~ | .- o /;,,;Q
I

The Process For ldentifying Needs
And Establishing Requirements

Department Of Defense

MAJOR ACQUISITION SUBDIVISION
PROCUREMENT AND SYSTEMS
ACQUISITION DIVISION

1974

7/4@17//7”




FOREWORD
}
This is a summary of our survey on the process by which the
Department of Defense identifies needs and establishes requirements
for major weapons systems. It is intended primarily as an

internal GAO reference document for use in planning, programming,

and executing operational audits in areas relat

to the
Department of Defense. /62{
P :ﬁ.,.:%.ﬂ

Jerome H. Stolarow
Deputy Director,
Procurement and Systems
Acquisition Division



Contents

CHAPTER

1 OVERVIEW
Why the Survey was Conducted
Overview of the Needs/Requirements Process
Identifying the Need
Establishment of the Requirement
Obtaining the Secretary of Defense's Approval
- Flexibility of the Needs/Requirements Process
Expected Use of the Summary
Views on the Conduct of GAO Regquirements Assignments
Scope of GAO's Survey '

2 INTRODUCTION
Major Versus Non-Major Weapon Systems
Magnitude of Major Weapon System Acquisitioms
Life Cycle of a Major Weapon System
Relationship of Needs Versus Requirements for a
Weapon System )
Appendix I - DOD Dir. 5000.1

3 THE PRESIDENT AND NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
President
National Security Council
National Mobilization Planning,

4 INTELLIGENCE -
Introduction
Threat and Threat Assessment
Net Assessment
Net Technical Assessment
National Intelligence Community
President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
United States Intelligence Board
National Intelligence Officers
National Intelligence Estimates
Special Mational Intelligence Estimates
Military Intelligence Community
National Security Agency
Defense Intelligence Agency
Joint Long~Range Estimative Intelligence
Document
Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning
Defense Intelligence Estimate for Joint
Planning
Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning
Additional Estimative Intelligence Support
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Intelligence
Military Departments
Military Services
Congress

PAGE

1-1
1-1
1-2
1-4
1-5
1-7
1-9
1-10
i-10
1-10

2~1
2-1
2-3
2-3
2-4

3-1
3-1
3-1
3-4

4-1
4-1
4-1
4-2
4-5
47
4-8
4-8
4-9
4-9
4-11
4-11
4-11
4-13
4-14

4-14

4=15
4=-15
4-15
4-17
4-17
4-17
4-18



CHAPTER

5 JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
Organization and Functions
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Joint Staff
Supplementary Staff Organizations
Planning Functions
Strategic Planning
Operational Planning
Appendix I, Joint Strategic Plans

6 - SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Control Over Combat Forces
Control Over Support Forces

7 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Introduction
Organization
Mission Areas
Major Acquisitions
Changes in Materiel Acquisition Documents
Identifying the Need
The Army Planning System
Intelligence/Threat Support
Planning Documents
The Combat Development Function
Land Combat Studies
Operational Capability Objectives
The Army Study Program
Threat Analysis Support
Research and Development
Establishing the Requirement
Processing and Approval Actions
Special Task Force Functions
Army System Acquisition Review Council
Obtaining Secretary of Defense Approval
Programming and Budgeting
Programming
Budgeting
DSARC
Appendix I, Planned Army Reorganization
Appendix 1I, Army Organizations Having Combat
Development Interests
Appendix III, FY 74 Study Areas
Appendix IV, Prineipal Study Organizations

PAGE

5-14

7-11
7-11
7-14
7-15
7-17
7-17
7-18
7-19
7-23
7-24
7-286
7-27
7-31
7-34
7-39
7-41
7-43
7-43
7-47
7-49
7-50

7-52
7-54
7-55



CHAPTER (CONT'T)

Establishing the Requirement

Sources

The Process

Requirements Documents

Marine Corps Approval for Development
Obtaining Secretary of Defense .Approval for
Development and Funding

Approval for Development

Approval for Funding
Conclusion

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
Introduction
Air Force Mission and Authority
Dob and Air Force Policy
Mission Areas
Major Acquisitions
AF Planning, Programing and Budgeting
Planning
Planning Documents
USAF Planning Concepts
Command Objectives Planning
USAF Objective Force
USAF Program Objectives Memorandum
U.S. Air Force Was and Mobilization Plan (WMP)
Relationship of Air Force Plans to USAF Programs
Air Force Programing
Program "P" Series Documents
Supplemental Program Data
Budgeting
Identifying the Need
Information Reporting
Intelligence Analysis
Major Command Identification of Need
Command Anzlysis
Mission Analysis
Intelligence Information
Technology
Military Exercises
Coordination With Other Sources
Sources of New Weapon Proposals
Major Air Commands
Air Force System Command (AFSC)
The Air Force Scientific Advisory Board

PAGE

9-24
9-24
9-25
9-30
9-33

9-34
9-34
9-35
9-41

10-1
10-1
10-2
10-5
10-5
10-6
10-8
10-8
10-9
10-9
10-10
10-10
10-11
10-11
10-12
10-12
10-13
10-13
10-14
10-14
10-16
10-16
10-17
10-18
10-18
10-18
10-19
10-19
10-19
10-20
10-20
10-20
10-20



CHAPTER

8 UNITED STATES NAVY
Introduction
Legislative History
Magnitude of Acquisitioms
Identifying the Need
Threat Assessment
Net Assessment
01d Age and Obsolescence
Material Readiness
Doctrine and Tactics
Technology Base
Sources
Sponsors
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Forces Afloat
Industry
Analyses and Studies
Planning Documents
General Operational Requirement
Navy Technological Projections
Task Area Plan
Establishing the Requirement
Tentative Specific Operational Requirement
- Proposed Technical Approaches
Advanced Development Objective
Specific Operational Regquirement
Technical Development Plan
Requirements Documentation
Concept Formulation Dialogue
Obtaining SECDEF Approval
Approval of Services Total Program
Recommendation for Approval from DSARC
Budget Preparation
Appendix I, FY 74 Studies

9 UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

Introduction
Legislative History
Major Acquisitions

Identifying the Need
Mission
Intelligence - Threat Assessment
Material Readiness
The Planning System
Studies and Analyses
General Operational Requirements
Research and Development Planning

PAGE

8-1

8-1

8-1

§-5

8-7

8-10
8-10
8-11
8-13
8-13
8-15
8-17
8-17
8-17
8-17
8-18
8-19
8-25
8-26
8-27
g-28
8-28
8-29
8-30
8-32
8-33
8-35
8-35
8-38
8-38
8-38
8-43
8-47
8-49

9-1
9-1
9-1
9-3
9-5
9-5
9-6
9-6
9-8
9-15
9-21
9-22



PAGE
-GHAPTER  (CONT'D) —

10 UNITED STATES AIR FORCE (CONT'D)
Americal Industrial Companies 10-22
Military Study Groups 10-22
Contractual Studies and Analysis 10-22
Other Sources 10-23
Establishing the Requirement 10-24
- Preparation of the Proposal 10-24
Command Review Process 10-24
Coordipation With Other Organizations 10-28
Signature on ROC's 10-29
Specified and Unified Command Submission 10-29
Quick Reaction Capability 10-30
Processing ROC's at Headquarters Air Force 10-30
Program Officer Assignment 10-30
System Advocacy 10-32
Air Staff Evaluation 10-32
Analyses and Studies 10-33
System Analysis 10-33
Mission Analysis 10-33
Preliminary Design 10-33
Cost and Schedule Estimates 10-34
Trade-0ff Studies 10-34
Requirements Review Group Evaluation 10-35
Air Force Board Structure Review 10-38
Air Staff Board 10-40
Air Force Council 10-41
Chief of Staff Approval 10-41
Secretary of the Air Force Approval 10-41
Obtaining SECDEF Approval 10-42
Pre-design Development Funding 10-44
Weapon System Development Funding 10-45
Obtaining Recommendation For Approval From DSARC 10-46
Program Management Directive 10-48
Program Management Plan 10-49
11 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 11-1
Obtaining Approval of the Services Total Program 11-3
Obtaining Recommendation for Approval from DSARC 11-4
Development Concept Paper 11-4
Defense System Acquisition Review Council 11-5
Project Management Directive 11-6
Mission Area Summaries 11-6
Mission Concept Papers i1-8
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System 11-9
Appendix-I, PPBS 11-10

Appendix II, DODI 7045.7 11-22



CHAPTER

12

APPENDIXES

INFLUENCE OF OPERATIONS RESEARCH/SYSTEMS ANALYSIS
Cost-Effectiveness
Models
Analysts Role in Needs/Requirements Process
Systems Analysis Groups
Department of Defense
Issue Paper Preparation
DSARC Membership
Other Activities
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Army
Navy
Marine Corps
Air Force
Appendix I, Role and Purpose of SA/OR
Appendix I1I, Federal Contract Research Centers

I  Abbreviations and Acronyms
11 3Bibliography



2-1

3-1
4-1
4=2
4-3
=4
5-1
5-2

5-4
3=3
5-6
6-1
7-1
7-2
7-3
7-4
7=5
7-6
7-7
7-8
7-9

7-10
7-11

7-12

7-13
7-14

8-1
8-2
8-3
8-4
8-5
8-6
8~7
8-8
B~-9
8-10

FIGURES

Life Cycle of a Major Weapon System

Decision Process Conceptual Phase Model

National Security Council

Requirements Definition Dialogue

National Intelligence Community

Intelligence Products

Military Intelligence Community

Internal Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSPS Document Interrelationships

Planning Sequence for JSPS

JSCP Annexes

JSPS Document Preparation

Service Supporting Plans

Fighters - Providers

Organization cof the Department of the Army

Army Branch Structure

Army Functional Areas for Grouping Requirements

Army Major Acquisitions

Other Army Major Acquisitions

Army Materiel Acquisitions Documents

Scheme For Identifying Needs

Basic Army Planning Documents

Army Operational Capability Objectives For
Land Warfare Operations

Study Categories

Army Agencies and Commands Having an Interest in or
Responsibility for Research and Development

Required Operational Capability Review and Approval
Procedures

Major System Approval

Relationship of Army Documents to Joint Chiefs of Staff

and Secretary of Defense Documents
Department of the Navy Organization
Navy Roles/Missions
Navy/Marine Corps Major Acquisitioms
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Navy Operating Forces
Ravy Research and Development Organization
Navy Missions and Sponsors
Planning Interrelationships
Identifying the Need
Navy - JCS Planning Relationships

Page

2-2
2-6

b=4
4-6
4-10
4=12
52
5-8
5-9
5-10
5-11
5-14
6-2
7-2
7-4
7-6
7-8
7-9
7-12
7-13
7-16

7-20
7-22

7-28

7-30
7-42

7-44
8-2
8=4
8-6
8-8
8-12
8-14
8-16
8-20
8-21
8-24



8-11
8-12
8-13
9-1
9-2
9-3
9-4
9-5

9-7

9-8

9-9

9-10
10-1
10-2
10-3
10-4
10-5
10-6
10-7
10-8
10-9
11-1
11-2
11-3
11-4
11-5
12-1
12-2
12-3

CNO-CMM Dialogue

CNO Executive Board

Acquisition Management

Marine Corps Organization
Headquarters Marine Corps

Development and Education Command
Planning Interrelationships

Marine Corps Planning Sequence
Deputy Chief of Staff (R,D, &S)
Marine Corps Liaison Officers
Establishing the Requirement
Department of the Navy Appropriatioms
USMC-JCS—-SECDEF Daocuments

Air Force Organization

Air Force Major Acquisitions
Planning-Programming-Budgeting System
Air Force Systems Command

Air Force Requirements Process
Requirements Documents

Requirements Summary (AFHQ Form 79)-
Air Force Board Structure

Major System Approval Process
Department of Defense
Planning-Programming-Budgeting System
Planning Phase

Programming Phase

Budgeting Phase

DOD and Other System Analysis Agencies
Joint Chiefs of Staff Orgamizationms
Studies, Analysis, and Gaming Agency

Page

8-37
8-40
8-44
9-2
9=k
9-8
9-10
9-12
9-1k4
9-18
9-26
9-32
9-3k4
10-4
10-7
10-15
10-21
10-25
10-26
10-36
10-39
10-43
11-2
11-10
11-14
11-16
11-20
12-8
12-10
12-12



CHAPTER 1
QVERVIEW

WHY THE SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED

One of the long-range objectives of GAQ'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. GAO believes that
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.

Over the years GAO has repeatedly expressed the importance of having
adequate knowledge about the requirements for weapons systems. During Con-
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 revigw weapon systems on a

mission basis in light of operational need.
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The objective of this survey was to identify the formal process
’within the DOD that leads to specific systems with stated operational
capabilities, and thereby place GAO in a better position to examine
weapon system requirements.

OVERVIEYW OF THE
NEEDS/REQUIREMENTS PROCESS

The individual Services' responsibility to be capable of accomplishing
its defined roles and missions imposes the responsibility to define and
develop weapon systems to meet identified needs. Establishing requirements
for a2 weapon system usually begins with identification of need for a |
specific capability within a mission, family of weapons, and/or force
levels. It proceeds through such steps as establishing some relative
priority of need, defining performance characteristics, assessing the
technical risk, and finally selecting a system that promises to provide
the needed capability.

The plans developed by the Services to carry out this responsibility
are coordinated by the Secretary of Defense by way of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (JCS) and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD). The
Secretary of Defense provides the broad national defense policies and
objectives; the JCS translates these into military policies, objectives,
and assumptions which are essentially the capabilities and intentions of
potential enemies. This constitutes the framework for planning and

programming at the Service level.
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Evaluation by each service of the JCS guidance reveals deficiencies
or inadequacies in their capability to accomplish assigned roles and ﬁis—
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 2 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 PPBS 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,



establishing the requirement; and third, obtaining the Secretary of Defemse's
approval. Each of these parts are discussed in general terms below
and in detail in the individual Service sections of this summary.

Identifying the Need

The process begins with considerations of national objectives and
policies, and projections of probable economic conditions, psychological
attitudes (social, political, and ideological), and technology. The
threat is defined and national and military strategies are developed.
Next, studies of trade-offs among missions and tactics, technology, and
available resources are conducted wherein the needed operational and
technical capabilities are identified.

The "idea" for a new capability can come from a variety of sources.
Needs can be identified through the recognition of a deficiency as a
result of threat analysis and/or capability planning. In other cases,
new technology will emerge in either govermment or industry and a system
or program will be built around it. Sometimes the motivation is to
exploit the increase in capability that the new techmology presents
because possession of the capability by the United States could mean
that it exists, or sooa will exist, in some other country.

