) t o  accompany the FYDP update i n  which the change 
i s  recorded explaining the changes which have exceeded the cumu- 
la t ive  TOA or manpower change thresholds since the last explana- 
tory memorandum. 

X I 1 1  . LIMITATIONS 

Approval of programs w i l l  not constitute authority t o  either commit 
o r  obligate f'unds. 

XIV. FYDP HANDBOOK 

The FYDP handbook authorized by t h i s  Instruction w i l l  be revised 
quarterly and revisions distributed by ASD(C). The handbook is the 
o f f i c i a l  presentation of the DoD Program Structure and will contain 
approved codes and t i t l e s  used in  trpdating the FYDP data f i l e .  

XV. IMPLZBENTATION AND EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Instruction is effective January 1, 1970. 
Military Departrment,'s and Defense Agency's implementing documents w i l l  
be fomarded t o  ASD(C) w i t h i n  ninety days after the effective date. 

Three copies of each 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Ccanptrouer) 
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CHAPTER 12 

INFLUENCE OF OPERATIONSRESEARCH/SSTEMS ANALYSIS 

Planning the  "needs and requirements" of t he  Defense Comonents, 

espec ia l ly  f o r  t he  long term, necess i ta tes  the par t ic ipa t ion  of systems 

ana lys i s  o r  operations research s t a f f s .  

systems analysis is  concerned with buying the'best  or  most e f f ec t ive  

system for the  money; whereas, operations research is usual ly  associated 

with obtaining the  most e f f ec t ive  use of what is on-hand. - 

In regard t o  weapon systems, 

I/ 

The influence of system analysis/operations research becomes 

increasingly important in  view of GAO's interest in the process by 

which the  Department of Defense i d e n t s i e s  needs and es tab l i shes  require- 

m e a t s  f o r  major weapon systems. 

planners, t he  systems analysis and operations research s t a f f s  can provide 

independent information upon which more sound decis ions cart be made. 

The discussion below dea ls  with the  systems analysis/operations research 

function and how it impacts on t h e  needs and requirements area. 

In their ;ole as advisors t o  defense 

A more de ta i led  descr ipt ion of the  r o l e  and purpose of systems 
ana lys i s  and Operations research is included i n  Appendix 1 t o  this Chapter. 
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Cost-Effectiveness 

The primary too l  of systems ana lys i s  is the  cost-effectiveness 

comparison of d t e r n a t l v e  systems t o  s a t i s f y  a need or set of requirements. 

In the  pas t  decade, the Department of Defense has made considerable use 

of cost-effectiveness s tud ie s  in se lec t ing  and acquiring new weapon 

systems costing b i l l i o n s  of do l la rs .  

In the general  sense, cost-effectiveness should include a l l  f a c t o r s  

tha t  relate t o  the overa l l  system cos t  and effectiveness.  

include operating as w e l l  as acquis i t ion  costs ,  and ind i rec t  as w e l l  as 

d i r e c t  costs.  Effectiveness should include system r e l i a b i l i t y ,  avail- 

Cost should 

a b i l i t y ,  responsiveness, performance and survivabi l f ty .  Cost-effectiveness -- 

conrparisons are usual ly  made between a l t e rna t ive  systems designed t o  meet 

a set of operational requirements. 

Previous GAO reports  have pointed out t h a t  cost-effectiveness s tud ies  

are subject  t o  abuse o r  misuse. These reports  claim t h a t  the cost- 

effect iveness  s tud ies  f o r  weapon systems reviewed by GAO appeared t o  be 

designed to support the posi t ion of the advocating service i n  tha t :  

--Known a l te rna t ives  were excluded 

-Stated assumptions were too restrictive or were not completely 
va l id  

-Available da t a  011 a l t e rna t ives  were not  considerd, and, as a 
r e s u l t ,  incomplete s tud ie s  amounting to  misleading information 
were furnished f o r  decisionmaking purposes. 

Xather than c r i t i c i z i n g  systems analysis  f o r  the abuses and misuses 

made of cost  effect iveness  s tud ies ,  we f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  d i sc ip l ine  should 

be commended f o r  help,ing t o  expose any defects  i n  the log ic  used f o r  

j u s t i fy ing  requirements. 
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The cost-effectiveness technique i s  of g rea t  value i n  i l luminating 

It forces  advocates of a proposed weapon system t o  examine the issues.  

and record the  real need, the alternatives, the  r e l a t ed  cos ts ,  and the 

assumptions considered i n  making a proposal. Thus, it provides the 

DoD decisionmaker with a subs tan t ia l  amount of information which is 

helpful  i n  reaching a decis ion a t  a very ea r ly  phase of the  acquis i t ion  

process. 

Models 

The essence of operations research ana lys i s  and an important t oo l  

of systems ana lys i s  is the construction of a model t o  study and make 

predict ions about the  real world. 

of the s i t ua t ion  by means t h a t  may vary from a set of mathematical equa- 

t i ons  o r  a computer program t o  a purely verbal  descr ipt ion of the  s i t ua t ion  

i n  which i n t u i t i o n  alone is  used t o  pred ic t  the consequences of var ious 

choices. 

A model abs t r ac t s  the  relevant fea tures  

Models are used t o  simulate, "game", or study complex problems o r  

s i t ua t ions  involving (1) performance of equipment o r  systems, (2) po l i c i e s ,  

s t r a t eg ie s ,  and tactics, and (3) fo rce  s t ruc tures ,  including the 

determination of optimum size and appropriate m i x e s  of personnel and 

weapons. Their purpose i s  to  provide decisionmakers with results that 

should present object ive and s t a t i s t i c a l l y  r e l i a b l e  bases f o r  decis ions 

i n  these  areas. 
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Analysts Role In Needs/Requirements Process 

There has been an evolution within the  Defense Department from 

the primary use of Federal Contract Research Centers t o  perform systems 

ana lys i s  s tud ie s  t o  the  development of in-house systems ana lys i s  

capab i l i t y  t o  reduce the  Services'dependence on outside agencies. 

However, a good deal  of systems ana lys i s  is st i l l  being done by FCRCs 

and other  outs ide agencies t h a t  contr ibutes  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  i nd i r ec t ly  

to  the  needs/requirements process. 

considered when planning o r  doing a nees/requirements  audi t .  - 
These outs ide agencies should be 

1/ \ 

' .  

We found that systems or  operations &&&s contr ibute  in three 

general ways t o  the  requirements process. The first is  in performing 

s tud ie s  t o  provide guidance in definfng the need f o r  new c a p a b i l i t i e s  

whether they be a new type a i r c r a f t ,  support system o r  d iv is ion  organiza- 

t ion.  The second is  in performing s tudies  to  assist in  establ ishing 

requirements f o r  spec i f i c  weapon o r  support systems and i n  comparing 

candidates t h a t  meet the requirements. The th i rd  is i n  c r i t i ca l  review 

of systems ana lys i s  s tud ie s  and other  da t a  provided t o  j u s t i f y  the need 

f o r  and the se lec t ion  of a given system alternative t o  f i l l  that need. 

We found t h a t  both in-house and outside systems and operations 

ana lys t s  are general ly  employed in an advisory capaci ty  and usual ly  do 

not have a formally defined r o l e  in the needs/requirements process. The 

way in-house ana lys t s  are used, however, varies between services and DoD 

- A list of current  FCRCs is included as Appendix 2 t o  this Chapter. 
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agencies. Analysis groups are located a t  a l l  l eve ls  and i n - a l l  pa r t s  of 

the Services and DOD and t h e i r  contribution t o  the  requirements process 

is s ignif icant .  I n  t h i s  survey, we looked only a t  the  contributions of 

systems and operations analysis groups at the highest  l eve ls  of decision- 

making within the  Services and WD. O f  the  groups included i n  our survey, 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Program Analysis and Evaluation 

(ASDPA&E) and Navy Systems Analysis Division (OP-96) appear t o  play the  

most d i r ec t  r o l e  in the needs/requirements process. In another review, 1 

GAO is looking a t  the  contribution of analysts  within various Service 

Laboratories t o  the  needs/requirements process. 

Systems Analysis Groups 

The defense systems analysis  comwmity can be divided i n t o  s5x 
- 

categories: 

(1) Defense Department In-House Groups 

(2) Federal Contract Research Centers (FCXC) 

(3) Independent Non-Prof it Groups 

(4) Independent For-Prof i t  Groups 

( 5 )  Industry Groups 

We have so far discussed only the f i r s t  two categories: the 

In-House and FCRC groups. 

systems analysis groups perform studies on a contractural  basis. 

r o l e  has evolved over the years from primarily performing cost-effective- 

The independent non-profit and for-profit  

Their 

ness comparisons of a l t e rna t ive  systems t o  one of primarily developing 

ana ly t ic  models (e.g. computer simulatians) and inputs  fo r  &-House 

Defense group studies.  

IAnalytical  Act iv i t ies  at development centers  re la t ing  t o  major weapon 

The industry systems analysis groups a l so  do 

system acquis i t ion,  Code 951055, Survey Summary, December 1973. 
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s tud ie s  on a contract  bas i s  f o r  the  Defense Department but most of 

the analytic m r k  of these groups is in support of def ining and s e l l i n g  

hardware f o r  t h e i r  company. 

In this survey, we concentrated 021 determining the influence of 

in-house systems and operations ana lys i s  groups on the  requirements 

process. We ident i f ied  and interviewed some of the key groups 

report ing t o  the Office of the  Secretary of Defense and the Jo in t  Chiefs 

of S t a f f ,  and other key groups report ing a t  the Department Secretary and 

Service Chief l e v e l s  within the Army, Navy, and Air Force. The following 

is a list of the  in-house systems analysis  and operations research 

groups t h a t  ware included i n  our survey: 

1. Office of t he  Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Program 
Analysis and Evaluation, Department of Defense. 

2. Studies Analysis and Gaming Agency, Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  

3. Office of the  Deputy Under Secretary of the Army 
(Operations Research) 

4. Systems Analysis Division, Program Planning Office, Office of 
Chief of Naval Operations. 

5 .  Office of the  Air Force Assistant Chief of Staff  - Studies 
and Analysis. 

Figure 12-1 shows the  re la t ionship  of these and other  ana lys i s  groups t o  

the  Department of Defense. A discussion of our observations follows; 

Department of Defense 

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Program Analysis 

and Evaluation is the  successor t o  the  Office of the  Assis tant  Secretary 

12-6 



. of Defense f o r  Systems h a l y s i s  which, f o r  a t h e  in-between was the  

Off ice  of the Director,  Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

heavily involved i n  both "obtaining approval f o r  t he  Service's  t o t a l  

program and obtaining recammendation f o r  approval. from DSARC" as described 

i n  other  chapters i n  t h i s  summary. In pa r t i cu la r ,  i t  is involved in eval- 

uating the completeness and v a l i d i t y  of analysis  performed by the  Services 

The Office is 

in support of new program decisions and a l s o  i n  preparing independent 

analyses on needs and requirements f o r  missions which cross Service l ines .  

I ssue  Paper Preparation 

The defense budget is ar r ived  at through a series of i t e r a t i o n s  i n  

which ASD(PA6rE) plays a key p a r t  ae the ana ly t i c  advisor t o  the  Secretary 
i 

of Defense. 

t he  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  i s sues  the Jo in t  Force Memorandum (JFM) and the  

In April  and May, as described i n  the  Appendix t o  Chapter 11, 

Services submit Program Objective Memoranda (Pm) t o  the Secretary of 

Defense. 

of Defense f o r  Program Analysis and Evaluation writes Issue  Papers t o  

the  Secretary of Defense as a result of reviewing the JFM and POMs. 

These hsue papers cover: 

During June thru August, t he  Office of the  Assis tant  Secretary 

fl) 

(2) General Purpose Forces (Laud, Naval and Tactical Air Forces). 

S t r a t eg ic  Forces (Offensive and Defensive) and 

The Office also coordfnates the  e f f o r t s  f o r  i s sue  Da~ers i n  t h e  fo l lowinn 

mission areas: 

(1) Mil i ta ry  Assistance 

(2) Research and Development 
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(3) In te l l igence  

(4) T e l e c d c a t i o n s  

In  August and September, t h e  Secretary of Defense i s sues  Program 

Decision Memoranda (PDM) based on the  JFM, POM, and Aslt(PA&E) Issue  Papers. 

DSARC Membershi2 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Program Analysis and 

Evaluation is a member of the  DSARC, and in t h i s  capacity,  he is  t o  

consider t h e  need and cos t  of the proposed system. The biggest  job  

of h i s  o f f i c e  is  t o  evaluate  the information presented by the Services 

and others. 

performed on a l l  per t inent  a l t e rna t ive  solutions.  

analyses (i.e. models, games and simulations) and performs some limited 

analyses on its own. 

and assumptions used i n  the Services ' analyses. 

The o f f i c e  gives  pa r t i cu la r  a t t en t ion  t o  the  analysis 

It reviews the  Services' 

This includes checking the  threats, scenarios,  

Other Ac t iv i t i e s  

AST)(PA&E) works closely with the  Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

on various issues.  His o f f i c e  addresses primarily the period out t o  5 

years. However, even though they consider i t  hard t o  forecas t  the  th rea t  

much beyond 5 years,  they are s t a r t i n g  a program f o r  extended planning 

annexes t o  the  FYDP tha t  goes as f a r  out as 15 years i n  the  future .  

program is  p r imar i ly - to  help R&D planning. In a Selected Analysis Topic 

t h i s  year the Secretary of Defense has requested each service t o  provide 

a 10-year extended annex t o  the 75-79 FYDP on both a f i s c a l l y  and force 

s i z e  constrained basis. Thus the 1975-1979 FYDP would have an extended 

This 

, 
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annex from 1980 t o  1990. 

system is 6-10 years,  the extended planning annexes provide a rough 

Since the  normal development cycle of a new 

long-range view of the  impact of proposed new systems on the  fu tu re  force 

s t ruc ture .  

ASD(PA6rE) i s  working with the  Studies Analysis and Gaming Agency 

(SAGA), Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEC), and the Services t o  

keep t rack  of major models, and to develop and use a common data  base 

f o r  such things as threat scenarios,  Allies,and force  readiness.  

Joint C h i e f s  of Staff  

The Studies,  Analysis, and Gaming Agency, an in t e rna l  DoD organiza- 

t ion>perfoms s tudies  by request-  f o r  t h e  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  (JCS) 

- and others.  The s t u d i e s a r e  primarily concerned with the near term 

(that i s  from t h e  present t o  5 years in the  future) .  SAGA has about 

65 professional analysts .  

The mission of SAGA is t o  analyze po ten t i a l  problems using mi l i t a ry  

judgement and such ana ly t i c  t oo l s  as simulations. 

a 1970 merger between the  Jo in t  War Games Agency and the  Chief of Staff  

Study Group. 

SAGA i s  the r e s u l t  of 

- 
SAGA also inheri ted some of the  work of the  Jo in t  Continental 

Defense Systems In tegra t ion  Planning Staff (JSIPS) when it was dissolved 

over a year ago. 

SAGA reports t o  the Director of the  Joint Staff  of JCS but performs 

most of i t s  s tudies  f o r  J-5 (Plans and Policy).  Figure 12-2 shows SAGA’S 

posi t ion within the J C S  organization. The National Mi l i ta ry  Command 
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System Support Center (NMSSC) which reports t o  Defense Communications 

Agency (DCA) provides SAGA with computer support. 

organization of SAGA. 

Figure 12-3 gives the  

The St ra teg ic  Forces Division of SAGA cons i s t s  of the following 

four  branches: 

(1) Current Forces Studies and Analysis Branch 

(2) Future Studies and Analysis Branch 

(3) S t ra teg ic  Defense Evaluation Branch 

(4) Systems Support Branch 

Recurring pro jec ts  assigned t o  the  S t ra teg ic  Forces Division are: 

Generate RISOP (every 6 months) 

' General War Plan Analysis (SIOP/RISOP) - 1/ 
Provide JSOP/JFM Support (3-5) 

Offensive/Defensive Analysis 

Monitor Model Performance 

Several non-recurring , c la s s i f i ed  t i t l e  pro jec ts  are a l so  current ly  

being performed by'the divis ion.  In the  s tud ies ,  the th rea t  is 

received from DIA and scenarios are provided by the study sponsors. SAGA . 

attempts t o  do s e n s i t i v i t y  and r i s k  analysis around the threat, scenario 

and assumptions provided f o r  each study. 

The General Purpose Forces Division consists of the  following four 

branches : 

(1) NATO Branch 
(2) Force Analysis Branch 
(3) Tactical Nuclear Branch 
(4) Systems Support Branch 

1! RISOP - Red Integrated S t ra teg ic  Offensive Plan 
SIOP - Single Integrated Operation Plan 
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The General Purpose Forces Division has no recurring projects .  

performs s tudies  and analyses of a l t e rna t ive  s t r a t eg ie s ,  force  s t ruc tu res  

and weapons systems t o  support JCS and other  agencies. 