Contractual studies and analyses, prototype programs,military exercises,
recognized old-age or obsolescence of current systems, for example, can:
all give birth to an "idea" that maintaining, improving,or addihg an

operational capability is necessary. Logistic Management Institute
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recently completed a study for the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Installations and Logistics in which they concluded that nearly
all new weapon systems are replacements.

Further review could have concluded many of the remaining new
systems are the result of opportunities created by new technology.
The effect of the push of new technology on systems and particularly

on their cost was presented in a previous GAO report.l

The life expectancy of systems is limited. As systems wear,
maintenance costs increase and reliability decreases. Operational
effectiveness declines as technology growth presents the opportunity
for other natioms to build systems of greater capability. Modification
of the system in some instances can serve to correct its deficiencies,
but as more time passes more modifications may be required and eventually
such changes may be unable to provide the degree of improvement
that is needed. The cumulative costs for increasing maintenance
requirements and for modification eventually becomes excessive for
a system that is slipping to a second rate capability. The combination
of age, fatigue, loss of operational advantage, higher upkeep
costs, and the opportunity of technology to provide something better,
pushes new system development.

Other more subtle influences also may be at work. There quite
naturally exists within DOD the desire to maintain a viable defense

industzry capable of responding to the needs of the defemse establish-

1 Cost Growth in Major Weapon Systems B-163058, March 26, 1973.
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ment in times of national emergency, so the Defense industry must

. have sufficient work to sustain itself during peacetime. Another

is possessing the ability to back up the Nation's internatiomal re-
lations with modern, capable military forces. Each may play a role
in the decision to acquire a weapon system, and in some instances

_the reason may develop and be decided upon at a higher level of
Government than the Military Services. In terms of major acquisitioms,
a need is usually identified a number of years before the system
developed to meet the need is available for operational use. As

a result, it sometimes becomes difficult to identify the exact

origin of the need because the original idea or concept has been
since revised and changed over the years by many processes and reviews
until the original idea has bécome lost in the exchanges.

Establishment of the Requirement

Regardless of the source of the idea that resulted in a need
being identified, the official recognition of the requirement generally
occurs with the preparation and submission of a "requirements document".
The following table shows the differences in the names of these

documents for the four services:

ARMY ROC (Required Operational Capability)
NAVY SOR (Specific Operational Requirement)
MARINE CORPS SOR ( " " " B
AIR FORCE ROC (Required Operationmal Capability)

During the "establishment of the requirement' phase, the system
proposed in the requirements document is better defined in terms of

specific performance .characteristics, schedule, and cost. In additiom,



alternative hardware systems, tactics, and/or techmological opportunities
are again considered to assure that the most effective, efficient, and
economical system to fulfill the need is acquired.

The requirements are usually subjected to elaborate reviews
by the respective command and service headquarters. In additionm,
inter-and intra-service reviews are to be conducted. The ultimate
goal for each requirement is the approval by the Secretary of the
sponsoring service, so that the individual system can be added to the
service's Program Objective Memorandum.

Obtaining the Secretary of Defense's Approval

The Program Objectives Memorandum contains all the requirements
for the individual service (or other DOD component) for all appropriations
and represents the total service program. - Once a requirement is
established in the service's POM, it is challenged as to its necessity
and validity as part of the total program and it's priority among
other requirements in the PPBS review. The results of the PPBS reviews
determine what requirements are included in the Five Year Defense Program
(FYDP) forwarded to the Congress for funding. This 1s referred to in sub-
sequent chapters as "Obtaining Approval of the Services Total Program".

In addition to the PPBS review and examination, a major weapon
system requirement established by the service secretary must also
undergo a thorough individual scrutiny by the O0SD staff in the DSARC
arena. This examination is focused on the merits of the requirement itself
and not on its merit as part of a total service program. Overall guidance
on this review process is set forth in DOD Dir. 5000.1 with amplifying
instructions to be published in DOD and service implementing directives.
In subsequent chapters, this is referred to as "Obtaining Recommendation

For Approval From DSARC."
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The need for Secretary. of Defense decisions on the individual
phases of each major defense system program does not always coincide
with the PPBS events. However, the Development Concept Paper/Defense
Systems Acquisition Review Council process augments the PPBS by address-
ing issues related to the progress of individual defense systems programs
and ensures timely Secretary of Defense review. This review is related
mainly to the individual program schedule rather than to the PPBS sche-
dule. Secretary of Defense decisions made through the DCP/DSARC process
must be reflected in the Five Year Defense Program and shall be accom-
plished either during the POM/Issue Paper/Program Decision Memorandum
(PDM) process, or during the program Budget Decision (PBD) process,
depending on when the DCP/DSARC-related decision is made. (See Appendix I
to Chapter 11.)

"When an 0SD-generated PPBS document, such as the Issue Paper or
PBD, proposes to alter a DCP/DSARC-related decision, it shall be coordi-
nated with the DSARC principals and DOD component head prior to submittal
to the Secretary of Defense/Deputy Secretary of Defense. Where a POM
or budget submittal to 0SD deviates from a previously approved DCP/DSARC-
related decision, this fact and the cost, schedule, and performance
impact on the program shall be explained in the POM or budget submittal.
In such instances the DCP/DSARC-related decision shall be a decision

alternative in an Issue Paper or peD. "L

lpraft DOD Directive 5000.2 (Enclosure 2)
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Flexibility of the Needs/Requirements Process

Throughout this summary of the needs/requirements process, the
reader will see numercus uses of words such as generally, sometimes,
usually, and primarily. Although these words oftem are used to
"leave the door open for the exception”, in the case of the needs/
requirements process they are very meaningful.

The needs/requirements process is a dynamic, flexible, evolving
system of analysis, selection and reevaluation and in many cases is very
hard to define. The individual needs and resulting requirements for a
major acquisitions z2ll must be judged and processed in accordaﬁce with
their own urgency, technological and economical considerations, and
political infiuences. These and many other externmal influences play
an important role in establishing priorities‘aﬁd dicﬁating the process
by which the requirement for a major acquisition is generated, processed
and approved. It could be said that each system follows its own process.

We have found, for example, that a requirements documents (ROC)
has never been processed for the Air Forces' A~10 close air support
aircraft. The process through which this acquisition evoclved, therefore,
did not follow the formal document flow discussed in this summary.

This is not to say that the various reviews by the Air Force and other
DOD officials did not occur.

In other cases, the formal documents could be comsidered "backfill".
That is, the documents that currently record the flow of the process
for an acquisition were prepared after the fact. We believe that this is
often the case since decisions are usually made based on analyses,

studies, and the other influences, and then documented.



EXPECTED USE OF THE SUMMARY

This summary is to be used as an internal planning, reference, and
training document. It points to specific planning and requirements
documents and thus can serve as a guide to where to go and what to obtain
for the justification for a specific major weapon system. It will be
used by new MAS staff members as basic orientation material.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Service Headquarters
have reviewed this summary informally and their comments have been
considered.

VIEWS ON THE CONDUCT OF GAO REQUIREMENTS ASSIGNMENTS

GAO reports on the justification or urgency for a new major weapon
system must be issued to the Congress prior to the production decision
if GAO is to provide timely information for consideration. Congress'
options are reduced once a system has reached the production phase.
Requirements assignments should, therefore, be selected from acquisitions
that are at that time in the Validation or early Full-Scale Development
phase.

Access to DoD planning documents is essential to the reconst;uction
of the information available during the process that led to the decision

that a major acquisition was necessary.

SCOPE OF GAO'S SURVEY

The scope of this survey was limited to the formal process which
leads to hardware acquisitions. The many informal activities and
influences that occur within the DoD, and for that matter the Federal

Government in general, are also important to a total understanding of
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the process b} which needs are identified and requirements are gemerated.
This informal process is for the most part indefinable.

The formal process, as we have defined it, includes all documents,
reviews, and briefings that by regulation or directive should occur
during the initiation, review, and approval of a major weapon system
acquisition.

This survey was conducted by the Operational Requirements Group
of the Major Acquisition Subdivision, Procurement Systems Acquisition
Division. It included the utilization of data acquired during previously
related GAO assignments. This data was reviewed and where appropriate
incorporated into this summary.

The primary focus of thig survey was the review of directives,
procedures, and documents relative to the needs/requirements process.
Information was gathered by questionnaires and by interviews within the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of staff, the three
Departments, the Services, and selected DoD Agencies and Schools.

We did not contact members of industry or the many important agencies

and organization outside the DOD (e.g., OMB, NSC, etc.) Overall, the
cooperation received from the officials contacted was excellent, except for
the following access to record problem.

At the outset of our survey, access to documents used in the needs/
requirements process was requested. Our interest was to examine sample
documents to obtain a feeling for their coverage, tone(directive, guidance
or advice), and magnitude. This request was not approved and as a

result many documents were not reviewed by GAC. Thus, data included
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in this summary concerning these documents has been accumulated from
other sources. However, the summary has been reviewed by
cognizant DoD officials and we feel confident that the descriptions included

are relatively accurate.
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CHAPTER 2

INTRODUCTION

A large part of our National Defense budget is used either directly
or indirectly for major weapon system acquisitions. The impact of the
costs of these acquisitions continues to trigger increased interest not
only within the Legislative Branch of our Govermment, but within the

Executive Branch as well.

MAJOR VERSUS NON-MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEMS

A proposed weapon system is classified as a2 "major"” system if it
meets one of the following criteria as established by the Secretary of
Defense in Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 (Appendix I, this chapter)

——the estimated research, development, test, and evaluation

costs exceed $50 million, or estimated procurement costs
exceed $200 millionm,
—~the system is urgently needed from a national viewpoint, or
--the head of a military Department or defense agency (referred
to as DOD Components) or officials of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense recommends that the system be classified
as "major".
Some of the Services have additional criteria for determining if a

"major" or "non-major" acquisition. These

system should be classified as a
criteria will be discussed where appropriate in the individual Service
sections of this summary. Whether a system is considerad "major" or not

is important because different management procedures may be followed and

higher levels of reviews and approval placed upon them.
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THE LIFE CYCLE OF A MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM
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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 acquisition cycle at an estimated total program acquisition cost
of about $164 billion. The following table shows the number and estimated

cost of these acquisitions by Service:

Estimated Total Cost
as of June 30, 1973

Number {billions)
Army 31 $31
Navy (including Marines) 53 77
Air Force 20 56
Total 104 164

LIFE CYCLE OF A
MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM

Generally speaking, there are six phases in the life cycle of a major
weapon system. As displayed in Figure 2~1 these six phases are:

. Conceptual Phase

. Validation Phase

. Full Scale Development Phase

« Production Phase

. Deployment Phase

. Reutilization and Disposition Phase

[o A0 I O S VRN ¢ et

Initially, an operational need is identified and technological inputs
are considered. From this interaction between needs and technological
capability, a concept is formulated and evaluated by the DOD Components.
Early conceptual effort is normally conducted at the discretion of the DOD

Component until it is determined that the acquisition of a major system
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should be pursued. DOD Directive 5000.1 states it is crucial that the
right decisions be made during this conceptual effort because wrong
decisions at this time create problems not easily overcome later in the
program,

The considerationms which support the determination of the need for
a system, together with a plan for that program, are documented in a
Development Concept Paper and reviewed by the Defense Systems Acquisition
Review Council. As éhown in Figure 2-1, the Defense Systems Acquisition
Review Council plays an important role in the review and approval process
for new acquisitions. Additional discussion of their role is included in
Chapter 11.

RELATIONSHIP OF NEEDS VERSUS
REQUIREMENTS FOR A WEAPON SYSTEM

Why do we make a distinction between "need" and "requirement” in
discussing the process by which major acquisitions are born?
Early in our survey, it became apparent that semantics present a big
problem when discussing this process. The terms, requirement and need,
were discussed synonymously and interchangeably by some DOD officials but
not by others. The "requirements" in terms of intelligence gathering, - -
for example, are not the same as a "requirement” for a major acquisition.
Similarly, "need" can mean different things.
During the conduct of the survey, we found it quite convenient to use
the model shown in Figure 2-2 as a vehicle to avoid semantics problems. The

relationship of this model to the life cycle pipeline chart (Figure 2-1)
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important. The primary emphasis of this survey was the happenings prior
to DSARC I--~the Conceptual Phase.

The scenario for our model is an Air Force azcquisition of a new
aircraft. As is discussed in our summary of the process within the Air
Force (Chapter 10), a Required Operational Capability (ROC) document is
generally the key to the birth of a major acquisition. It is the approval
of a ROC that gives the breath of life to a major acquisition by the Air
Force.

A ROC is writte; after an increased or pmew capability is identified
and alternatives are considered. This "need" for additional capability is
reduced to writing via the preparation of a ROC. The processing of this
ROC within the Air Force for approval represents the "requirement" phase of
the overall process. It is during this phase that the Air Force would
consider the various altermatives by which the additional capability needed
might be obtained. Specifically, the requirement to fulfill the need is

defined and presented to DSARC I.
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APPENDIX I
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O FENSE

DOD DIRECTIVE 5003.1

July 13, 197
NUMBER 5000.1

DDR&E

Department of Defense Directive

SURJECT : Acquisition of Major Defense Systems

I.

11

.

PURPOSE

This Directive establishes policy for major defense system
acquisition in the Military Departments and Defense Agencies
{referred to as DoD Components).

APPLICATION

This Directive applies to major programs, so designated
by the Secretary of Defense/Deputy Secretary of Defense
ireferred to as SecDef). This designation shall consider
(1) dollar value (programs which have an estimated RDTLE
cost 1n excess of 50 million dollars, or an estimated Pro-
duction cost in excess of 200 million dollars}; {2) national
urgency; {3} recommendations by NoD Component Heads or
Office of Secretary of Defense (OSD) officials. In addition,
thc management principles in this Directive are applicable
to all programs.