G.P. Division is studying Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) 

for the  National Security Council, and Capabi l i t ies  t o  Reinforce Europe 

and Effectiveness of TacAir i n  a Nuclear Conflict  f o r  the  SECDEF. Sev- 

e r a l  other  tasks were mentioned t h a t  were a l s o  concerned with European 

defense. 

It 

Currently, the  

The following list represents  the  types of simulation models that 

the  General Purpose Forces Division keeps on hand for  i ts  s tudies .  

Improved simulations for airlground in t e rac t ion  and land force  weapon 

a t t r i t i o n  are being developed. 

(1) Land Forces 

(2) Tact ica l  A i r  

(3) Merchant Ship At t r i t i on  

(4) Reinforcement 

( 5 )  Tact ical  Nuclear 

The Polit ico-Military Division. is  a l so  task-oriented with few 

recur r ingpro jec ts .  

high l eve l  decisionmaking during crisis s i tua t ions .  This involves Red 

and Blue teams plus  a Control team. 

level personnel, ambassadors,and o thers  drawn from various U.S. government 

agencies. Par t ic ipa t ing  agencies include: 

It uses war g a g  techniques t o  simulate 

These teams are made up of cabinet 

I 

I 
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White House Staff 
State Department 
Defense Department 
Treasury 
Mi l i ta ry  Service 
Arms Control 61 Disarmament 

Agency 

C I A  
National Security Agency 
Unified & Specified Commands 
AID 

* U . S . Information Agency 

The purposes of the  games are to: 

Ident i fy  i ssues  , problems, and opportuni t ies  
4 Reinforce contingency plans 

Ident i fy  po ten t i a l  world t rouble  spots  
Encourage o r ig ina l  thinking and new concepts 

The f i r s t  Polit ico-Military Simulation was conducted i n  1962. Since 

then, an average of 3 t o  4 simulations have been performed each year. 

i.- Geographical areas covered include Asia, Europe, Africa, SE&and India.  

The subjects  t rea ted  include s t r a t e g i c  balance, tactical nuclear war, 

and disarmament. 

The Technics1 Support Division cons is t s  of a Stra teg ic  Forces 

Technical Support Branch and a General Purpose Forces Technical Support 

Sranch. The purpose of the new divis ion is t o  f i l l  SAGA'S needs f o r  

a f a s t e r  response i n  terms of analyses. Also, the  Support Division will 

t r y  t o  make b e t t e r  use  of the  computer state-of-the-art  i n  SAGA s tudies  

and w i l l  provide the link t o  the following agencies t h a t  support SAGA: 
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. Defense Communications Agency (NMCSSC) (Techniques, Computer, 

. Weapons Systems Evaluation GtouplInst i tute  f o r  Defense Analyses 

. Defense Advanced Research Projects  Agency (Research) . Defense Nuclear Agency (Research) . Defense Documentation Agency (Documents) . NAVY (SIOP-EUSOP Simulation & Computer Support) 

Contractor) 

(Techniques & Research) 

The following general  observations were made about SAGA in response t o  

GAO questions: 

For study assumptions, SAGA tries t o  take the middle-of-the 

Most of SAGA s tud ie s  are ava i lab le  t o  the  Services 

SAGA doesn't usual ly  ge t  i n t o  costs 
SAGA works c lose ly  with NATO people (Br i t i sh  & German 

through Shape Technical Center) 

road and t o  provide some coverage of extremes. 

Army 
The Office of Deputy Under Secretary of the  Array (Operations Research) 

has spec i f ic  ro l e s  i n  the  Army study program but only a broad advisory 

r o l e  in the  requirements process. 

either the N a v y  o r  Air Force a t  the  Secretary level. 

group (two mi l i ta ry  o f f i c e r s  and f i v e  c i v i l i a n  ana lys t s ) ,  the  Office is 

It does not  have a counterpart  Fa 

Alrhugh a small 

active i n  the requirements process both as a reviewer and as a proponent 

of analytic models, s tudies ,  operat ional  tests and f i e l d  experiments, 

and new systems. About one-third of t h e i r  efforts are applied t o  

reviewing weapon systems hardware requirements, about one-third t o  
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managing weapon systems acquis i t ion,  s tudies ,  t e s t ing  and PPB (Planning 

Programming and Budgeting), and about one-third t o  evaluating forces  and 

reserve components. 

pr imari ly  through ASARC and DSARC reviews, 

Their involvement wfth weapon system hardware is 

The Office is a proponent f o r  development of a large mathematical 

programming model t o  permit system t radeoffs  f o r  budget analyses. 

the force requirements area, the Office is  sponsoring Army par t i c ipa t ion  

in two Jo in t  OSD/Service Studies. These are near-term reviews of the 

NATO requirements and capab i l i t i e s .  For one of these s tudies ,  the  Army 

i s  using both the  ATLAS model and the CONAF Evaluation Model. The 

former is an aggregated force  model that cannot discr iminate  between 

In 

/ 

{.... 

- d i f f e r e n t  candidate weapons. The latter, however, is a more de ta i led  

model t h a t  does represent  weapons and t h e i r  r epa i r  and replacement. 

The other study i s  using a RAND ground model and an Air Force tactical 

air model. 

The o f f i c e  maintains contacts with other Defense agencies and the 

Operations Research profession through attendance a t  technical  conferences 

such as the  Mil i tary Operations Research Society and the  U.S. Army or  

Symposium meetings. 

Research (DUSA OR) has a l so  inv i ted  Par t ic ipa t ion  from the  other  Services,  

the Director ,  Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) and ASD(PA6E) i n  

the  Study Advisory Groups f o r  major s tudies .  

outs ide the Army are with the  ASD(PA&E), the  DDR&E (including Test and 

Evaluation), the Assis tant  Secretary of Defense ( Ins t a l l a t ion  and Logis t ics ) ,  

The Deputy Under Secretary of the  Army, Operations 

Most of the  Office contacts  

and the  Assis tant  Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). 
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In addi t ion t o  the  DUSA(0R) work in systems analyses,  the Sc ien t i f i c  

Advisor t o  the Assis tant  Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development cur ren t ly  

undertakes significant Army Staff  analytical e f f o r t  r e l a t i n g  t o  the  Army 

requirement process. 

To obta in  a look at force  requirements ten years ahead, the Army 

is conducting a study ca l led  Conceptual Design f o r  the Army in the Field 

(CONAF). 

Army Assistant Chief of Staff  f o r  Force Development) is  responsible 

€or the study and the General Research Corporation is under cont rac t  

t o  use a force  model t o  simulate combat in  Europe. 

is intended as a tool t o  assist the  Army i n  preparing i t s  Program 

Objective Memoranda. 

The Concepts Analysis Agency (which curren t ly  r epor t s  t o  the 

The C O W  study 

To relate effect iveness  of individual  weapon systems t o  force  

effect iveness ,  the  Army is funding the  General Research Corporation 

on a Hierarchy of Models Study t o  develop means of using outputs  from 

high resolut ion ba t t a l ion ,  f r igade, divis ion leve l )  models as inputs 

i n t o  large force l eve l  models (corps and theater) .  

.' 
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!E!x 
Under the present Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), t h e  Systems Analysis 

Division (OF-96) plays a d i r e c t  and key r o l e  i n  es tab l i sh ing  Navy 

systems and force  requirements. 

the  Budget Cycle Process by performing o r  d i rec t ing  cr i t ical  analyses 

OP-96 does this primarily through 

of a l t e r n a t i v e  systemfforce postures. 

The general  d i rec t ion  of Navy force development under the present 

CNO was generated by Projec t  60. 

1970. 

aspec ts  of the Navy. 

based on an ant ic ipated era of lean defense budgets: 

This projec t  was i n i t i a t e d  i n  September 

A number of Naval o f f i c e r s  Were brought together t o  look a t  a l l  

They came up with the  following general  po l i c i e s  

(1) ==Lo M i x  of Systems 

(2) 

(3) 

Trade current  forces  f o r  modernization 

Focus R&D on new i n i t i a t i v e s  and po ten t i a l  breakthroughs 

(4) Attack support cos t s  

( 5 )  Emphasize "Sea ControI" instead of "Projection" mission 

Some spec i f i c  initiatives tha t  grew out of o r  gained considerable 

impetus from Project  60 w e r e  the  Surface-Effect-Ship, CAPTOR Mine and 

hel icopter  mine sweeping programs. 

The Navy ge t s  a running s ta r t  on the  PPB cycle by what they r e f e r  t o  

as the CNO Program Appraisal Memorandum (CPAM) process. This process con- 

sists of generation of a number of CPAMs i n  advance of the Programand Planning 

Guidance Memorandum (PPGM) issued by the Secretary of Defense in February. 

The CPAMs a r e  used i n  guiding development of Program Objective Memoranda 

(POM) t h a t  reply t o  the PPGM and are i n  agreement with the Jo in t  Forces 

Memorandum (JFM) prepared by t h e  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff .  
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The systems analysts  in OP-96,vlth the support of t he  Center €or 

1 f  Naval Analyses (CNAhenerate Issue Papers ea r ly  in  the  CPAM process 

based on (270 Policy and Planninn Guidame (CPPG). 9p-96 a d Y s t s  also 

par t ic ipa te  i n  the sessions of the  a 0  Executive Board (CEB) where 

key decisions are made wfiich translate the CPPG in to  Program and Fiscal  

Guidance f o r  the Navy. 

reviewing program development proposals (PDP) from sponsors throughout 

the Navy fo r  major missions, platforms and support systems. 

they provide ana ly t ic  support t o  the CNO Executive Board in put t iag  

They also assist the CNO Executive Board in  

Finally, 

together CPAMs in the f i v e  Navy mission areas: Strategic ,  General. Purpose _- 

Forces, Command Control and ConmPJni'catioICs , Support' ind h g i s t i c s ,  

and Manpower and Training. 

and decrements depending on the funding level and program p r i o r i t i e s .  

The CPAMs include proposed force increments 

The CNO Executive Board is the basic  forum used by the  present CNO 

t o  discuss system and force  requirements. 

on the CEB and the analyses performed f o r  CEB by OP-96 and CNA, require- 

ments are defined i t e r a t i v e l y  i n  a series of CEB meetings. 

assures tha t  new systems are looked a t  in the  context of t o t a l  force 

effect iveness  and that all viable  a l t e rna t ives  a r e  considered. This 

approach a l s o  assures that decisions on the main fea tures  (mission 

designation and perfonnance characteristics) of any new requirements 

program respond t o  the guidance of the CNO and his key advisors. No 

formal minutes a r e  kept of GEB meetings so t ha t  discussion will not be 

cons trained. 

Through the broad representation 

T h i s  approach 
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. -  

. Air Force 

The Air Force Off ice  of t h e  Assistant Chief of Staff  f o r  Studies 

and Analysis cons i s t s  pr imari ly  of the Directorate  of St ra t eg ic  

Offensive and Defensive Studies and the  Directorate  of General Purpose 

and A i r l i f t  Studies. Both of the  d i r ec to ra t e s  perform those ' s tud ies  

f o r  which they are tasked or  i n i t i a t e  s tud ies  in ant ic ipa t ion  of an 

issue ar i s ing .  Much of t he  work i n  the  S t r a t eg ic  Studies Dlrectorate  

is tasked by the  A i r  Force Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Plans and Opera- 

tions and the A i r  Force Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Research and Development. 

Primary customers far the  General Purpose Studies Directorate  include 

the A i r  Force Chief and Vice Chief. of Staff  i n  addi t ion t o  the  Deputies 

f o r  Plans and Operations, and Research & Developmentand Systems and 

Logistics.  

'1. 

Both Directorates  are also tasked by t h e  ASD(PA&I)) and DDRtiE. 

Most tasks  are short term being l a i d  on about 6 t o  8 months in advance 

of issues .  

Required Operations Capabili ty (ROC) documents account f o r  many of 

the  Office s tudies .  The response t o  a ROC study request may be e i t h e r  

judgemental or ana ly t ica l .  The office also supports the  Deputy f o r  

R&D in an t i c ipa t ion  of forthcoming DSARCs by comparing the  effect iveness  

of systems against  requirements. 

In the  area of force  analysis, the Office tiarks with the  A i r  Staf f  

They compare alter- Force Structure  Committee and the  Space Committee. 

na t ive  systems to  determine the  Objective Air Force f o r  t h e  POM and 

for  each year of the  E'YDP. 
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The Office r a r e l y  does s t u d i e s  for t h e  Major Air Force Commands 

(SAC, TAC, PACAF, AFSC, etc.) because these Commands have 

t h e i r  own systems ana lys i s  groups t o  support them. Since there  is  no 

Systems Analysis group at  the  Secretary of the Air Force level, a t  

tines the  Office performs ana lys i s  f o r  t h e  Secretary. 

The Office occasionally g e t s  involved in  j o i n t  s t u d i e s  and 

f requent ly  obta ins  o the r  service inputs  t o  t h e i r  unilateral s tudies .  

The Office generally does not use RAND Corporation and other  Air Force 

FCRCs to  assist i n  t h e i r  studies.  

S ta f f  f o r  Studies and Analysis is a member of t h e  Advisory Group f o r  

RAND and thus has a say as to what work RAND should perfom. 

S t r a t eg ic  and General Purpose Studies Direc tora tes  each have about 60 

professtonal analysts.  Most of these  ana lys t s  are m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s .  

However, t h e  Assistant Chief 0.f 

The 
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APPENDIX I 

ROLE AND PURPOSE OF SYSTEMS ANaYSIS AND OPERATIONS ReSEARCH 

The introduction of "Cost Considerations in Systems Analysis", 

by Gene H. Fisher, describes the r o l e  and purpose of systems ana lys i s  

in government decisionmaking as follows: 

"Modern governments have to  devote considerable time and 
e f f o r t  to  planning f o r  the  future. Inevitably,  s ince 
resources are limited,  the central issues  in most 
planning problems concern resource al locat ion decisions. 

Making major resource al locat ion decisions is d i f f i c u l t  
fo r  many reasons. Objectives are not  always clear-cut, 
and, typical ly ,  numerous alternative ways may be possible 
fo r  a t ta in ing  a given set of objectives. 
uncertaint ies  are l i k e l y  t o  be abundant and Dervasive 
par t icu lar ly  in those cases where lead time-the time 
from program i n i t i a t i o n  t o  the beginning of operations- 
spans a number of years. 
f o r  example, the lead time for a new military capabi l i ty  
can be as long as 10 o r  more yearss 
invariably make planning more d i f f i c u l t ,  mainly because 
uncertainties are compounded as time horizons extend f a r the r  
in to  the future,. 

Moreover, 

In the  Department of Defense, 

Long lead times 

Ultimately, mest major long-range planning decisions have t o  
be made primarily on the  bas i s  of t he  experience and judgment 
of t he  d e c i s i o m k e r s .  But resource al locat ion problems 
have become increasingly complex; and more and more it has 
come t o  be recognized that f o r  decisionmakers t o  exercise 
t h e i r  judgment e f fec t ive ly ,  ways must be found t o  assist 
them i n  dealing with complicated and in te r re la ted  issues. 
The r e s u l t  has been tha t  attempts have been made t o  develop 
ana ly t ica l  concepts, methods, and s k i l l s  t o  be used in 
generating information which w i l l  be useful  i n  the planning 
process. 
decisionmaking is cal led systems analysis" &/ 

One of the  most important of these a ids  t o  

1! RAND Corporation Report f,-490-ASDI "Cost Considerations In 
Systems Analysis", kene E. Fisher, December 1970. 
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We further  borrow from M r .  Fisher f o r  a comprehensive def in i t ion  

of. systems analysis. 

"Systems Analysis may be defined as inquiry t o  assist 
decisiomnakers in choosing preferred fu ture  courses of 
act ion by (1) systematically examining and reexamining 
the relevant objectives and the  a l te rna t ive  pol ic ies  o r  
s t r a t eg ie s  f o r  achieving them; and (2) comparing quantita- 
t i ve ly  where possible the economic costs, effectiveness 
(benefits) ,  and r i s k s  of the al ternat ives .  

It is more a research s t ra tegy than a method or  technique; 
and in i ts  present state-of-development, it is more an ar t  
than a science, although scientific methods are u t i l i zed  
wherever possible. In sum, systems analysis  may b e  viewed 
a s  an approach to ,  o r  way of looking at ,  complex problems 
of choice, usually under conditions of uncertainty." 

There is a close relat ionship between systems analysis  and operadons 

analysis  as is pointed out  in "Systems Analysis and Policy Planning 

Applfcations i n  Defense" by E. S. Quade and W. I. 3oucher. 

"The difference between the  various extensions of World War 
I1 operations analysis is  largely a matter of terminology or 
emphasis. There are no differences in principle,  and hence 
no clear lines of demarcation can be drawn. 