POLICY

A. Mode of Operation - Success{ul development, production
and deployment of major defense systems are primarily
dependent upon competent people, rational prioritics and
clearly defined responsibilities. Responsibility and
authority for the acquisition of major defense systems
shall be decentralized to the maximum practicable extent
consistent with the urgency and importance of each pro-
gram. The developinent and production of 2 major defense
system shall be rmnanaged by a single individual (program
manager) who shall have a charter which provides suffic-
ient authority to accomplish recognized program objectives.
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Layers of authoritv between the program manager and his Component
Head shall be minumum. For programs involving two or more Com-
ponents, the Component having dominant interest shall designate the
program manager, and his charter shall be approved by the cognizant
official within OSD. The assignment and tenure of program managers
shall be a matter of concern to Do Component Heads and shall reflect
career incentives dosigned to attract, retawn and reward competent
personnel.

i« The DoD Componecnts are responsible for identifying needs and
defining., developing and producing systems to satis{y thosc needs.
Component tleads are also responsible for contractor source
selection unless otherwise specified by the SecDef on a specific
program.

2. The OSD 13 responsible for {a) establishing acquisition policy.
tb) assuring that major defense system programs are pursued wn
response to valid needs and (¢) evaluating policy implementation
on each approved program.

3. The OSD and Do Components are responsible for program monitor-
ng. but will place numimum demands for formal reporting on the
program manazer. Nonrecurring needs for information will be kept
to a minumum and handled wnformally.

4. The SecDetf will make the decisions which initiate program commit-
ments or increasc those commitments. He may redirect 3 program
because of an actual or threatened breach of a program threshoid
stated in an approved Development Concept Paper (DCP). The DCP
and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council {(DSARC) will
support the SecDef decision-making. These decisions will be
reflected 1n the aext submission of the Program Objective Memo-
randum {POM) by the DoD Component.

Conduct of Program - Because every program is different, successiul

program conduct requires that sound judgment be applied in using the —
management principles of this Directive. Underlying specific defense
system developments 15 the need for a strong and usable technology
base. This base will be maintained by conducting research and advanced
technology effort independent of specific defense systems development,
Advanced technology effort inciudes prototyping, preferably using small,
efficient destipn teams and a minimum amount of documentation. The
objective 13 to obtamn sigmficant advancves 1n technology at rmunimum cost.

. Program Initiation

a, Early conceptual offort 1s normally conducted at the discvretion
of the Dal) Cumpunent untid such time as the Dol Component
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determines that a major defense system program should be
pursurd. 1t 1s ¢rucial that the right decisions be made daring
this conceptual effort: wrong decisions create problems not
easily overcome later in the program. Therefore, eath DoD
Component will designate 2 single wndividual. such as the
Assistant Secretary for R&D, to be responsible for conceptual
effort< on new major programs.

b. The considerations which support the determination of the need
for a system program. topether with a plan {or that program.
will be documented in the DCP., The DCP will define program
issues. including special logistics problems. program objectives.
program pluns, periormance parameters. areas of major risk.
system alternatives and acquisition strategy. The DCP will be
prepared by the DoD Component, fellowing an apgrecement between
OSD and that Component on a DCP outline, The Director. Defense
Research and FEngineering t(DNDR& Elor the Assistant Secretary of
Defense { Telecommunications) for his programs) has the basic
responsiltility {for coordination of inputs for the DCP and 1ts
subrmittal to the DSARC for consideration and to the SecDef for
subsequent decision. If approved. the program will be conducted
within tne DCP thresholds.

Full-Scale Development. When the DoD Component s sufficiently
confident that program worth and readiness warrant commitment of
resources to full-scale development, 1t will request a SecDef deci-
sion to provecd. At that tume, the DSARC will normally review
program progreass and suitability to enter this phase and will forward
its recommendations to the SecDef for {inal decision. Such review
will confirm (a) the need far the selected defense system in consider.
ation of threat, systetn alternatives, special logistics necds, estimates
of development casts. prelinninary estimates of life cycle costs and
potentiul benelils in context with overall DoD) stratepy and fiscal
guidance; (b} that development risks have been identified and solutions
are in hand: and (c) realism of the plan for full-scale development.

Production/Deployment. When the DoD ('omr;onvnt is sofficiently
conflident that cominerring s complete and that comnutment of sub-
stantial resources to prudud ion and deployment s warranted, 1t

will request a Sec Def decision to proceed. At that time, the DSARC
will agamn review poovran, progress and sutability te enter substantal
produc tian/deployinent and forward its recommendations 1o the SecDef
for final devision, Suach review wall confirm (at the need lor producing
the defense sy stem i conwuderation of threat, estimated acguisition
and ownershap o4 and potential benefits o contest with overall Do
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strategy and fiscal guidance: 1b) that a practicat engineering design,
with adequate consideration of production and logistic s problems 1s
complete: (¢} that all previously deatified technical unceriawnties
have been resolved and that operational suitability has heen deter-
mined by test and evaluation: and {d) the realism of the plan for the
remainder of the program. Some. production funding for long lead
material or ¢ffort may be required prior to the production decision.
In such cases, the SecDef witl decide whether a DSARC review aad
revised DCP are required, In any event, full production go-aheaa
will be authorized by approval of the DCP.

C. Program Considerations

L.

3.

System nced shall be clearly stated 1n operational terms. with appro-
priate limits, and shall be challenged throughout the acquisition
process. Statements of m“ed/perfnrmance requirements shail be
matched where possible with existing technology. Wherever feasible.
operational needs shall be sausfied through use of existing mulitary
or commercial hardware. When need can be satisfied only through
new development, the equivalent needs of the other DoD Components
shall be considered to yuard against unnecessary proliferation.

Cost parameters shall be established which consider the cost of
acquisition and ownership;: disc rete cost elements ie. g.. unit pro-
duction cost, operating and support costl shall be translated into
‘design to’ requirements., Systemn development shall be continuously
evaluated agawnst these requirements with the same rigor as that
applied to technical requirements. Practical tradeoffs shall be made
between system capability, cost and schedule. Traceability of esti-
mates and costing factors, including those for economic escalation.
shall be maintained.

Logistic support shall also be considered as a principal design para-
meter with the magmitude, scope and level of this effort in keeping
with the program phase. Early development effort will consider oniy
those parameters that are truly necessary to basic defense system
design, ¢.g.. those logistic problems that have significant impact on
system readiness. capability or (ost. Premature introduction of
detailed operational support consiwderations 18 to be avowded.

Programs shall be structured and resources allocated to ensure that

the demons tration of actual adchievement of program objectives is the
paving {uns ton. Meamingful relationships hetween need. urgency,
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risk and worth shall be thereby established, Schedules shall be
subject tn trade-off as much as any other program «onstrant.
Schedules and funding profiles shall be structured to accommodate
unforescen problems and permut task accomplishment without
unnecessary overlapping or voncurrency.

Technical uncertainty shall be continually assessed. Progressive
commitments of resources which incur program risk will be made
only when confidence 1n program outcome is sufficiently high to
warrant going ahcad. Models, mock-ups and system hardware will
be used to the greatest possible extent to increase confidence level.

Test and evaluation shall commence as early as possible. A deter-
mination of operational suitability. including logistic support
requirements. will be niade prior to large-scale production commit-
ments. making use of the most realistic test environment possible
and the best representation of the futurc operational system available.
The results of this opcrational testing will be evaluated and presented
to the DSARC at the time ot the preduction decision.

Contract type shall be consistent with ail program characteristics
including risk. [t 1s not possible to deternune the precise production
tost of 2 new complex defense systemn before 1t-1s developed: therefore.
such systems will not be procured using the total package procurement
cancept or production options that are contractually priced in the
developmient contract. (Cost type prime and subcontracts are preferred
where substantial development effort 1s involved, Letter contracts
shall be nunimized. When risk is reduced to the extent that realistic
pricing can occur. {ixed-price type contracts should be issued. Changes
shall be limited to those that are necessary or offer significant benefit
to the Do), Where change orders are necessary, they shall be con-
tractually priced or subject to an established ceiling before authoriza-
tion. exvept in patently impractical cases.

The sourve selection decision shall take into account the contractor's
capability to develop a necessary defense system on a timely and
tost-cffective basis. The Dol) Component shall have the option of
deviding whoether or not the contract will be completely negotiated
hefore a program decvision is made. Solicitation documents shall
require contractor vientiflication of uncertainties and specific pro-
posals for their resolution, Solicitation and evaluation of proposats
should be planned 1o mummimize contradlar expense. Proposals for
vust-lype or incentive contracts mav be penalized during evaluvation
to the degroee that the proposed cost s unrealsstically low.
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9, Manapement information/progran vontrol requireinents shall provide
information which s essential to effec tive management control,
Such information should be generated from data actually utilized by
vantras tor operating personnel and provided in summarizaed form tor
succesmively hagher level manavement and mon:taring requirements.
A single. reahstic work breakdown structure W ISy shall be developed
{or each program to provide a consistent tramework tor (a} planming
and assignment of responsibilities. 1hr control and reporting of pro-
gress, and (o) establishing a data base for estunating the future cost
of defense systems. Contractor management information/program
control systems, and reports emanating therefrom, shall be utilized
to the maximum extent practicable. Government :mposed changes to
contracior sysiems shdll consist of only those necessary to satisty
estabiished DoD-wide standards. Documentation shall be generated
in the mintmum amount to satisly necessary and specific management
needs.

»

W, IMPLEMEXNTATION

L.

2.

Each Dol) Component will unplement this Directive within 90 daj s and
torward two (2) . opies of each implementing document to the SecDef.

The number of tmplementing documents will be minimized and necessary
procedural guidance consolidated to the greatest extent possible. Sciected
subjects to he covered by Dol Mhrectives /Instructions or jount Service/
Agency documents :n support of this Diredtive are listed in Enclosure L.
Ea.h Dol Component will forward the 10int Worvice/Agency aocuments

for which it 1s responstiblc to the Sed Def for approval prior to issuance.

puty Sccretary of Deiense
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CEAPTER 3
THE PRESIDENT AND NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

PRESIDENT
The President, as Chief Executive, is responsible for the execution

of U.S. relations with other natioms of the world. As Commander-in-Chief
of the Armed Forces he is responsible for provisioning the Military Services
with men and equipment and directing their employment in defense of the
nation and in fulfilling the terms of international agreements. To this
end, President Mixon set forth the Nixon Doctrine enunciating the policy

he expects the Executive Branch of the Government to follow.

National Security Council

To assist him in these decisions, the President reestablished the
Rational Security Council as the principal forum for Presidential comsidera-
tion of foreign policy issues. The Council is composed of the President, the
Vice President, the Secretaries of State and Defense, and the Director of the
Office of Emergency Preparedness.

Title 10, United States Code, Section 101, provides that
"The function of the Council shall be to advise the
President with respect to the integration of domestie,
foreign, and military policies relating to the natiomnal
security so as to enable the military services and other
departments and agencies of the Government to cooperate
more effectively in matters involving national security.”

"In addition to performing such other functions as the
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o President may direct .’. . it shall . . . be the duty of
the Council--(l) to assess and appraise the objectives, .
commitments, and risks of the United States in relatiom
to our actual and potential military power, in the intergst
of national security, for the purpose of making recommen-
dations to the President in connection therewith; and
(2) to consider policies on matters of common interest to
the departments and agencies of the Government concerned
with the national security, and to make recommendations
to the President in connection therewith."

This is how the process works: the President assigns an issue to
an interdepartmental group--chaired by an Assistant Secretary of State——
for intensive study, asking it to formulate the policy choices and to
analyze the pros and cons of different courses of action. This group's
report is examined by an interagency Review Group of senior officials--
chaired by the Assistant to the President for Natiomal Security Affairs—-
to assure that the issues, views, and options are presented fully and
fairly. The paper 1s then presented to the President and the full Natiomal
Security Council. (Figure 3-1)

The National Security Council Defense Program Review Committee reviews
at the Under Secretary level the major defense policy and program issues
which have strategic, political, diplomatic, and economic implications in

relation to overall national priorities. The Committee consists of the
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Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (Chairman), the
Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
the Director of Central Intelligence, 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 participa;e as appropriate.

It is an essential function of the National Security Council system
to bring together all of the agencies of the Government concerned with
foreign affairs to elicit, assess, and present to the President and the
Council all pertinent knowledge -availakble.

These assessments, appraisals, and policy considerations take the
form of numbered National Security Study Memcrandums (NSSM) which are
the official position of the NSC, with altermatives, options and minority
opinions. The President's approval is necessary before any problem can be
given life in a NSSM. The President's acceptance, rejection, or modifica-
tion of the NSC advice in the NSSM takes the form of numbered National
Security Decision Memorandums (MSDM) which are issued for implementation.
Illustrative of the level and scope of these documents is the fact that
NSSM/NSDM number 3% in 1969 changed our military posture from cold war plan-
ning and readiness to fight 2 1/2 wars simultaneously to the condition of

anticipating the eventuality of only 1 1/2 wars. The implementation of the

3National Security Council documents start a new series with each new
administration.



Nixon Doctrine by the Secretary of Defense carries the national defense
strategy label of Realistic Deterrence. Like military planning, natiomal
security planning is based on intelligence. The Director of Central
Intelligence (DCI) receives intelligence information from all facets of
Government (see Chapter 4) and in turn provides the information for NSC

considerations.

Mational Mobilization Planning

The President establishes the national policies and objectives, generally
based on the recommendations of the National Security Council. These are
the basis for plans which are prepared by the Department of Defense in
coordination with other agencies.

The Secretary of Defense provides guidance to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the three military departments who in turn produce studies over
the long-range period and on an annual cycle plans for the mid- and short-
range periods. These plans provide statements of military requirements, and
general deployments and employments of military forces.

The commanders of the unified and specified commands prepare operational
plans based on the above guidance. These plans contain the missions of their
component force commanders, the resources available to them, and the strategy
and tactics to be employed in achieving their assigned objectives.

The basic system employed throughout the govermmental structure con-
sists of:

Planning - The selection of courses of action through a systematic
consideration of alternatives to reach an objective.
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Programming - The more specific determination of the manpower,
materiel, and facilities necessary for accomplishing
objectives.

Budgeting - Allocating available resources among programs based upon
need.



CHAPTER 4

INTELLIGENCE

INTRODUCT ION

The quality of national objectives, policies, and strategy, and the
resultant decisions depends in large measure upon the soundness of the
knowledge on which they are based. A significant portion of this knowl-
edge is derived from "intelligence," that is, information about foreign
nations or areas that has gone through a process of "collection, eval-
uvation, analysis, integration, and interpretation.” Intelligence, to be
useful, must be timely adequate, and reasonably accurate. It must be
well~coordinated, quickly and properly disseminated, and considered by
decisionmakers within a careful context of'values and objectives.
Intelligence neither makes nor implements policy but there is always
the danger that it may in effect do both by wirtue of its importance as
a basis for policy and action. Intelligence is needed that will afford
timely advanced knowledge of the capabilities, vulnerabilities, and
probable courses of action of other ngtion states.