The analyst  who pract ices  operations research is usually 
trying t o  use mathematics, OY log ica l  analysis, to  help a 
client impauve h i s  efficiency in a s i tua t ion  fn which every- 
one has a f a i r l y  good idea of what %ore e f f ic ien t"  means. 
He r a re ly  has t o  concern himself with discovering the purpose 
of the operation or  how t o  t e l l  d e t h e r  i t  is successful 
not. A major aim is t o  develop common structures  (or "models") 
relevant to  a vide var ie ty  of si tuat ions.  

o r  

Someone has r-ked tha t  systems analysis  is to  operations 
research as st rategy is t o  tactics. A t  the nat ional  policy 
leve l ,  t h i s  is cer ta in ly  the case." 
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. . .Systems Analysis. . .d i f fers  in scope from 
Operations Research in the  conventional sense, 
and it is not performed exclusively o r  even pri-  
marily by people who might be identffied as 
operational researchers. . .It is a discipl ine 
with a logic  of its own, sSmrl3ar in many respects 
t o  that of Operations Research, but also different  
in some fundamental aspects. 

11 

Like operations research, this kind of analysis 
can and must be honest, i n  the sense t h a t  the 
quantitative factors are selected without bias,  
that the calculations are accurate, that alterna- 
t ives  are  not a rb i t a r i l p  suppressed, and the like. 
But it cannot be 'objective' in the sense of being 
independent of values. 
integral  part of the analysts; and it is the role 
of the analyst to  bring to  light for the pollicy- 
maker exactly how and where value judgments enter 
so that the latter can make his own value judgments 
i n  the l i gh t  of as muc5 relevant information as 
possible. 

Value judgments a r e  an 

Again, analysis a t  this l eve l  cannot prove the 
optimality of any national security policy. I 
don't doubt for  a moment that, given a specified 
set of ships and a i r c ra f t  and equipment, and a 
particular task such as tracking down and k i l l ing  
submarines in a given area, operations analysis can 
indicate the optimal way to  go about doing it. 
There, only one value judgment enters  in. T h a t  is, 
that it is desirable to kill enemy submarines. You 
cannot do that a t  the national policy level. 
Rather, at  that  level,  analysis can o n l  trace out 
implications of a l ternat ive policies. I t  - I/ 

A/ RAND Corporation Report R-439-€%, "Systems Analysis and Policy 
Planning: 
3oucher, June3.1968. 

Applications in Defense," edited by E. S. Quade and W. I. 
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Abbreviations 

APPENDIX I1 

DOD SPONSORED FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS 

Name & Location 

Aero space Aerospace Corp. E l  Segundo, 
CA and San Bernardino, CA 

ANSER Analytic Services, Inc. 
Arlington, VA 

APL/UW 

CNA 

HumRRO 

IDA 

Applied Physics Lab - The 
Johns Hopkins University 
S i lver  Spring, Maryland 

Applied Physics Laboratory 
University of Washington 

Center f o r  Naval Analyses 
University of Rochester 
Xosslyn, Virginia 

Human Resources Research 
Organization, Alexandria, 
Virginia 

I n s t i t u t e  for Defense Analyses 
Arlington, VA 

DoD 
Pr inc ipa l  
Sponsor 

USAF 

USAF 

USN 

USN 

us 

USA 

DDRbE 

Nature of 
P r  W r y  Work 

SETD responsive to  
the  AF Space & Missile 
Systems Organization 

Slmilar t o  RAND but 
engaged primarily in  
short-range s tudies  
concerned with opera- 
tional requirements 

Research development 
& test on surface-to- 
air missiles, navigational 
satellites, research in-- 
propulsion, e lec t ronics ,  
physics, mater ia ls ,  etc. 

Research and development 
and test of underwater 
weapons and equipment 

Studies and analyses 
r e l a t i n g  t o  conceptual 
and technological f ac to r s  
of importance to  the Navy. 

Development of methods t o  
improve the  t ra in ing  df 
the soldier :  research i n  
motivation, leadership,  
and man/weapon systems 
analysis .  

Systems Analyses on pro- 
posed weapon systems; 
economic analysis ,  
technical  engineering 
S tut! ies 
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Abbr eviat ions 

Lincoln 

MITRE 

OFU 

Name h Location 

Lincoln Laboratory 

of Technology 
Massachusetts Institute 

Cambridge, Massachusetts 

KITRE Corporation 
Bedford, Massachusetts 

Ordnance Research Lab 
Pennsylvania S ta t e  U. 
University Park, PA 

RAND Corporation 
Santa Monica, CA 

DoD . 

Principal  Nature of 
’ Sponsor Primary Work 

USAF- Reentry technology; 
space communications; 
basic  and applied 
s tud ie s  in  advanced 
electronics .  

USAF Systems Engineering 
and Technical Direction 
concerned with command 
and control ;  a i r  defense 
and e a r l y  warning 
systems is  responsive 
t o  Air Force Electronic-  
Systems Division 

USN 

Research and development 
of torpedoes, including 
control  & guidance 
sys terns. 

Studies, ana lys i s  and 
USAF planning i n  var ious areas 
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APPENDIX I 

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACROMS 

! 

A-Amy 
N-Navy 
M-Marine Corps 
F-Air Force 

M I  

Ah0 

AAW 

ACNO . 

ACP 

ACSFOR 

ADC 

AI)O 

ADG 

ADP 

ADP 

AF 

AFBO 

AFC 

AFDP 

AFLC 

A M  

AFF 

AFS c 

Amy Analysis of Intelligence (obsolete) 

Authorized Acquisition Objective 

Anti-Air Warfare 

Assistant Chief of Naval Operations 

Area Coordinating Paper 

Assistant Chief of Staff for Force 
Deve 1 opmen t 

Aerospace Defmse Command 

Advanced Development Objective 

Advanced Development Group 

Advanced Development Plan (obsolete) 

Advanced Development Proposal 

Air Force 

Approved Force h d g e t  Objective 

Air Force Council 

Army Force Development Plan (obsolete) 

Air Force.Logistics Command 

Air Force Manual 

Army Force Program 

Air Force Systems Command 

Military 
service 

A 

A 

N 

N 

A 

F 

M/N 

A 

A 

N 

F 

A/F 

F 

A 

F 

F 

A 

F 
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, 

AL 

ALCOM 

ALRTF 

AMC 

AMP 

AMW 

AMRAD 

ANEEG 

AOB 

APD 

APG 

APM 

APP 

AR 

ARADCOM 

ARDIS 

ARO 

ARO-D 

A R G E  

ARO-FE 

ARP 

Acqui s i  t ion  Logis t ic ian  

Alaskan Command 

Army Long Range Technological Forecast  

United S t a t e s  Army Materiel Command 

Army Materiel Plan 

Amphibious Wartare 

A i r  Munitions Requirements and 
Development Commi t tee 

Army-Navy Elec t ronics  Evaluation Group 

A i r  Order ot Bat t le  

A/'1 

F 

Advanced Planning Document A 

Aberdeen Proving Ground A 

Army Program Memorandum A 

Advanced Procurement Plan N 

Army Regulation A 

United States Army A i r  Defense Command A/ F 

,Amy Research and Development System A 

United S t a t e s  Army Research Off ice  A 

United S t a t e s  Army Research Off ice ,  . A  
Durham, North Carol ina 

United S t a t e s  Amy Research and Development A 
Group, Europe 

United S t a t e s  Army Research and Development 
Group, Far East A 

Army Research Plan A 
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ARPA 

ARW 

ASA 

ASAC 

ASAF 

ASAP 

ASARC 

ASA ( 1 

AS B 

ASC 

ASCP 

ASD 

ASD ( 1 

Advanced Research Projects Agency 

Air Wartare 

United States A m y  Security Agency 

Army Study Advisory Commi t tee 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

Army Scientitic Advisory Panel 

A m y  Systems Acquisition Review Council 

Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(FM) Financial Management 

(ILL) Installations & Logistics 

(M&RA) Manpower &Reserve Affairs 

(R&D) Research & Development 

Air Staff Board 

Advanced Systems Concepts 

A m y  Strategic Capabilities Plan 

Aviation Supply Depot 

Assistant Secretary ot Defense 

(A) Administration 

(C) Comptroller 

( ILL) (Installations & Logistics) 

(ISA) (International Security Affairs) 

(INTI (Inte 1 ligence 1 

(PA) (Public Affairs) 

(TI (Telecommunications 

Y 
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ASDIC 

ASN ( 1 

ASOP 

ASP I 

ASP 

ASPR 

A S W  ' 