THREAT AND THREAT ASSESSMENT

The United States formulates and maintains its national objectives,
policy, and strategy in the arena of international relations as reflected
in our foreign policy. Some of our national objectives, policigs,
and strategy are oriented to the nationai security ends of peace and
survival. Other nation-states, based on their capabilities and intentioms,
pose some threat to our peace and survival. This threat is given
form by intelligence reporting of the capabilities and intentions of other

nation-states now, and in the future. Broadly conceived this threat
covers all political, economic, and military parameters.
41



Since the role of the armed forces in our national structure is to
act as an instrument of natiomal policy by performing its traditional
tasks, the Department of Defense consumes intelligence which forecasts
the military threat. The military threat, while not discounting political
and economic parameters, deals primarily with consideration of the numbers
and types of potential enemy forces called "Red" forces, the disposition
of these forces, their organization, the doctrine and tactiecs under which
they are employed, and the performance capabilities of their egquipment.

The scale and nature of the threat as we view it provides the‘prim;ry
basis for military ﬁeeds. 01d age, obsolescence, technological advances,
changes in doctrine, strategy, or tactics, etc., are all of little
concern if a threat does not exist or has not been anticipated. The

.output of the intelligence community--the estimate and projection documents
to be discussed shortly-—state the threat for the consumers. Threat
assessment is the matching of what intelligence says the "Red" forces
have quantitatively and qualitatively with what intelligence thinks
they are capable of and might do. Like intelligence data collection
and the dissemination of the threat in intelligence documents, threat
assessment is a continuous process. It is a collective term for the
evaluation, analysis, integration, and interpretation of intelligence
information.

NET ASSESSMENT

Net Assessment has two basic purposes. First, to determine if we
are below, at par with or ahead of the enemy in capability. Secondly,
to determine periodically the changes in our position vis-a~-vis potential

enemies.



Net assessment, based on the defense agreed intelligence contained
in DIA products takes place at all levels of the Department of
Defense by both managers and users (Figure 4-1).

Each service makes a net assessment in light of its assigned
tole/mission. Within each service, the various function, corps, branch
commodity,and mission and warfare area proponents do net assessment
in light of their more specific interests. The Secretary of Defense
has a special assistant who coordinates and prepares a net assessment
of military implications for him in relation to overall DOD programs
gsince an individual service may not be entirely objective.

The objective of Net Assessment is to look at how two or more
nations stand in a particular activity (e.g.: the production of ships;
the ability to project political-military power throughout the world),
how each state evolved to that position and what advantages and
disadvantages accrue to each side. The analysis attempts to consider
all relevant factors--e.g. political, eéonomic, sociological,
organizational, technological--which influence the capability achieved
by each side In the comparison. Attention also focuses on identifying the
major trends in the future on each side and how these will affect the
present balance between the two.

The questions to which the assessments address themselves are (a)
whether the U.S. is competing efficiently in important areas and (b) what
advantages does the U.S, have which present opportunities for

exploitation? They may also examine such issues of how these forces
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interact, the weapons employed by two sides and defense processes such
as personnel and weapons procurement. Furthermore, assessments can be
national in their scope and embrace economic and political as well as
military issues.

However, in the majority of cases the Director of Net Assessment
does not conduct the analyses within his office. He identifies topics
to be analyzed, develops the major issues in discussions with experts
in the subject and coordinates and monitors the execution of the analyses
by another organization. Studies, for example have been prepared by CIA,
State Department, the Services, DDR&E and ASD/PAGE. The work of
these organizations is reviewed not only by the Director of Net
Assessment but by ad hoc committees formed with members from concerned
agencies to oversee individual studies. Key points and observatioms
surface both in the analytical work of the requnsible 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
hiw own Assistant for Threat Assessment. The product attempts to eval-
uvate foreign techmology capabilities and intentions and is generally re-
ferred to as net technical assessment. An example of the scope of the

work can be found in an earlier report.l

1Comparison of Military Research and Development Expenditures of
the U.S. and Soviet Union, B-172553, July 23, 1971.
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The Net Technical Assessments, carried out within OSD by DDR&E
appear to provide an improving basis for DDR&E sizing of the overall
Soviét“ﬁilitary R&D effort relative to our own and highlighting areas
vhere Soviet techmology is ahead of ours. The 0SD Net Technocal
Assessment activity draws upon work done by the Defense Intelligence
Agency and the Services. The Air Force has supported the effort by
providing intelligence to the OSD contractors and has enlisted
industrial expertise where needed. While the primary customer for the
DDR&E work is 0OSD, the DDR&E ﬁet Technical Assessment activities have
had a synergistic effect in its interactioms with the Services. Net
Technical Assessment, in effect, is now being conducted throughout the
Services in response to DDR&E. This is forcing a closer contact and
communication of the intelligence community with those involved in RDT&E
of U.S. weapon systems.1

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

As the cornerstone of military planning, the intelligence function in
the DOD is an integral part of a national apparatus generally referred to
as the "Intelligence Community" (Figure 4-2). The key link between the
intelligence community and the top executive level of our Govermment is
the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI). In this capacity he is
in effect, the President's chief foreign intelligence officer. He
also serves as the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency and the
Chairman of the United States Intelligence Board. The intelligence
community has a key role in the needs/requirements process since they

identify the threat.

iSenate FY 74 Authorization Hearings, Part S, p. 3490
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President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (FIAB)

On March 20, 1969, President Nixon established this Board by
Executive Order 11460. The Board was to advise him on the objectives,
conduct, management, and coordimation of the various activities making
up the overall national intelligence effort. The Board is composed of
persons from outside of Government appointed by the President who conduct
a continuing review and assessment of foreign intelligence and related
activities in which the CIA and other departments and agencies are engaged,
and make recommendations to achieve increased effectiveness.

United States Intelligence Board (USIB)

The nation's intelligence community is unquestionably large but
it is anything but monolithic. It is a loose aggregation of agencies, each
with a specific role and place, wary of anf encroachment on its preroga-
tives. It is brought together at the top by the USIB. The Board, which
reports to the Natiomal Security Council, coordinates and supervises
major American intelligence activities and exercises supervisory control
over every other security system. Besides the Director and Deputy Director
of CIA, membership includes a representative of the agencies shown in
figure 4~2. Representatives of the intelligence organizations of the
Deyartments of the Army, Navy and Air Force sit as observers, and’tﬁe

Asgigtant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence also attends.
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National Intelligence Officers (NIO)

These are relatively new positions in the national intelligence com-
munity. National Intelligence officers as an aggregation of. geographical,
country, and subject area specialists have replaced the old Board of
National Estimates (BNE). The NIOs now receive intelligence from all
sources and either personally prepare or supervise preparation of the
National Intelligence Estimates. Drafts are coordinated with agencies
of interest, who usually will have contributed intelligence to the draft
estimate. These draft estimates must ultimately be approved by the
USIB.

National Intelligence Estimates (NIE)

The intelligence community produces NIEs on all areas of the world,
dividing it into six subordinate parts for the production of regular NIEs.
These documents representing nationally agreed intelligence are produced
on:

The World

Communist States

Europe

Mid-East and Southern Asia
Far-East and South-East Asia
Africa

Latin America
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National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) are usually concerned with
something less than 5 years in the future (Figure 4-3). The major
military NIEs are updated on a recurring schedule staggered throughout
the year. The Department of Defense and service intelligence agencies
receive this Director of Central Intelligence product, but since it is
keyed to national level use, its value to military planmers is limited
because of the broad coverage given to most national security issues.

Special National Intelligence Estimates (SNIE)

There are about 50 to 60 SNIEs produced annually and this number
includes SNIEs on specialized or topical subjects such as SALT, MBFR,
Arab-Israeli war, Southeast Asia and the like. The contributors are
the same, as is distribution.

MILITARY INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

Prior to World War II each of the armed services did its own planning
but not in the long-range as we know it today. The advent of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff extended the planning range out to 20 years and raised
the intelligence function to new stature. Figure 4-4 attempts to relate
the various members of the military intelligence commﬁnity to the DOD orga-
nization and generally to the national intelligence community.

National Security Agemcy (NSA)

This organization, established by Executive Order in 1952 as a
separately organized agency within the Department of Defense. It is
under the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense

who 1s the executive agent for the performance of highly specialized
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technical functions in support of the intelligence activities of the
United States. NSA has technical and operatiomal control over the

unique collection and processing efforts of three service organizations—-
Army Security Agency (ASA), Naval Security Group (NSG), and Air Force
Security Service (AFSS). The product of this effort is disseminated to
the intelligence community.

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)

The establishment of the Defense Intelligence Agency in 1961 brought
centralized management to what had been difussed, separate, traditiomal
service functions. The need for this agency was well recognized. A
number of organizations had been doing similar or parallel work and
there was little unified direction of the éotal intelligence activity in
the Department of Defense. 1In establishing the agency, the Secretary of
Defense decided that it should be a union, not a confederation. DIA
became responsible for organizing, directing and controliing the intelli-
gence resources assigned to it, and for reviewing and coordinating the
functions retained by the military departments. Its jurisdiction,
however, does not extend to the National Security Agency; coordination
between these two DOD agencies is effected through liaison arrangements.
The DIA director reports to the Secretary of Defense through the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. He receives guidance from the Director of Central
Intelligence in that individual's role as chairman of the United States
Intelligence Board. As the reviewer and coordinator of intelligence
functions retained by or assigned to the military departments, DIA is
responsible for overzll guidance of the conduct and management of
military intelligence and is charged with assessing the worldwide military

situation. The agency analyzes all military and related intelligence
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information collected byAall agencies of the Government including

the milit;ry services. The evaluated intelligence is provided to national
level users as well as being disseminated within the DOD. Major
intelligence products are:

Joint Long Range Estimative Intelligence Document(JLREID) - The

JLREID provides the principal intelligence basis for the development

of the long-range planning documents under the Joint Strategic Planning
System (i.e., the Joint Long Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) and the

long range portion of the Joint Research and Development Objectives
Document (JRDOD); see chapter 5). It summarizes factors and trends
affecting world power relationships in the long-range planning period
(10-20 years in the future). The JLREID includes an intelligence estimate
of the likelihood and capabilitiés of important foreign nations to
undertake courses of action which could materially affect the national
interests of the United States.

The JLREID is coordinated with the military services' intelligence
and planning staffs. Because of the uncertainty implication of its long
range nature, it is noted  but not approved by, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
published annually on September 1. Between annuzl publication dates
it is updated to reflect significant changes in intelligence.

Joint Intelligence Estimate for Plamning (JIEP) - The JIEP provides

the principal intelligence basis for the short-range (current year and
the next budget yvear) and mid-range (2-10 years in the future) planning
documents of the Joint Strategic Planning System (i.e., the Joint

Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP), the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
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(JSCP), the Joint Forces Memorandum (JFM), and the mid-range portion of
the Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD); See
Chapter 5).

Defense Intelligence Estimate for Joint Planning - The DIEJP

contains the up-to—date, detailed intelligence that supports the estimative
intelligence and judgments in the JIEP. It contains pelitical, economic,
scientific, and technological factors that impinge on military policies

and capabilities. It includes current order of battle and militafy

force projections and related data on non~-Soviet communist countries

and Free World countries of importance to the US. It is coordinated

with the Service Intelligence Chiefs and tpeir differing views may

appear as footnotes. The DIEJP was first published in 1971. Previously,
the information it contains had been included in the JIEP.

Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning (DIPP) - The DIPP

contains the military force projections of Soviet and Chinese forces for
the short and mid-range planning documents under the JSPS. It provides
some narrative description of these forces and supporting rationale

for the projections. It is coordinated with the Service Intelligence
Chiefs and their differing views may appear as footnotes.

Additional Estimative Intelligence Support. The Defense Intelligence

Agency (DIA) will prepare and maintain up-to-date amplifying estimative
intelligence, in addition to the Defense Intelligence Projections for
Planning (DIPP), designed to support the JSCP and the JSOP. It shall
contain current and projected order of battle data.on non-Soviet communist
countries and selected Free World countries together with appropriate

rationale for the projections. It will follow, so far as practical
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the 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 Intelligence chiefs; their difference of view will be reflected.

There are three types of initiative estimates - Defense Intelligence
Estimates (DPIE), Special Defense Intelligence Estimates (SDIE), and
Defense Intelligence Estimate Memoranda (DIEM). This series
was started in November 1970 when the DIA Directorate for Estimates
was established. Previously, all DIA estimative production was channeled
into either Joint Estimates (e.g., JIEP, JLREID) or National Intelligence
Estimates (NIE, SNIE).

All three initiative estimstes are strictly estimative in charac-
ter——that is, they deal with the implications of intelligence or future
trends and developments. [Estimative intelligence may be conceived, by
and large, as that intelligence which is of particular usefulness to
planners and policy makers.] The Defense estimates deal essentially
with developments that will or may affect US national interests, defense
programs or policies, or military force posturing.

The DIEs and SDIEs are coordinated with the Service Intelligence
Chiefs and their differing views may appear as footnotes. The SDIEs
generally address subjects or issues that are narrower in scope and more
specific in impact than those treated in DIEs. -

The DIEMs generally address subjects of less importance to Military
Service interests that the DIEs and SDIEs. They are, consequently, not

coordinated with the Service Intelligence Chiefs.
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Assistant Secretary of Defense, Intelligence (ASD/I)

Established November 1, 1971, this post was part of a more extemsive,
government-wide reorganization plan aimed at making the gathering of all
types of military and foreign intelligence more efficient and economical.

He is the principal staff advisor and assistant to the Secretary
of Defense for the management of intelligence resources, programs, and
activities, including those for intelligence, warning, reconnaissance,
the intelligence aspects of command and control, and other related areas
which may be designated by the Secretary of Defemse. His responsibility
specifically includes equipment, systems, and activities in the above
areas which are organic to military forces or units so that his role
covers both strategic and tactical intelligence. He attends meetings of
the USIB, and while not a full member, may present his views.

Military Departments

It should be noted that unlike the O0ffice of the Secretary of Defense,
the Military Department Secretaries have no Assistant Secretary for
Intelligence. The functional lines for intelligence bypass the depart-
ment secretaries. The four assistant secretaries of the Army, Navy, and
Alr Force have no intelligence role except as consumers of intelligence
products. The service secretary is provided with intelligence information

by the Chief of the appropriate military intelligence staff, (Figure 4-4)

Military Services

Prior to World War II, each service has its own intellizence staff

function and intelligence collection organization. Since the establishment
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of the DIA, this agency has assumed the role of production and
coordinating authority for 211 DOD intelligence production requirements
except those in the scientific and technical (S&T) area.

The services operate the scientific and technical intelligence
analysis centers, oriented to their particular roles, for the in-
telligence community. These are managed by DIA and consist of:

Army - Forelgn Science and Technology Center, Charlottsville, VA.

Missile Intelligence Division, Huntsville, AL.

Navy -~ Navy Intelligence Support Center, Suitland, MD,

Air Force - ?oreign Technology Division, Dayton, OH.

One specific product of these specialized intelligence agencies
is their annual discrete package inputs to Section IV, Technological
Developments of Military Significance, of the Joint Long Range Estimative
Intelligence Document (JLREID)., Prior to 1971, the Defense Intelligence
Agency provided the Joint Staff (J-5) with unrelated regiomnal forecasts.
Prompted to some extent by Army efforts, the JCS called for worldwide
coverage in 1971 and the JLREID was created and issued in 1972. It is
intended to relate international developments, conflict possibilities,
country and regional forecasts, and the intelligence product of the
military techmical analysis centers.

CONGRESS

In conducting any audit, the first action in either survey or review
phase is to research the subject area. Research includes determining
what is already known about the subject area and the Congress cannot

be overlooked. 1In relation to the threat and threat assessment, Congress
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receives data as a part of the classified posture statements of the
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff presented
during the annual budget cycle. Additional classified data is presented

by witnesses during the hearings but this is usually not specific threat

or threat assessment data.

Individual members may obtain intelligence briefings from the Central
Intelligence Agency. CIA briefings though, are thought to be broad in
coverage and at the foreign policy level. Specific military intelligence
data can be requested from the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Legislative Affairs and provided by the Defense Intelligence Agency.

DIA may call on service intelligence speciaiists to assist in such
briefings. -

DIA also conducts weekly intelligence briefings on Capitol Hill
for the staffs of committees. This series of briefings covers Qurrent
intelligence and not in-depth threat or threat assessment coverage.

The Senate Appropriations Committee initiated the series and the House
Appropriations Committee staff became regular participants. While the
staffs of the armed services committees are invited, they attend in-

frequently.
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CHAPTER 5

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were first given statutory recognition
in the Natiomal Security Act of 1947. However, their current organization
and functions stem from the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, They are
the principal military advisors to the President, the National Security

Council, and the Secretary of Defense.

ORGANTZATION AND FUNCTIONS

The Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has three major com-—
ponents—~the Joint Chiefs of Staff themselves as a corporate body; the
Joint Staff, headed by a Director, which performs tasks to support the
Joint Chiefs' decisions; and supplementary staff organizations deemed
necessary for the Joint Chiefs to carry out their responsibilities (see
Figure 5-1).

Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Joint Chiefs of Staff membership includes the

~-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

--Chief of Staff of the Army

——Chief of Haval Operations

—Chief of Staff of the Air Force

—~Commandant of the Marine Corps (who has coequal status with
the other members on matters directly concerning the Marine
Corps)

Although the three Chiefs and the Commandant serve in a dual capacity as a

member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and as Chief of their respective Services,
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INTERNAL ORGANIZATION OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

RESPONSIBILITIES.
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their Joint Chiefs of Staff duties take precedence over all of their other
duties. As a result, appropriate authority is usually delegated to their
Vice Chiefs for managing their respective Service. The Chazirman does not
have a dual role in the same sense, but he or his representative participates
in the National Security Council matters and memberse of the Joint Staff
participate in its working groups to ensure that Joint views on military
matters are made known and considered during the national policy-making
process (see Chapter 3).

As discussed in Chapter 6, there are two separate channels of authority
emanating from the Secretary of Defense. One extends to the-Secretaries
of the three military Departments through which men, materiel, and money
are provided--the support forces--and the other through the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to the unified and specified Commands--the combat force. The con-
cept of our military establishment as an efficient team of land, naval, and
air forces is based on the principle that effective utilization of the
military power of the Nation requires that the efforts of the separate
military Services be closely integrated. Unity of effort among the Servi?es
at the national level is obtained by the authority of the President and the
Secretary of Defense exercised through the Secretaries of the Military Depart-
ments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff! by the strategic planning and directiom
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff} and by common, joint, and cross-servicing by
the Military Departments. Unity of effort among Service forces assigned to
unified or specified commands is achieved by exercise of operational command,

by adherence to common strategic plans and directives, and by sound operational

5=-3



and administrative command organization. This concept is the basis for a sound
working relationship between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of
unified and specified commands in the owverall strategic direction of the

Armed Forces on the one hand and, on the other, the Military Departments and
Services charged with preparing and providing 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 €ommands in preparation for war.

Any forces not assigﬁed 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 Pefense through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. These commanders
have full operational command over the forces assigned to them. With this
organizational arrangement, the Joint Chiefs of Staff actually serve within
an q?erational chain of command extending from the President and the Secre-
tary of Defense to the unified and specified commanders. With the advice
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President, through the Secretary of Defense,
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

5-4



Secretary of Defense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders
of unified and specified commands. Orders to such commanders will be issued
by the President or the Secretary of Defense, or by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff by authority ﬁnd direction of the Secretary of Defense. These com=-
manders shall have full operational command over the forces assigned to them
and shall perform such functions as are assigned by competent authority.
Joint Staff

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has the authority and respon-~
sibility for organizing the Joint Staff, Statutory limits require the Joint
Staff to be composed of not more than 400 officers. These officers are
selected in approximately equal number from the Army, the Navy and Marine
Corps, and the Air Force. They are currently organized into Directorates
concerned with personnel, operations, logistics, plans and policy, and
communicationg~electronics. The Defense Intelligence Agency absorbed the
intelligence directorate when DIA was organized in 1961.

The Staff's principal function is to prepare reports on which the Joint
Chiefs base their decisions. Actions are to be coordinated among the
Services to arrive at a "single" position whenever possible. However,
provision is made for dissenting and minority opinion.

Supplementary Staff Organizationms

In addition to the statutory limits placed on the number of personnel
serving in the actual Joint Staff, 3 number of other staff organizations
also perform specific functions for the Joint Chiefs. The Congress has

neither challenged this, nor indicated a willingness to raise the limitatiom.
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Some of these organizations include the

-=Joint Secretariat

--Directorate of Administrative Services
~--Studies, Analysis, and Gaming Agency

——0ffice of the Assistant for Automation
-~Special Assistants

——-Representatives to International Organizations

PLANNING FUNCTIONS

The readiness of an optimum force capable of immediate reaction to
aggression, and the determination to employ forces when necessary, are
essential means for deterring war. Well-conceived and well-understood plans
of action are therefore essential. War plans must deal with the most pro-
bable eventualities, be kept up~to-date, and provide maximum flexibility
to meet shifting requirements.

The Joint Chiefs are charged by the National Security Act of 1947
with the responsibility of preparing such plans. They include intelligence
statements, analyses and studies, and strategic and operatiomal plams,.and
are expressed through the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) and the
Joint Operational Planning System (JOPS). The former System is mainly con-
cerned with what is needed to do the job, the latter with how the forces
will be employed.

The cornerstone for rational defense planning is intelligence and threat
information about foreign nations or areas. To be useful, however, it must
be adequate, timely, and accurate. It must be collected, evaluated, analyzed,
integrated, interpreted, disseminated to users, and carefully considered by

decision-makers in developing their plans. (See Chapter 4 for a discussion
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of iﬁt;iligence). the Joint Chiefs of Staff have a key role in performing
these intelligence tasks.

Strategic Planning

The Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) requires periodic publica-
tion or updating of the following nine classified documents which are

grouped into three areas:

Intelligence
JIEP - Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning (annually)
DIPP - Defense Intelligence Projection for Plamning (annually)
DIEJP - Defense Intelligence Estimate for Joint Planning (annually)
JLREID ~ Joint Long-Range Estimative Intelligence Document (annually)

Strategy
JSCP - Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (bi-annually)
JFM - Joint Force Memorandum (annually)
JS0P - Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (Annually)
JLRSS - Joint Long-Range Strategic Study (quadri-annually)

Research and Development

JRDOD - Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (annually),
The System is divided into three time periods—-short--mid--and long-range,
and the display below (Figure 5-2) shows the relationship of the documents
to time. The documents include the fiscal years which cofincide with the
first and last year of the period covered. In subsequent planning cycle

years, the fiscal years covered are advanced one year each year.
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PLANNING DOCUMENT INTER-RELATIONSHIPS
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Figure 5-2

The schedule of events in Figure 5-3 displays the amnual sequence in

preparing and reviewing seven of these documents. Preparation and publi-

cation of the strategy and research and development documents are dependent

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

annually by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Preparation and staffing

responsibilities for the planning documents are displayed in Figure 5-4 and - -

5=5.

With the exception of the intelligence documents which were discussed

in Chapter 4, a brief description of these planning documents is provided

below. A more detailed description, except for the Defense Intelligence

Agency unique documents, is provided in Appendix 1 to this chapter,
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The Joint Strategic Objective Plamn (JSOP) provides Joint Chiefs of

Staff and Service advice to the President, National Security Council, and
Secretary of Defense on military strategy (Volume I) and force structure
(Volume II) required to attain national security objectives in the mid-range
period.

The Joint Force Memorandum (JFM) provides the Secretary of Defense

with Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations on fiscally constrained major forces
and support levels and the risks inherent therein developed in accordance with
Secretary of Defense Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPGM).

It compares costs of the fiscally constrained force levels and support pro-
grams with the cost of the approvea Five-Year Defense Program (FYDP).

The Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) provides guidance to the

commanders of unified and specified commands and to Chiefs of Services

for accomplishing military tasks, based on projected military capabilities
and conditions, for the coming year. It contains military strategy based on
projected available forces, to support the national security objective and
the derived military objectives.

The Joint Long-Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) is a source document that

explains the strategic implications of worldwide and national economic,”
political, social, technical, and military trends. It deals with national
objectives, policies, and military constraints and relates these to world
and regional trends. It is intended to stimulate more sharply focused
strategic studies and to be useful in developing military policies, plans

and programs having long-range implications.
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The Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) is to

translate into research and development objectives; (1) the broad strategic
implications of United States military capabilities projected in the Joint
Long-Range Strategic Study, and (2) the strategic appraisal and concept,
objective force level, and functional requirements of the Joint Strategic
Objective Plan.

Operational Planning

The Joint Operation Planning System (JOPS) was approved by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in August 1970 to improve current war planning for D-Day
contingencies. It establishes the system used in planning and support
of joing military operations and consolidates policies and procedures for
the development, review, approval and execution of joint plams. The objec~-
tive of this planning is to provide detailed instructions to subordimates,
fully coordinated requests to supporting commands and agencies, and com-~
prehensive data for use in evaluating the United States capability to ful-
fill strategic responsibilities.

The complete planning process begins when the Joint Chiefs of Staff
assign combat operational tasks to unified and specified commanders. Each
year the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) assigns new tasks or
continues old task assignments to these commanders, and they must prepare
Operation Plans in CGomplete Format (O-PLANS) or Operation Plans in Concept
format (CONPLAN). The Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan alsc tells these
commanders what assigned, augmentation, and supporting forces the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have made available for 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

PURPOSE

SERVICE SUPPORTING PLAN

ARMY NAVY MARINE CORPS AIR FORCE
Joint Long Range Loag Range @ Farecasts natute of Ay Strategic | Navy Strategic | Maiine Long U §$ A F Planning
Strategic Study (10-20 yrs in possibte conflict Appraisal Study (NSS) Range Plan Concepts (The
(JLRSS) the future). @ Anticipates Scientific (ASA) Annex B, (MLRP) Plan)
and TeChﬂilﬂgi_Cﬂ' Long.Ra"ge
developments likely Guid
to affect future warfare uidance
Joiat Stiategic Mid-Range (2-10) 1 ® Specifies basic under- Amny Strategic | Navy Strategic | Marine Cormps U S A F Planning
Objectives Plan in the fulure) lakings for the DOD Appraisal Study (NSS) Mid-Range Concepts (The
{JSOP) Vol, I-Strategy during the period (ASA) Annex A, gﬁm‘c{t’lg;&s Plan | Plan)
Vol Il-Force ® Relates undertakings Amy Force IéiqaRange
Objectives to resources and force Guidance utdance
structures required (AFG)
ODevel0fs military
rationale for the Five
Year Defense Program
Joint Reseaich Part I--Lon§~ o Transiates broad (ASA) Navy Strategic | (MLRP) U S A F Planning
and Development Range (11-20) operational requires (AFG) Study (NSS) {(MMROP) Concepts (The
Objectives Document | Part U--Mid- ments for materiel into Army Long Navy Tech- (NTP) Plan)
(JRDOD) Range (1-10) R&D. objecll\fes Range nological
the Budget year |® Provides advice to 03D Technological Projections
plus 19 yeass in regarding relative Forecast (NTP)
PPBS Planning] military importance of T
R&D activities to (ALRTF)
suppart the strategic
concept, military
objectivies and the
needs of the unified
and specified commands
® Provides guidance {o
the services for their
R&D planning
Joint Strategic Short Range ® Translates national Ay Strategic | Navy Marine USAF War
Capabilities (Current Fiscal objectives and Capabilities Capabilities Capabilities and Mobilization
Ptan (JSCP) gegt) -a&lhe strategic concepts Plan (ASCP) Plan (NCP) Plan (MCP) Plan (WMP)
udget Year in ® Relates world-wide
PPBS Planning] strategic problems to
the resources currently
available
March 1974
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conqepg_of operation, and then assigns tasks and inter-Service support
requirements to his subordinate component commanders. In some cases he may
be able to task other unified and specified commands.

Two of the more important parts of the operations plans are the
Time-Phased Force and Deployment List (TPFDL) and the Transportation
Requirements List (TPTRL). The deployment list will include combat, combat
support, and combat Service support units to be employed in executing the
plan or supporting its execution. Individual forces are usually listed at
the highest level for which Service documents prescribe a standard composi-
tion; for example: Army battalion; Navy Coinssioned ship; Marine Corps
division and separate units down to and including separate companies or
comparable levels; Air Force squadron. The transportation list includes
data for each listed unit which requires separate movement scheduling.