ATE 

AVSCOM 

AWSCCN 

BAMIRAC 

BASE 

BIS 

BNEP 

BO1 

BY 

CAC 

CARDS 

CB 

C3R 

CCP 

Armed Services Documents Intelligence 
Center 

Assisaant Secretary ot the Navy 

(MI Financial Management 

( I&L)  Installations ana Logistics 

(M&RA) Manpower and Reserve Affairs 

(R&D) Reserach and Development 

Army Strategic 0bject.ives Plan (obsolete) 

Armed Service Procurement Instructions 

Army Strategic Plan (obsolete) 

Armed Service Procurement Regulations 

Anti-submarine Wartare 

Automatic Test Equipment 

United States Army Aviation Systems Command 

Advance Weapons Support Command 

Ballistic Missile Radiation Analysis Center 

Basic Army Stratepic Estimate (obsolete) 

Board of Inspection and Survey 

Basic Naval Establishment Plan 

Basis of I s m i o  

Buede t Year 

Command and Control 

Catalop of Approved Requirements 

Chemical-Biolorical 

Chemical Biolozical and Radiolopical 

Consolidated Cryptologic Procram 

A/F 

N 

v 

A 

A/F  

A/ F 

v 
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CD 

CDOG 

CDP 

CDS 

CDT 

CF: 

CEB 

CFAE 

CFE 

m 
CIP 

CIR 

CMC 

CNA 

CND 

CNM 

CNO 

CNP 

CNR 

co 

COEA 

COMiYAVAIR 

COMNAELEX 

Combat Development A 

Combat Development Objectives Cuide (obsolete) A 

Contract Definition Phase (obsolete) 

Congressional Data Sheet 

Contract Development Test A 

Chief of Engineers A 

Chief oi Naval Operations Executive Board N 

Contractor Furnished Aerospace Equipment F 

Contractor Furnished Equipment A 

Central Intelligence Agency 

Class Improvement Plan N 

Cost Information Reports N 

Ccmmandant ot the Marine Corps M 

Center for Naval Analyses N 

Chiif .of Naval Development N 

Chief of Naval Material N 

Chief ot Naval Operations Y 

Chief ot Naval Personnel A/N 

Chiet ot Naval Research V 

Commanding Ofzicer A/F/N 

Cost and Operational Eftectiveness Analysis 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command N 

Commander, Naval Electronics Systems Command N 

A 
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COMWVFAC 

COMNAVORD 

COMVAVSHIPS 

COMNAVSUP 

COMOPTEWOR 

CON 

CONAD 

CONUS 

COOPLANS 

CPAM 

CPIA 

CPPG 

CRD 

DA 

DA 

DASA 

DAS 0 

DMSO 

DCA 

DCSLOC- 

DCNM ( 1 

Commander, Naval Facilities EnTineerinr 
Command 

commander, Naval Ordance Systems Command 

Commander, Naval Ship Systems Command 

commander, Naval Supply Systems Command 

Commander, Operational Test and Evaluation 
Force 

Construct ion N 

Continental Air Detense Command 

Continental United States 

Continuity ot Operations ?I 

Chief or Naval Operations Program Analysis M I N  
Memorandum 

Chemcial Propulsion Intormation Agency N 

Chief of Naval Operations Policy and Planning U 
hidance 

Chiet ot Research and Development A 

Developing Agency N 

Department of the Army A 

Defense Atomic Support Agency (now DVA) 

Demonstration and Shakedown Operation Y 

Department of A m y  Systems Staff Officer A 

Defeaae Communications Agency 

Deputy Chief ot .Staff for Logistics 

Deputy Chief of Naval Matierial 

A 

N 

(P&FM) Programs and Financial Management 

(D) Development 
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DCNO ( 1 ’ Deputy Chiet  of Naval Operations 

(PbR) Personnel and Reserve A f f a i r s  

( L )  L o g i s t i c s  
I 

DCOR 

DCP 

DC/S * 

DCS 

DDC 

DDR&E 

DDSE 

DCM 

D U  

DIE 

DIP 

( R )  ,Readiness 

( A I R )  A i r  

(P&P) P lans  and Pol icy 

Department ot Detease C o m m i t t e e  on Research 

N 

Development Concept Paper (may become 
Decision Coordinating Paper)  

Deputy Chief of S t a f f  M /F 

( Aviat i on 1 Avi a t i on D i  v i  s i  on M 

(P&O) P lans  and Operations Department M 

( R  D&S) Research, Development & Studies  ?I 

(R&P) Requfrements ana Prorrams Divi s i o n  EI 

(I&L) I n s t a l l a t i o n s  and L o r i s t i c s  K’ 

Division 

Department 

Deputy Chiet  ot S t a f f  A 

Detense Documentation Center 

D i r e c t o r ,  Defense Research and Engineering 

Design Disclosure f o r  Systems and Equipment 

Detense Cuiaance Memorandum (obso le t e )  

Defense I n t e l l i g e n c e  Agency 

Defense I n t e  1 li gence Es t i m a  te 

Defense I n t e l l i g e n c e  Plan 



Appendix 1 
Page 8 

DIRNSA 

DLP 

DLSC 

DNA 

DNEYF 

DNIAC 

DNL 

DVPP 

DXSARC 

DOD 

DODD 

DODI 

DODRE 

DPA&E 

DON 

DONPIC 

DPM 

DPPC 

DSA 

DSAA 

DSARC 

DSB ' 

DSP 

DWSMC 

D i r e c t o r ,  National Secur i ty  Agency 

Di rec to r  oi Laboratory Programs 

Detense L o g i s t i c s  Se rv ice  Center 

N 

A/F 

Defense Nuclear Agency (formerly DASA) 

Department o t  the Navy Five Year Program Y 

Defense Nuclear Agency Intonnat ibn Analysis  
. Center 

DirecbCr of Navy Labora to r i e s  N 

D i r e c t o r ,  V a q  Program Planning '1 

Department of the Vavy Systems Acquisi t ion 'J 
Review Counci 1 

Department oi Detense 

Department ot  Defense D i r e c t i v e  

Department o t  Detense I n s t r u c t i o n  

Department ot Detense Research and Engineering 

D i r e c t o r ,  Program Analysis and Evaluation 

Department of: the Nacy N 

Department or t h e  Navy Program Intormation N 
Center 

Dratt P r e s i d e n t i a l  :?ernorandun 

Detense Po l i cy  ana Planning Guidance 

Defense Supply Agency 

Defense Secur i ty  Assis tance Agency 

Detense Systems Acquisi t ion Review Council 

Defense Science Board Y 

Development S u i t a b i l i t y  T e s t  A 

Department ot Detense Weapon Systems 
Xanagement Center 

N 
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ECAC 

ECCM 

ECM 

ECOM 

EDG 

EDP 

EDP 

EDP 

EDPS 

EDPS 

EDR 

ELINT 

ENSURE 

EPS 

ERDL 

ERO 

EUCOM 

FCRC 

FCSTI 

FDCC 

FDm 

FDPM 

Electronic Compatibility Analysis Center 

Electronic Counter Countermeasures 

EBectronic Counter Measures 

United States Army Electronics Command 

Exploratory Development Coal 

Electronic Data Processing 

Equipment Distribution Plan 

Engineering Development Proposal 

Equipment Distribution Planning Studies 

Electronic Data Processing System 

Exploratory Development Requirement 

Electronic InteQligence 

Expedited Non Standard Urgent Requirements 
for Equipment 

Engineering Pertormance Standards 

Engineer Research and Development 
Laboratories 

European Research Office 

Europe- Comna nd 

Federal Contract Research Center 

Federal Clearing house for Scientific and 
Technical Intomation (now the National 
Technical Information Service) 

Force Development Guidance Compendium 

Final Detense Guidance Memorandum 

Final Dratt Presidential Memorandum 

N 

N 

N 

Y 

A 

F 

N 

A/F 

A 

A 
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FIP 

EMF 

FSO 

FTD 

FY 

FYDP 

FYMP 

F B B  

FYPP 

GAO 

GOR 

Hdg. USAF 

HEIAS 

HgMC 

HUMRRO 

IAC 

2 BOP 

I C  

ICBM 

IDA 

IDEP 

IDGM 

TDPM 

ILL 

ILS 

F l e e t  In t roduc t ion  Program 

F l e e t  Marine Force 

F l e e t  Support Operations 

Foreign Technology Divis ion 

F i s c a l  Year 

Five Year Defense Program 

Five Year Material Program 

Five Year Planning Base 

Five Year Procurement Program 

General Accounting Of f i ce  

General Operational Requirement 

Headquarters, United S t a t e s  A i r  Force 

Human Engineering Information and 
Analysis  Service 

Headquarters Marine Corps 

Human Resources Research Of f i ce  

Intormation Analysis Center 

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Ealance of Payments 

Importance Category 

I n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  B a l l i s t i c  Missile 