It is interesting to note the correlation between resources and planms.
For example the Air Force, in response to the Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan and implementing Joint Operational Plans, refers Air Force component
commanders of unified commands to the Air Force War and Mobilizationm Plan
which lists Air Force assets on hand and projected in the Air Force current
POM and the current Five-Year Defense Program. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
must depend upon the military departments to make adequate forces and equip-
ment available to unified commands. The unified commander, responsible for
fighting the war, is restricted to what the various military department
secretaries choose to maintain or program to meet JCS objective force levels.

The Secretary of Defense has the final decision on the adequacy or inadequacy
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of the forces and equipment made available. He accomplishes this by
reviewing the Services' Program Objective Memorandums and examining their

consonance with the Joint Forces Memorandum.

JOINT STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM DOCUMENTS

There are two intelligence estimates in the Joint Strategic Planning
System~=-the JIEP and the JLREID. The JIEP provides the principal intelli-
gence basis for the development of the JSOP, JFM, and the mid-range period
of the JRDOD. The JLREID proivdes the principal intelligence basis for the
development of the JLRSS and the long-range period of the JRDOD. Appendix I
to this Chapter 5 contains a desdription of the seven Joint Chiefs of Staff
documents that comprise the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS). It is
an abridgement of the descriptions contained in the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Memorandum of policy which governs the operation of the JSPS (12th revision--
23 February 1973). Figure 5-6 shows the. supporting plans of each of

the Services,
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JOYINT LONS-RANGE STRATEGIC STUIY (JLRSS). The JLRSS is designed
to product a source docihent inciuding representative environmental
projections and usciul wialyses of trends and relationships. It addresses
the strategic implications of worldwide and national economic, political,
social, technical, and military trends. It deals with national objectives,
policies, and military constraints and relates these to world and regional
trends. As a source document, it is intended to stimulatc more sharply
focused strategic studies and to be useful in developing military policies,
plans, and programs having long-range implications.

Scope. The JLRSS will take into consideraticn the JLREID and will
mciuae:

« A strategic appreisal of the major political, ideological, military,
socio-econoaic, and techno-scientific factors and trends which are
expected to influence the world environment over the long term.

e consideration of the prubable mujor world power groupings, including
alternative pover aligmmerts, and a listing of possibie conflict situations.

e broad descriptien of the capabilities that the US Ammed Torces

should possess in order to serve as an instrument of national policy in
the Jong-taage period.

ed correlation of the anticipated US military capabilities with major
resenrech and developpont geals in terms of required long-range operational
copabilities

Administrative Procedurcs. The JLRSS shall be presented ac least every
2 years to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval and publication by
1 October. The document will be reviewed annuallv and updated as appropriate.

JOINT STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES PLAN (JSOP). The purpose of the JSOP
is to advise the President, the National Security Council, and the
Secretary of Defense on the military strategy and force structure re-
quired to attain the national security objective of the United States
and to provide planning guidance to the Chiefs of the Services and to
the commanders 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 shall consist of: Volume I, Strategy and Force
Plenning Cuidance; and Volume II, Analyses and Force Tabulations, and
arnexes.

Voluwmne I, JSOP, Stratecv and Force Planning Guidance. Volume
1, Jsop, shall consist of two parts under one cover: Part 1, Militgry
Strategy, and Part II, Force Planning Guidance. Part I shall provide
- statement of the national security objective and the military ohjectives
derived thererfrem in consideration of US national interests and
Coawiltiwonts 2nd the estimate of the threat as described in JIEP, Volume
II, augmented by other intelligence documents, as necessary. Additionally,
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APPENDIX"I

in consideration of the major political, mi@iqary, econom@c! and
psychological factors and trends likely to influence US military strategy,
Part 1 shall provide military appraisals and strategic concepts on both

a worldwide and a regional basis. Part II shall contain force planning
guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of

the unified and specified comrmands and the Services for the development
employment, and support of military forces to serve as a bridge between
the strategic concept and the analyses and judgments essenthl in t%ﬁ
plasning process continued in the succeeding volume and annexes of the

JSOP,

Voliwe 11, JS0P, Awlvses and Foice Tabulations. Volume IT shall
be bused upon Volume [, and the Secretary of Defense's Defemse Policy and
Planning Guidance (DPPG). It shall consider the recommendations of the
Chiefs of the Services and the commanders of the unified and specified
commands, the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as expressed in other
papers, anl pertinent guidance and studies provided to the Joint Chiefs
ol Staff.

Voluwne Il shall:

e Develop the major US force requirements to execute the strategy for
coping with global and reqional threats in concert with allies, as
-appropriate.

s Recommend major US/Free World objective force levels to execute the
strategy within the criteria of reasonable attainability and prudent
risks.

¢ Appraise the capabilities of major programmed forces to meet the
threat and execute thec stratcgy.

o Present the conclusions and recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff regarding mobilization requirements and plamming.

s Develop modernization and procurement objectives.

e Present force tabulations showing the recommendations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for the mid-range periocd and forces programmed for each
fiscal year in the Five Year Defense Program. ’

Annexes. The development of the JSOP amnexes shall be based upon
_ and be consistent with the basic military objectives, global and regional
appraisals, and strategic concepts in Volume I and the analyses, rationale,
and force tabulations in Volume II; and shall include consideration of
analysis and objective force levels for Free World Forces presented in
Volune II. Thesc amexes shall provide a basis for the development of
research and development objectives for the JRICD in the functional
areas indicated by their titles. The purpose and scope cf the ammexes
follow: .

e Amnex A, Intelligence. This amnex shall be in two parts. Part
I shall contain the major military intelligence objectives and priorities
and resource planning advice. Part II shall contain intelligence resource
objective reconmendations and major intelligence rescurce issues.
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o Amnex B, Logistics. This annex shall contain the logistic
objectives to support the opjective force levels in the JSOP. It shall
contain appropriate rationale to support the stated logistic objectives
nﬂf‘os="1r) to prov:de for peacetime readiness and for support of US and

‘lectad-Free World Forces to attain US military objectives.

o Armex C, Nuclear Weapons. This amnex shall contain the objoctives
and recommendations on the levels of nuclear weapons, together with appropri-
ate rationale.

o freiox D, Comnmicntions-Rlectronics (C-L). This annex shall
present the recomminiad C-X objectives, im.ludim those relating to the
Defense Communiecations dystam and cc:::w icationc support for the World-
wide Filltary Comwud and Control Oyciem (WWH0US). It shall contain the
factors af‘l’c-ctm'_: militory C-E requiremnts and puldance to insure
caisisteney of C-E objectives with the objective for:e levels.

o rmnox B, Cortmand and Control. This annex shall contain the
rejor connind and contrel objectives. It also chall nrovide planning
maidanze for the evolutionory develomrent of an irproved WeMCCS, ineluding
1ts Interface with other command and control. systems.

efnnex ¥, No longer a part of JSOP Volume IT

® Armex G, Mazpping, Charting, and Geodesy (MC&G). This amex
shall be in two parts. Part I shall contain the major MCG objectives,
priorities and requirements, and resource plamning guidance. Part II shall
contain MC&G resource objective recommendations and major resource issues.

® Annex H, Electronic Warfare (EW). This amnex shall contain the
EW objectives to support the force level objectives shown in the JSOP
and the supporting rationale upon which the EW objectives are hased. The
annex shall also provide EW resource planning guidance, resource objective
recomendations, and major resource issues.

Administrative Procedures

=Volume I, Stratesy. Volume I shall be presented to the Joint Chiefs
amally in time for gpproval and publication by 1 June. Velume I shall
Le forwarded to the Chiefs of the Services, the commanders of the
unified and specified commands, and other addressees shown on the dis-
tribution list by 15 June and to the Secretary of Defernse by 1 July.

o Volume TI, fnalyses and Force Tabulations. Volume II shall be
presented to the Joint Chiefs of Staff anmually for approval and
publication by 23 Decenber.
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JOUIM FORCE MDi0-ANDUM (JT)

T pepose of the JMM Is to provide the Sceretary of Defense with the
views of the J-'nl ™l of Jtat'f m mnjor force and surrort levels,
Jioveloped i acceramiea with thwe constraining cuidizice issued by the
Seeretary of Defense.

Score.  The JPM shall include a summry of analyses and assessmerd
of risks assoclated with the constralned forces as measurad against the
military objectlives and the strategic concepts in JOOP, Velume I, and
appropriate ruldonees freom the Secretary of Defense. Alse, 1t shall
ndghlirht major foree ilzsues which require decisions during the curront
year, Include projrom costs and assoclate] manpover requiraments pro-
vicéd by the Cervices, and compare coots of the constrained force
levels and the suppert programs with the costs of the approved FYDP
baselina.

Administratife Procedurcs. The Joint Chiefs of Staff will promulgzate
guldellires in culticient time to permit the Services to provide
appropriate inputs to the JFM. The JFM and its annexes shall be presented
annually to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in time for approval and publication
in accordance with the Progrem/Budget Review Schedule published for each
calendar year by the Secretary of Defense.

JOINT STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES PLAN (JSCP)

The purpose of the JSCP is to provide guldance to the commanders of
the unified and specified commends and the Chiefs of the Services for the
accomplishment of military tasks, based on projected military capabilities
and conditions, for the short-range pericd.

Scope. The JSCP shall provide the strategic concept to support the
national security objective and the basic miliftory chjectives derived
therefrom. This concept shall be based on: projected avallable foreces,
and Volume I of the JSOP, as modified by the strategy guldance issued by
the Secretary of Defense. It shall provide guidance on forces, logistics,
intelligence including essential elements of information (EEI), and the
development of plans. The JSCP shall consist cf: Volume 1 — Conceps,
Tasks, and Planning Guidance; Volume II — Forces; and the amnexes.

Volume I shall:

e Copprise the basic plan and contain the national security objective
and basic mailitay cbjectives derdved therefrom.

@ Present global and regional appraisals of the major factors likely
to affect US interests and to influence US strategy.

o Provide military strategle concepts which apply worldwide and
military strategic concepts for each of the major regions corresponding
generally to the unified command areas.

o Sct forth force capabilities.

© Assign tasxs to the commanders of the unifled and specified commands
Jad, where apprepriate, specify for each task the type of plan required.

5=20



APPENDIX I

@ Corioan planning pddanee govorning the develnpinent of plans to
accomplich Lo Lo msi ned.

Slroanify Ui truin to L2 aroralse i 10 an ererntion poan packare
appraisal, oo dosericod in the Joing mnm* lon Plaming S;,:,tcn, is to be
conducied durldics the encdns ficeal yooo.

“eInchuie pluriin~ miidinee to the Serviees for the support of the

unified end specified c:':*.;.‘; in the execution of ussizied tacks.

SHleguire that the Joint Chdefls of Siaff be advised should the commander
thc unilied or opecifizd command concerned determine that the forces

i
md voiloble for r.»l::.r:.ng in Volure IT or those made available by the
Nm.lﬂ"" Sez'\ri-_-ns are inoderrizte to acconplish an assigned task or that
other sericus limiting farlors exist. This notification shall include:

« A listing of forces and rateriel shortfalls, indieating those
considered critical and specific reasons therefor.

«An estimate of the added risk incurred through force shortfalls,
an estimate of the threzt level for wnlch available forces are considered
adequate, and, if appropriate, recommended changes in tasks.

¢ Provide guidance for the developrent of timephased force and deploy-~
ment 1ists for operation plans which are prepared in complete format.
Forces listed shall not exceed:

» Those major combat forces and other combat and support-forces
igentificd in partinent sections of Volume IT and in the amneres as

available for pianning

o othor corkot and support forces identifl:d by each Service,
throush its comonent commanlders, as being available for plamning.

Volume II shall:

& Identify the forces for planning for the development of operation
plans.

o Contain a time-phased projection of the major military compat forces
available to unified and specified commands for planning and the estimated
U7 milisom emmoncion ond dovelepment eapability fromi-day up to full
mobilination. In addition, a listing of major combat forces for
augmentation of wified ond specified ecrmonds when mobilization is
ctabadinlia Wi ll e }"l‘d\'idx.d.

oCite Service documents avallable to aid in determining, for planning
purposes, the availability of forces not specifically shown in Volume
II or the amnexes.

The AU777 ¢ s b 0T ohall preceribe  planning puddancs and indicate
capabllitics and acciir tacks within the functionnl arcas implicelt in
their titles., “he wmexes shall be mutually corpatible and supportable.
The purpese ol seope of Lthe ansxos follow: -
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frnox A, Ti501YS eree, Thin annex shall assign intellipence tar. S in

e o e

Tport of 1,. GOt Sru pres c,mb'\l intellisence planning actions to Li.nzore
Lh strate Lo corecpls of the 00, frnex A chall provide J.ntelliun
pluw i sdd s to the eomme:rn of undfied and epecified co*nmndu,

the Chicfs of the Joawien, ad the Unmctcr, DIA, for the developmen:
of intellisenze to curpert US and allied military operations required oy
the JSCP. I:x addition, Annex A shall contain the EEI of the Joint Chiels
of Starf.

® Amnex B, To~istion, This annex shall provide logistic plamning
guldance and shall contain, as an appendix, statements by the Services
as to thelr capability to'support the forces identifled in Volume II.
The Defense Supply Asency may provide a similar statement of its capability
to support the Services during the JSCP pericd.

¢ Annex C, Nuelear. This amnex, together with the National Strategic
Targeting and Attack Policy, shall provide guidance for the employermt of
nuclear weapcns and for the preparation and coordination of capabilities
plans to accomplish nuclear weapon assoclated tasks assigned in the JECP.

® Armex D, Pavcholorical Operations (PSYOP). This armex shall provide
guldance and assign tasks for the planning and conduct of PSYOP, including
propaganda activities, in situations short of and during open hostili:ies.
The annex will e.,t""‘l.ah PSYCP objectives, provide planning guidance,
identifly the PCYIF forees of each Service, and specify tasks applicatle to
th2 commanders of ths unified and specified cammands and the Military
Services.

¢ Armex T, Uaconventicnal Worfar~ (UW). . This amnex shall provide
guidance and a2ssign tasks for the planning and conduct of UW operations
in support of the bosic chjectives and tasis established in Volume L. The
crnex will identify UW cbjectives and resources, establish planning
guidance, and sopecify tasks applicable to the unified and specified

cormands and the Military Services.

_ eAmex F,  No longer a part of Volume II.
S e I P TR S G 0 obk v This annex shall prees

MCEG plannins m,zld nce in '-“L.Dnor-u of U3 und allied military operations

and shall inulcate the copabllities of the DOD MC&G community to support
projected military conditions during the JSCP timeframe. In addltion, mC&G
tasks shall be ~assipned to DOD MCG elements by Annex G.

oﬂrw x _H, Nuelewr voeunons Dowvu-r Conniderations, Clvil Defense,
Reeoversy, and Beersutitutlon,  nis arrmex chail provide greneral
congiderations il puldi.ce concerming the folleowing: ;

+ Introduct icn of nuelear damee considerations into military
logistic base plannirngs.

- Focsible Impact of a nuclear attack against U3 resources.
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. Pcssible effeets of nuclear attack for use in:
Developing plans and measures to lmprove survival probabilitles.

Preparation of plans and procedures for recovery and re-
constitution of US Forces and resources.
N Civll defense preattack requirements and postattack
capabilities.

Military participation in support of civil defense.

e Amnex I, Comrmunications-Electronics. This amnex shall provide
‘guldance to the commanders of unified and specified commands, the Chiefs,
of the Services, and Directors of Defense agencies, as appropriate, for
the accorplishment of military C-E tasks, based on projected military
capabilities and conditions for the JSCP time perdod.

¢ Arnax J, Stratecie Movement. This annex shall contain the strategle
movement plunning cuidance to support the deployment of the major foreces’
outlined I JICTP, Vol I, and the necesszry sunport forces. This amnex
shall specify the airlift and sealift resources the capability of these
resdwte s, ad gulidance ror the use of tiese 1ift resources in the
duvelornont of cperation plans.

r+ Annex K, Cover and Decepticn. This armex shall provide guidance and
assign tasks for the plamiing and conduct of, and the develcopment of
capabilities for, cover and deception operations in support of the basic
objectives and tasks established in Volume I.

@ Armex L, Civil Alfairs. This amnex shall provide guldance and tasks
to the commenders of unified and specified commands and to the Military
Services ror the plaming and conduct of civil affairs operations.

¢ frowsn U0 Rleetronie Wnrfrro, This amnex shall provide guldance and
ot ooeriol OV Y arorations,  This annex will identify
ba cujecilves, establish plarz:dlng puidance, and specify those EW which

are applicable to the commanders of the unified and specified commands and
o the Military Services.

Administrative Procedures

The JSCP shald bc reviewed annually and published by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff bi-annually or as provided below:

s Volure I and Volune II reviewed annually, by 31 January.

e he annexes shall be reviewed annually in conjunction with the
develepment of Volume I. The director responsible for preparation of
an ammex will, in coordlnation with the Services, determine whether
revision of the amnex is requircd. Revised amnexes will be submltted
for approval as scon as possible but not later than 45 days following
approval of Volume I.

The forces identified in Volume II shall be supported by joint
strategic movement capability analysis which will be 1ssued separately.
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The JSCP shall be revised between cycles as necessary when events or
change dictate. Revisicn necessary to update the JSCP and 1ts annexes
shall be premulgated in the form of page changes or, when the situation
requires, by message. The directorate/agency responsible for the prepara-
tion and publication of the JSCP volumes and annexes is responsible for

issulng update changes.
JOINT FESEARCH AND DEVELOFMENT ORJECTIVES DOCUMENTS (JRDOD)

The purpose of the JRDOD 1s to translate thebroad strategic
implications of US military capabllities projected in JLRSS, the strategic
appraisal and concept, objective force levels, and funectional area
mequirements of the JSOP into research and development (R&D) objectives
in order to provide advice and assistance to thie Secretary of Defense in
developing the DCD ELD program.

Scene.  The JRPOD shall censider the JIEP, JLREID, and applicable
intelligence and shall contain:

& R&D objectlves which are responsive to the strategy and force
reconmendations in the JSOP.

e RiD objectives, based on broad trends and future t$echnologies, re-
quired to furnish military forces with. the capabilitles needed to execut:
the military role proscribed for them in the long-range period by the JIRSS.

¢Indicators of the relative inportance of the R&D objectives considerzd
ensenld (1 Lo swoort tae sud-mu oo surniepy ad the milituary objeetives
G el weady M der as of tho oo Lowiers of e undfic downne specified
commends, ond the needs of the National Command Authorities.

&Raticnale to support the R&D cbjectives recommended.

Administrative Procedures

Guidelines. Recommendations concerning R&D matters shall be prvo-
vided by the commanders of unified and specified commands and the
Chiefs of the Services. By 1 August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff will
promulgate specific instructions for these submissions in a memorandum
entitled "Guidelines for the Development of JRDOD FY ." Imputs to
JRDOD from the commanders of the unified and specified commands and' the
Chiefs of the Sarvices are required by 1 October.

The JRDOD shall be presented to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval
and publication by 15 January.
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CHAPTER 6

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The position of Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) was established through
the National Security Act of 1247 in order to promote unification within
the armed services., Further modifications were made in 1949. For almost
150 years prior to this Act, the two military departments-—Army and Navy--
had evolved as separate and distinct entities, each looking directly to the
President for leadership in linking foreign policy and military planning.
United States experience during World War II had provided strong impetus
for change, and between 1947 and 1958, several reorganizations occurred
that moved the Services toward a more integrated defemse structure.

The Secretary's authority was appreciably strengthened through the
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 in that the Departments of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force were no longer required by law to be administered sepa-
rately. The Act gave the Secretary "direction, authority, and control” over
the Department of Defense. As a result, he can take actions to improve
effectiveness, efficiency, and economy in Department administration and
operation, including transferring, reassigning, abolishing, and consolidating
functions. However, there is one major exception to this authority which is
designed to prevent arbitrary readjustment in the militarv estahlishment, Thig
exception requires that no Defense Department function established by law
shall be substantially changed until the first 30 calendar days of continuous

session of Congress have expired following the date on which the Secretary
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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. In effect it provides
an opportunity for Congressional veto.

The Secretary's role--under the President and with the Secretary of
State--of making and implementing national security policies gives him vast
influence. He is responsible for relating defense policy to national policy,
for determining the military stremgth necessary to achieve defense objectives,
and for procuring and maintaining this strength as efficientlv and economi-
cally as possible.

As the head of the Department of Defense, the Secretary of Defense
actually maintains two separate lines of authority (see Figure 6-1). One
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. Each phase is interlocked and
provides 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.

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, The Deputy Secretary essentially manages the work of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense which represents the Staff offices of the

Assistant Secretaries, Directors, and General Counsel.
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Control Combat Over Forces

The Secretary's operational control over combat forces flows through
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of the following eight unified
and specified combat commands that provide an integrated system of land,

sea, and air forces worldwide:

Alaskan Command - Unified
Atlantic Command - Unified
Continental Air

Defense Command - Unified
European Command - Unified
Pacific Command - Unified
Readiness Command - Unified
Southern Command - Unified
Strategic Air

Command - Specified

With this authority, the Secretary makes decisions and issues memoranda
regarding threat appraisal, strategy, and force structura. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff do not command forces or establish national policy with
respect to military force levels, but as- the principal military advisory
to the President, they do make recommendations on such matters. A more
detailed discussion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is provided in Chapter 5.

Control Over Support Forces

The Secretary’s administrative control over support forces and logistical
matters flows through the civilian Secretaries of the military Departments
(Army, Navy, and Air Force) to the military Service Chiefs (Army, Navy,

Marine Corps, Air Force). With this authority, he makes decisions and
issues memoranda regarding resource programming to support the force structure,

materiel acquisition, and budgeting for annual funds to 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 also members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, their duties to that Joint organization take
precedence. This requires some delegation of authority to their Vice Chiefs

for the administrative functions of their respective Services.
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- CHAPTER 7

UNITED STATES ARMY

INTRODUCTICN
The legal basis for the United States Army is set forth in Title
10, United States Code, Section 3062 (a) and (b) which states:

"(a) It is the intent of Congress to provide an
Army that is capable, in conjunction with the
other armed forces, of-
(1) preserving the peace and security and
providing for the defense of the United
States, the Territories, Commonwealths,
and possessions, and any areas occupied by
the United States;

(2) supporting the national policies;

(3) implementing the national objectives; and
(4) overcoming any nations responsible for
aggressive acts that imperil the peace and
security of the United States.

"(b) In general, the Army, within the Department of
the Army, includes land combat and service forces and
such aviation and water transport as may be organic
therein. It shall be organized, trained, and equipped
primarily for prompt and sustained combat incident to
operations on land. It is responsible for the
preparation of land forces necessary for the effective
prosecution of war except as otherwise assigned, and
in accordance with integrated joint mobilization plans,
for the expansion of the peacetime components of the
Army to meet the needs of war."”

The Army's most basic mission, therefore, is combat operations on
land. 1In order to successfully accomplish this, forces in the fileld are
organized into units that perform combat, combat support, and combat
service support functioms. This is referred to as a "balanced field

force."
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The Army organizes its combat forces in terms of five types of
divisions - infantry, armored, mechanized infantry, airborne, and
airmobile - which can be tailored to specific battlefield requirements.
For e#a;fle, a division is formed by adding a varying number and mixture
of combat battalions having these five functions. However, an armored
division will usually have more tank battzlions than mechanized infantry
battalions while a mechanized infantry division will have a greater
proportion of mechanized infantry battalions. An infantry division
will consist predominantly of infantry battalions with some tank and
mechanized infantry battalions as necessary. The Army's peacetime

forces currently consist of 13 1/3 active divisions and it is primarily

for these forces that major weapon systems are acquired.

Organization£/

Because Army Headquarters is organized along functional lines, several
different offices have management responsibilities associated with
acquiring major systems. However, the degree of responsibility varies
with the office, and each office will have responsibilities other than
those specifically related to major systems. Extensive coordination and
communication is required to ensure that requirements are properly defined
and systems properly acquired.

The Army organization chart shown in Figure 7-1 includes the
Headquarters offices and 16 major field commands. Six of the major

commands -- U.S. Army, Alaska; U.S. Army, Europe; U.S. Army, Pacific;

1/
~ See Appendix I for July 1974 reorganizations plans.
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ARMY BRANCH STRUCTURE

BASTIC BRANCH
ARMY MISSION CLASSITICATTON BRANCHIES ARMS & SFRVICES
Infantry
Combat
Air Defense
Artillery
Arms
Field Artillery
Armor
Military Combat Support
Intelligence Arms
Basic Engineers Both Combat
. Support Arms
Signal and
. . Combat Service
LAND Branches Military Police Support
Ordnance
COMBAT
Chemical
Transportation
Quartermaster
Combat
Adjutant General
Service
Finance
Support
Medical pp
Special
Judge Advocate
General
Branches
Chaplain
Separate Womens Army
Branch Corps
Source: Army Regulation 10-6, Branches of the Army
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U.S. Army Forces Southern Command; U.S. Army Forces Readiness Command;

.and U.S. Army Air Defense Command -- are considered "Tactical Commands"
(fighging forces) and are Army components of the respective unified commands —
U.S. Alaskan Command, U.S. European Command, U.S. Pacific Command,

U.S. Southern Command, U.S. Readiness Command, and Continental Air Defense
Command -~ that are under the Joint Chiefs of Staff operational command.
The remaining 10 major Army commands are considered "Functional Commands"

(providing forces) because of the supporting role they play.

Mission Areas

Army mission areas are not specifically categorized as to the parts
which make up the broad land combat mission. We found only two ways
which ‘approach an understanding of what could be viewed as mission areas.
One is through the branch structure, and another is a means of grouping
system requirements.

Branch names are used to identify personnel and units trained in the
principal functions associated with that branch. They also provide a
framework for developing and adapting weapons, tactics, and techmiques
within the balanced field force. Branches can be classified into two
groups - basic and special. They can also be grouped into "arms and service"
categories. Arms represent those branches primarily concerned with combat
and combat support. The combat arms are those branches whose officers
are directly involved in the conduct of actual fighting while the combat
support arms provide operational assistance to the combat arms. -Services
represent those branches primarily concerned with providing combat service

support and/or administrative support. Figure 7-2 shows these relationships.
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ARMY FUNCTIONAL ARFAS
FOR GROUPING REQUIRITLLTS

INFANTRY
ARMOR
FI1ELD ARTILLERY
AVIATION
ENGINEER
AIR DEFENSE
COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS
AIRBORNE
AMPHIBIOUS
NUCLEAR
CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND RADIOLOGICAL
SPECIAL OPERATIONS
PSYCHOLOGICAL
UNCONVENTIAL WARFARE
INTERNAL DEFENSE AND INTERNAL DEVELOPMENT
CIVIL AFFAIRS
PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATION
INTELLIGENCE
LOGISTICS
SPACE COPERATIONS

OTHER SERVICE SUPPORT

MILITARY POLICE OPERATIONS

Source: Catalog or Approved Requirements Decument prepared within the
Office of the Assistant Chief of Stafl for Force Development
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Another way of visualizing Army mission areas is in terms
of how system requirements are grouped. For example, when a required
operational capability for a weapon system is established, it will be
assigned to 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 for Force Development who has the responsibility for receiving,
processing, and recording requirements documents.