I n s t i t u t e  tor Detense Analyses 

In t e r - se rv ice  Data Exchange Program 

I n i t i a l  Defense Guidance Memorandum 

I n i t i a l  Dra f t  P r e s i d e n t i a l  Memorandum 

I n s t a l l a t i o n s  and L o g s i s t i c s  

I n t e r g r a t e d  L o g i s t t c  Support 

M/Y 

F 

A 

1.1 

A 

F 

A 
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ILSE 

IMUA , 

INS 

IP 

IPR 

IR&D 

IR/IED 

ISSA 

ITSA 

JAMAC 

JAN 

JAIEG 

JANAIR 

JANAP 

JAUPB 

JCS 

JCAE 

JCCRG 

JIEP 

JLRSE 

JLRSS 

Interagency Lite Sciences Supporting 
Space Reserach and Technology Exchange 

Inter -service Material Utilization Agency 

Institute of Naval Studies 

Issue Paper 

In Process Review 

Independent Rese.rach and Development 

Independent Reserach/Independent Ex- 
plora t ory Develcp men t 

Interserice Support Agreement 

Institute for Telecommunications Sciences 
and Aeronomy 

Joint Aeronautical Materials Agency 

Joint Amy-Navy 

Joint Atomic Inrotmation Exchange Croup 

Joint Army-Navy Aeronautical Instru- 

Joint Army-Navy-Air Force Publications 
Joint Aeronautical Weapons Publication 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Joint Cornittee on Atomic Energy 
Joint Command and Control Require- 

Joint ForcesMemorandum 

ment Research 

Board 

ments Group 

Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning 

Joint Long Range Strategic Estimate 

Joint Long Range Strategic Study 

Y 

A 

A 

A/ N 

A 

/A 

/A  
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JRDOD 

JSCP 

JSO 

JSOP 

JTC 

JRCr 

JTD 

JTF 

LABP 

LANTCOM 

LASL 

LCSS 

LINCOLN 

LOH 

LRC- 

MAC 

MAS 

MAS 

MCA 

MCAF 

MCDEC 

K L N O  

xco 

MCOAG 

Joint Research and Development Ob- 
jective Document 

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan 

Joint Service Office 

Joint Strategic Objectives Plan 

Joint Telecommunications Committee 

Joint Technical Coordinating Croup 

Joint Table o t  Distribution 

Joint Task Force 

Lethal Aid i o r  Bomber Penetration 

Atlantic Command 

Los Alamos Scientitic Laboratory 

Land Combat Systems Study 

Lincoln Laboratory 

Light Observation Helicopter 

Long Range C-uidelines 

Military Airlift Command 

Military Agency for Standardization 

Mission Area Summaries 

Military Construct=, Amy 

Military Construction, Air Force 

Marine Corps Development and Education Command 

Marine Corps Liaison Oftice (r) 

Marine Corps Order 

Marine Corps Operations Analysis rroup 

F 

A/F 

A/F 

F 

A 

A 

hl 

F 

A/E 



Appendix I 
Page 13 

Military 
Service 

i 

MCLNO 

Hco 

MCOAG 

MRSC 

MRO 

Marine Corps Liaison Office (r) 

Marine Corps Order 

Marine Corps Operations Analysis 
Group 

Military Comtzuction, Navy 

Marine Capabilities Plan 

Military Cons truc tion Program 

Mission Concept Papers (Proposed) 

Major Force Issues 

United States Army Missile Command 

Military Construction 

Materiel Improvement Plan 

Military Inter-Departmental Purchase 
Reques t 

Mine Warfare 

Marine Long Range Plan 

Marine Corps Hid-Range Objectives 
P lan 

Materiel Need (Obselete - now ROC) 

Materiel Need (Abbreviated) 

Materiel Need (Engineering Development 

Materiel Need (Production) 

Mobility 

Memorandum of Policy 

United States Army Medical Research 
and Development Conmmnd 

Materiel Requirements Review Coamittee 

Mid-Range Objectives 

H 

w 

M/N 

f3 

A/N 

N 

M 

n 

A 

N 
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APPENDIX XIII 

WABC 

MSE 

MSP 

MSTS 

MUCOM 

MUL 

MWDP 

NAD 

NADC 

NAF 

N U  

NAF 

NAMRU 

N M C  

NAOTS 

NARI)IC 

NARDIS 

NARM 

NAS 

NASA 

Marine Corps Systems Acquisition Review 
or  Council 

Materiel Status Evaluation 

Maintenance Support Plan 

Military Sea Transportation Sewice 
(now MSC - Military Sealift Command) 

United States Army Munitions Command 

Uster Urgency List 

Mutual Weapons Development Program 

- N -  

Naval Amnunition Depot 

Naval Air Development Center 

Naval Air Facility 

Naval Aircraft Factory 

Nonappropriated Funds 

Naval Medical Research Unit 

Naval Air Missile Test Center 

Naval Aviation Ordnance Testing Sta- 
tion 

Navy Research and Development Information 
Center 

Naval Automated Research and Develop- 
ment Information Sys tern 

Navy Resource Model 

Naval Air Station 

National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration 

Military 
Service 

A 

A 

A 

M/N 

N 

M/N 

M/N 

N 

N/M 

M/N 

N 

N 

N 
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Military 
Service 

I 

NATC 

NATO 

NAVAIR 

NAVCOWT 

NAVIC 

NAVMAT 

NAVORD 

NAWEP 

NAVSEC 

NAVS HIPS 

NAVSUP 

NAWAG 

NCIS 

NCO 

NCP 

NELC 

NET 

NICRAII 

NIE 

NLRG 

NLRO 

NLRSS 

NMC 

Naval Air Test Center 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

Naval Air Systems Couxand 

Office of the Comptroller of the Navy 

Navy Information Center 

Naval Material Command 

Naval Ordnance Sys tams Command 

Navy Program Evaluation Procedures 

Naval Ship Engineering Center 

Naval Ship Systems Command 

Naval Supply Systems Colllnand 

Naval Warfare Analyses Group 

Navy Cost Information System 

Noncombat Operations 

Navy Capabilities Plan 

Naval Electronics Laboratory Center 

New Equipment Training 

Department of the Navy/Industry Co- 
operative R69 Program 

Nation81 Intelligence Estimate 

Navy Long-Range Guidliaes 

Navy Long-Range Objectives . 
Navy Long Range Strategic Study 

Naval Material Coujmand 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

A 

N 
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ETHS 

NMRG 

NMS 

"OR 

NOCD 

NOL 

NORAD 

NPE 

NPM 

NPP 

NPPC 

NPPO 

NPE'R 

NQR 

NRAC 

NRL 

NSA 

NSAREF 

NSC 

NSDM 

NSF 

NSG 

Naval Material Cornnand Support Ac- 
tivity 

Navy Md-Range Study 

Navy Mid-Range Guidance 

Navy Mid-Range Study (Obselete) 

Non-Nuclear Ordnance Requirements 

Non-Materiel Objectives Coordinating 
Document 

Naval Ordnance Laboratory 

North American Air Defense Command 

Navy Preliminary Evaluation 

Navy P r o g t d n g  Manual 

National Policy Paper 

Chief of Naval Operations Program 
Planning Council 

Navp Program Planning Office 

Navy Program Progress Report 

NORAD Qualitative Requirements 

Naval Xesearch Advisory Conomittee 

Naval Research Laboratory 

National Security Agency 

National Security Agency Reference 
Center for Scientific and Tech- 
nical Information 

National Security Council 

National Security Decision Memorandum 

National Science Foundation 

Naval Security Group 
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Military 
Service 

N 

N 

I 

N 

N 

A 

N 

N 

M/N 

h 

N .  

N 

N 

A 

N 

N 

, 
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Military 
Service 

NS IA 

NSP 

NSRDG 

NSS 

NSS 

NSSM 

NTDC 

NTIS 

NTRC 

NURDC 

NUSC 

Nwc 
NWEDS 

NWL 

NWP 

NWP 

WS 

National Security Endus trial Asso- 
ciation 

Navy Support Plan 

Naval Ship Research and Development 
Center 

National Stockpile S i t e  

Navy Strategic Study 

National Security Study Memorandum 

National Training Devices Center 

National Technical Information Service 
(formerly FCSTI) 

Navy Training Requirement Council 

Naval Undersea Research and Develop- 
ment Center 

Naval Underwater Systems Center 

Naval Weapons Center 

Nuclear Weapons Engineering Data Sys- 
tem 

Naval Weapons Laboratory 

Naval War Publication 

Naval Waapons Plant 

Naval Weapons Station 

- 0 -  

OASD ( ) Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense' (C) Comptroller (SA) Systems 
h l y s i s  

OCO Operational Capability Objective 

O W  Office of the Chief of Research 
and Development 

N 

N 

A/F 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

M/N 

A 

A 
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APPENDIX XI11 

ODDRGE 

OEG 

OISPD 

OJCS 

OLA 

06H 

o&MA 

06MN 

OM% 

OMI 

ONR 

OPA 

OPEVBL 

OPN 

OPNAV 

OR 

OR 

ORA 

ORA 

ORL 

OSA 

OSAF 

Military 
Service 

Office of the Dire  tor, Defense Re- 
search and Engineering 

Operations Evaluation Group N 

Office of Information Systems 
Planning and Development 

Office of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and Maintenance, Army 

Operation and Maintenance, Navy 

N 

A 

N 

Office of Hanagentent and Budget 

Office of Management raformation 1 

Office of Naval Research N 

Office of Program Appraisal N 

Operational Evaluation N 

Other Procurement, Navy N 

Office of the Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations €4 

Operational Test and Evaluation 
Force 

Operational Reliabil i ty 

N 

A 

Operationally Ready F 

Office of Research Analysis F 

Office of Research Analyst A 

Ordnance Research Laboratory 

Office of the Secretary of the 
Army 

Office of the Secretary of the  
Air Force 

A 

F 
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i 

OSD 

OSIP 

OSB 

OT 

OTE 

OTE 

P A W  

PACOM 

PAMN 

PA0 

PAT 

PAP 

PBII 

PCD 

PCO 

PCP 

PCR 

PDA 

PDM 

PDP 

PDF 

PDP 

Office of the Secretary of De- 
f ense 

Operational Suitability Improve- 
ment Program (for Aircraft) 

Office of Scientific Research 

Operational Test 

Other Technical Effort 

Operational Test and Evaluation 

- P -  

Pacific Air Forces 

Pacific Command 

Procurement of Aircraft and Mis- 
siles, Navy 

Primary Action Office 

Production Acceptance Tests 

Product Assurance Plan 

Program Budget Decision 

Program Change Decision 

Procurement Contracting Officer 

Program Change Proposal 

Program Change Request 

Principal Development Activity 

Program Decision Memorandum 

Program Development Paper 

Project Definition Plan 

Project Definition Phase (Obselete) 

Military 
Service 

N 

F 

A/ N 

A/N 

A 

F 

N 

N 

A 

N 
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PDRC 

PDWG 

PE 

PEN 

PESD 

PEM 

P W  

PG 

PIC 

PIR 

PM 

PMD 

PMO 

PI@ 

PMP 

PMR 

PO 

P W  

POCP 

POE 

POI , 

POM 

PPBS 

PPGX 

Program Development Review Comittee 

Program Development Working Group 

Program Element 

Program Element Number 

Program Element Sumnary Data Sheet 

Ptogram Element Monitor 

Procurement of Equipment and Mis- 
siles, Army 

Proving Ground 

(Navy Department) Program Informa- 
tion Center 

Program Information Report 

Pro3 ec t Manager 

Program Management Directive 

Project Management Office 

Program Management Plan 

Project Master Plan 

Pacific Missile Range 

Program Objectives 

Plan & Operations 

Program Objectives Change Proposal 

Projected Operational Environment 

Program Of IIlStmCtiOn 

Program Ob j ec tives Memorandum 

Planning - Programming - Budgeting 
S ys tern 

Policy and Planning Guidance Memorandum 

Hili tary 
Service 

N 

N 

F 

A 

N 

N 

W A  

F 

A 

F 

A/N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

NIA 
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Military 
Service 

PRIHB Priority Improved Wanagemnt Ef- 
fort F 

A/H/M Priority Mattagemeat Effort 

PBIME Precesion Recovezy Including Ma- 
neuvering Entry F 

PSAk President’s Science Advisory Com- 
mittee 

A 

N 

PSL 

PTA 

PTDP 

Primary Scientific Liaison 

Proposed Technical Approaches 

Preliminary Technical Development 
Plan N/F 

PTDP Proposed Technical Development 
Plan F 

- Q -  
QDRI Qualitative Development Require- 

ments Information A 

A Qualitative Materiel Approach 

Qualitative Materiel Developmekt 
Objective A/N 

A Qualitative Ma terie 1 Ob j ec tive 

Qualitative Materiel Requirement 
(Obselete - now ROC) A 

Qualitative Operational Requite- 
ments (Air Force) ? 

Qualitative Operational Require- 
ments 1L 

Qualitative and Quantitative Per- 
sonnel Requirement Information 

Quick Reaction Copability 
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Military 
Service 

RAD 

RADON 

Resource Allocation Display N 

Research and Development Operational 
Need N 

Rand Corporation 

Research and Development 

Research, Development and Studies 

Rapid Development Capability 

M 

N 

Research and Development 

Research and Development Objec- 
tives (long-range) F 

F RWI X I S  W Office Instructor 

Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation 

N RDT&ES 

RFP 

WQ 

RMS 

ROC 

R&P 

REG 

Appropriation RDT&E, Navy 

Request for Proposal 

Request for Quo tation 

Resource Management Sys tern 

A/F Required Operational Capability 

Requirementl and Programs M 

F Requirements Review Group 

- s -  
- 

SA 

SAB 

SAC 

SAF 

SAC 

Secretary of the Amy 

Scientific Advisory Board F 

Secretary of the Air Force 

A Study Advisory Group 
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Military 
Service 

SAIMS Selected Acquisitions Inf onnation 
and Management System F 

Surf ace - to -Ai r Miss i le -Deve lopmen t SAM-D 

SAMSO 

h 

Space and Missile System Organi- 
zation F 

F s m c  

SAR 

SASN 

Space and Missile Test Center 

Selected Acquisition Report 

The Special Assistant to the Sec- 
retary of the Navy 

SAWS 

SBW 

S A R  

SCB 

S a  

SDD 

SDP 

SDR 

SECDEF 

SECNA 

Small A m  Weapons System 

Submarine Warfare 

Selected Acquisition Report 

Ship Characteristics Board N 

N 

A/? 

A 

A/N 

Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy 

Systems Definition Directive 

Systems Development Plan 

Small Development Requirements 

Secretary of Defense 

Secretary of the Navy (Instruction, 
etc. 1 N 

SECNAV 

SEG 

SIGINT 

SOC 

SOR 

SOUTHCOX 

SPE 

Secretary of the Navy 

Systems Evaluation Group N 

A/N 

P 

A/M/N 

S igna l  Inte 1 ligence 

Specific Operational Capability 

Specific Operational Requirement 

Southern Command 

Sys terns Perf ofmance Effectiveness N 
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APPENDIX X I 1 1  

Military 
Service 

. 

SPEED 

SPIW 

SPO 

SPP 

SPR 

SPR 

SPW 

SRI 

SRROPLAN 

SSA 

SSAC 

SSDR 

SSE 

SSEB 

SSH 

sso 
SSP 

STINFO 

SUW 

T-CPAM, 

TACOM 

Special  Procedures f o r  Expediting 
Equipment Development 

Special  Purpose Individual  Weapon 

Systems Program Office 

Sponsors Program P r i o r i t i e s  

Secretary of the Afr Force Program Review 

Air Force Program Reviews 

Special  Warfare 

Stanford Research Ins ti t u t e  

U.S. Air Force, Survival Recovery and 
Reconstruction Operational Plan 

Source Se lec t ion  Authority 

Source Se lec t ion  Advisory Council 

Subsystem Development Requirement 

System Sta tus  Evaluation 

Source Select ion Evaluation Board 

Surface-to-Surface Missile 

Sys tern Staf f  Off ice 

Sys t e m  Support Program 

S c i e n t i f i c  and Technical Informa- 
tion 

Submarine Warfare 

- T -  

Tentative Chief of Naval Operations Program 

Uni ted States Army Tank-Automotive 

Analysis Memorandum M/N 

Command 

F/A 

F 

F 

A 

F 

A/F 

A 

F 

N 

N 

A 

A/F 

N 

F 

N 

A 

F 
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Military 
Service 
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