Major Acquisitions

As of June 30, 1973, the Army had 22 major systems under development
with a total estimated program cost of 523.4 billion (see Figure 7-4).
These systems were subject to special management procedures including
review by the Army System Acquisition Review Council (ASARC) which is
discussed later in this Chapter. [Although not considered developmental
acquisitions by the Army, and not managed as a major systemsby the Army
or the Office of the Secretary of Defense in the sense that an ASARC
and a Defense System Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) review would
be expected, the Department of Defense inventory of major acguisitions
listed 13 additional systems with a total estimated program cost of
$7.2 billion (see Figure 7-5). These systems essentially represented
follow-on quantity purchases, even though some research, development,
test, and evaluation funds were programmed for product improvements];J

In addition to the Secretary of Defense criteria for 2 major system

contained in DOD Directive 5000.1, a system can still be considered

1/ The 35 systems (22+ 13) differs from the 31 shown in Chapter 2 because
5 additional systems were listed by the Army as major acquisitions
(Figure 7-4) and 2 systems listed in the 0SD inventory were grouped as
1 by the Army,
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ECRE I

SHORT
TITLE

SAM~-D

UTTAS

MICV

AM-1

AAH
SAFEGUARD
LANCE
IMPROVED HAWK
HLH

ARSV
DRAGON
TACFIRE
STINGER
BUSHMASTER
XM-198
PERSHING 1II
TOS

NAVSTAR -~ GPS
AN/TEQ 37
CLGP
HELLFIRE
SHORAD

ARMY INVENTORY OF 22 MAJOR ACQUISITIONS
AS OF JUNE 30, 1973

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 Helicopter

Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle
Medium Antitank Assault Weapon
Tactical Fire Direction System

Man Portable Air Defense System
Vehicle Rapid Fire Weapons System - Succéssor
Howitzer, Towed, 155MM

PERSHING II 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

Total Estimated Program Costs

PROGRAM ESTIMATE
{(millions)

§ 4,481,
2,325.
252,
3,040.
1,800.
6,337.
921.
773.
189.
2a4,
S€0.
272,
484,
2RE,
143,
468,
43.6 af
37.2 a/
172.0
78.8 a/
16.0 a/
443.0

[l VS RN« BE NN N I RO ]

»

o ™S 0o

$ 23,356.1 b/

* The Army refers to these systems as the ""Big 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 of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development
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OTHER ARMY MAJOR ACQUISITIONS*
~ AS OF JUNE 30, 1973
TITLE
Tank, M60AL

Tank, M60A1E2

Recovery Vehicle, M578

Tube-Launched, Optically-Tracked, Wire Guided
Antitank Missile (TOW)

Huey Cobra Helicopter (AH-1G)

Airplane, Utility (U-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,M16A1

Total Estimated Program Costs

R
L.
R

PROGRAM ESTIMATE
{millions)

$ 1,720.1
406.8
164.9 a/

825.3
468.0
75.8
965.4
218.2
1,278.3 5/
581.5 a/
82.2 é/’
77.7 EJ
338.0 a/

$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/ 1Includes both Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation and

Procurement Appropriations

Source: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)

Figure 7=5
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major within the Army depending upom how the Army 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;

--gverall resource impact;
-—-the relationship to other programs and materiel developers;

--the necessity for cooperation with other Defense Departmental
components and allied governments; or

-~the development risks and system complexity.



Changes in Materiel Acquisition Documents

Recently the Army made two significant changes in their materiel
acquisition documents. Consequently when searching for such documents,
older ones may be found, and obsolete terminology may occasionally be
used. This section highlights these changes.

The Materiel Need (MN) concept, established in 1971, included an
assortment of documents with a single format to set forth requirements for
new or improved materiel. This concept was intended to reduce the time
devoted to document processing experienced under the preceeding Qualitative
Materiel Requirement (QMR) concept which included 2 series of different
documents.

In 1972, the Required Operational Capability (ROC) concept superceded
thg Materiel Need concept, and is the current method used in describing
new or improved system requirements. This change was a part of major
system acquisition policy revisions which were designed to shorten the
overall time spent in generating requirements and developing systems, and
to bring top-level Army managers into the decision process at key points
in a system's life cycle.

A list of Army materiel acquisition documents under the present,
previous, and old concepts is shown in Figure 7-6.

IDENTIFYING THE NEED

Major system acquisitions must be based upon identifiable "needs",
that is, in order to justify developing or producing a system, a need

statement should identify a problem and provide evidence to explain why
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PRESENT ROC CONCEPT

ARMY MATERIEL ACQUISTTION DOCUMENTS

PREVIOUS MN CONCEPT

OLD QMR CONCEPT

)CO -~ Operational
Capability Objective

0CO -~ Operational
Capability Objective

!0C ~ Required
Operational
Capability

IDPMN - Initial Dratt Proposed Materiel Need
DPMN - Draft 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)

)P — Development Plan

ADP -~ Advanced Development Plan

SDP -~ System Development Plan

DPMN(ED) ~ Dratt Proposed Materiel Need
(Engineering Development)

PMN(ED) - Proposed Materiel Need
(Engineering Development)

MN(ED) - Materiel Need (Engineering Development)

PMMP -~ Project Manager Master Plan

JFP —~ Concept Formulation
Package
TOD~-Trade-0ff Deter-
mination
TOA-Trade~Oft Analysis
BTA-Best Technical

CFP ~ Concept Formulation Package
TOD -~ Trade-Off Determination

TOA - Trade~Oft Analysis
BTA -~ Best Technical Approach

Approach
COEA-Cost and Operational COEA -~ Cost and Operational Eftectiveness
Eftectiveness Analysis
Analysis
!liminated MN(P) ~ Materiel Need (Production)

JARDS ~ Catalog ot Approved
Requirements
Documents

CDOG -~ Combat Development Objectives Guide

0CO ~ 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

Figure 7-6




el=L

SCHEME FOR IDENTIFYING NEEDS

SELECTED PRODUCTS

MEANS /BASTS DESCRIPTION , USED/WORK PERFORMED RESULT TRANSITION
~Intelligence data
A resource management function designed| ~-Threat analysis
The Army Planning to determine in advance how the Army -Army Strategic Appraisal
System will carry out its roles and missions ~-Army Force Guidance REQUIREMENTY
~Army Force Program
-Army Capabilities Plan ARE
The Combat The task ot formulating concepts, -Land combat studies NEEDS
Development doctrine, organization, and materiel ~Operational Capability ESTABLISHED
Function objectives and requirements for Bbjectives
employving Army forces ARE &
The Army Study A means or seeking alternative ~Specitic studies
Program solutions and new approaches to ~Priority Areas of REQUIRED
problems Concern IDENTIFIED
~Threat analysds OPERATIONAL
Research and A means ot developing materiel to -Army Long-Range
Development meet operational requirements Technological Forecast CAPABILITY
Combat Experience Deficiencies are recognized -Actual experience
&Field Exercises (ROC)
Individual or Ideas originated informally or —Human thought
Group Ideation spontaneously DOCUMENT
Obsolesence and Evolutionary materiel improvement -Research, development,
Old-Ape studies, analyses PREPARED

Figure 7-7



a solution should be sought. Once a need is knowm, it can be reduced to
a "requirement” designed to express what should be developed.

The Army is responsible for identifying its own needs, and needs
for weapons must always be related to actual or potential enemy threats.
Nevertheless, technological advancements, and equipment approaching
obsolescence or old-age are factors that can also create needs. Sometimes
needs might be satisfied in ways other than through acquiring major weapon
systems, such as by using differing force levels or mixes, or by changing
doctrine or tactics. However, when the need for a new or improved
weapon system capability is identified, the requirement to satisfy
this need could result in the development of a new system, or a qualitative
modification to an existing system.

Figure 7-7 and the topies im this section highlight various means in
which the Army either identifies its needs for major systems or establishes
a foundation upon which ideas can orginate. The means discussed are
intended to be neither all inclusive because of other ways to identify
needs for which we may be unaware, nor mutually exclusive because of the
interrelationship among them. Each topic tends to protray methodical
and formal tasks, but it is particularly important to recognize that
spontaneous and informal ideation by individuals or groups may be just
as prevalent, if not dominant. Although not discussed below, actual
combat experience, combat simulation during field exercises, and aging
or obsolete equipment are other means contributing to needs idemtification.

The Army Planning System

As the first phase of the planning, programming, and budgeting system,

Army planning impacts upon identifying needs for major systems in the
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sense that it addresses the development of national military strategy,
policy, force objectives and capabilities, and resource requirements in
carrying out Army roles and missions. The Planning System provides a
basis upon which the Army Staff can manage Army affairs for the Chief of
Staff in both the short-and mid-range period - that is, from a current
year up to 10 years in the future., It also provides military advice and
assistance to the Secretary of the Army.

Intelligence/Threat Support

The Army generally relies upon Defense Intelligence Agency documents
(see Chapter 4) to provide basic intelligence and threat data. However,
some additional threat analysis is performed by the Staft within the Oftice
of the Assistant Chief ot Staff for Intelligence (ACSI) and published in
the Army Strategic Appraisal document (described below). Basically,
it is a reiteration of the Defense Intelligence Agency mid-range data,
but tailored for Army users.

The Army has a requirement for detailed long~range threat projections
based upon the data contained in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Long-
Range Estimative Intelligence Document (JLREID). The ACSI is also
publishing the Army Long-Range Environmental Projection (ALREP) which
provides information on the political, economic, and social environment.
This document provides a base from which mid-and long-range projections
can be made. The Army Threat Analysis Document (ATAD) will be an ex~-
tension of ALREP and will address conflict situations and force data
principally in the mid-range period. ATAD has replaced the Army Analysis
of Intelligence (AAI) Volume III which previously addressed the threat in

the long-range period.
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BASTIC ARMY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

RELATED
TIME RESPONSIBLE  JCS
DOCUMENT - CONTENTS/PURPOSE PERIOD = OFFICE DOCUMENT
ARMY STRATEGIC APPRAISAL (ASA)
~The basic planning document regarding strategy -~ organized on both a worldwide Mid-
and regional basis range
~Contains national security interests, objectives, and policies including (3-10 DCSOPS JSOP 1
regionally-oriented appraisals, strategic concepts, and military objectives years)
~Provides Army views on military policies and strategy based on Presidential,
National Security Council, and Defense pronouncements
~Provides threat analysis apnd identities intellipgence gaps
ARMY FORCE GUIDANCE (AFG)
~Contains guidance tor developing objective force levels and resource requirements [Mid-
to carry out national strategy, based on the ASA document, Detense Policy and range DCSOPS JSOP 11
Planning Guidance, and Joint Strategic Objectives Plan I (3-10
-Provides input to Joint Strategic Objectives Ptlan 11 years)
ARMY FORCE PROGRAM (AFP)
~Develops detailed approved active Army force structure (troop list) a .d manpower Short—-
programs tor current and budget years range
-Identities Army Reserve Component jorce structure in detail (0-2 ACSFOR None
~Projects asset demands and availability to assess the capability to support forces]|years)
-Presents activation, inactivation, reorganization, and deployment schedules
~Supports the Army budget request throughout the budget cycle
ARMY CAPABILITIES PLAN (ACP)
-Provides administm tive and operational guidance tor employing/supporting forces Short-
-Retlects specific tasks and capabilities attainable within existing programs and range
budget limitations (0-2 DCSOPS JscP
-Assigns tasks to major Army commands years)

-Documents active Army forces available to carry out operation plans, including
mobilization schedule and plans tor developing torces

-Provides guidance ftor personnel, intelligence, logistics, ana special operations
-Outlines the Army's concept of, and role in, security assistance

Source: Army Regulation 1-1

Figure 7-8




The Intelligence Threat Analysis Detachment (ITAD) provides threat
analysis support to high visibility studies at the Army Staff level and
to other studies, within the limits of its resources. Beyond this,
ITAD provides guidance, support, and supervision to other Army threat
developers in their preparation of threat support to studies which will
require approval at the Department of the Army level, or which will
subsequently be incorporated into actions which will require Department
of the Army approval.

Planning Documents

As part of the Joint Strategic Planning System and PPBS, the
Army prepares four basic planning documents which are described in
Figure 7-8.lj Two of the documents are applicable to the mid-range
time period (3 to 10 years into the future), while the other two cover
the short-range period (0 to 2 years). Generally, only decisions and
guidance resulting in a major force or resource change will necessitate
changes to these documents.

The Combat Development Function

The combat development function is also a principal means of
identifying Army needs for major systems. In general, it involves the
Army's perception of its various mission areas and expectations for
accomplishing these missions in the future. More specifically, it
includes formulating concepts, doctrine, organization, and materiel
objectives and requirements for employing Army forces in a theater of

operations and in control of civil disturbances.

1/ See Army Regulation 1-1 for more details, and Figure 7-14, to this
Chapter for the relationship of Army documents to Joint Chiefs of
Staff and Secretary of Defense documents.
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At Army Headquarters, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force
Development (ACSFOR) has general staff respomnsibility for overall
combat developments and related policy. The U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC), as one of the major commands, is the principal
combat developers with responsibilities to guide, coordinate, and
integrate the Army's total combat development effort. This is accomplished
through service schools, functional centers, and other special organizatioms,
and in cocordination with other Army commands having their own special
combat development tasks. (See Appendix 1I for a list of these activities).

Land Combat Studies

Periodic long-range land combat studies are used as vehicles to
help design the conceptual Army of the future. The most recent study
referred to as Land Combat System I (LCS I) was prepared by the U.S.

Army Combat Development Command (which no longer exists due to an Army
reorganization on July 1, 1973). It made Army design projections to
1995, based upon perceptions of the 1995 time frame, as seen in the late
1960's. Supporting information for such studies includes long-range
threat analysis, long-range technological forecasts, and National and
Defense policies.

The newly organized Training and Doctrine Command now has the combat
developments function, but its role in terms of studies is limited to the
short-and mid-range periods. Future long-range land combat studies
are expected to be conducted when necessary, by the newly organized
Concepts Analysis Agency, field operating agency of the 0ffice of the

Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development.



Operational Capability Objectives

Emanating from land combat studies are Operational Capability
Objectives (0CO). The most recent study recormended revising the Army's
56 existing Objectives - the titles of which are shown in Figure 7-9,
grouped under six functional categories. These Objectives are considered
generally stable and represent Army approved descriptions of desired
capabilities 10 to 20 years into the future. They basically establish
long-range goals for combat develcpment and research and development
planners. They specifically support Research, Exploratory Development,
and Nonsystem Advanced Development (6.1, 6.2 and 6.3a programs elements
respectively) within the Rese#rch, Development, Test, and Evaluation
(RDT&E) program.

The Objectives are to be reviewed annually by the Training and
Doctrine Command in coordination with other interested commands and
agencies. Additions, deletions, and modifications may be made by these
offices or by Headquarters staff, and approval is an Assistant Chief of
Staff for Force Development responsibility. Although the land combat
studies are the principal source for new Operatiomal Capability Objectives,
any element or individual within the Army may propose them. Once approved,
they are recorded in a classified quarterly document called Catalog of
Approved Requirements Documents (CARDS) prepared by the Assistant

Chief of Staff for Force Development.
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A.

B.

ARMY OPLRATIOMAL CAPARILITY OBIFCTIVES
FOR 1.AND WARFARM OPFRATIONS

INTELLICENCE
1. TIntegrated Systems Concept
2. Turget Acquisition Reconnaissance and Surveillance
3. Interrogution
4, Meteorological Data
5. Weuther Prediction
A, Mupping Geodesy and Military Geographic Intelligence
7. Counterintelligence Cover und Deception - Counter Surveillance
8. Strategic Intelligence
9. Clandestine Collection
lu. Screening
11. Identification ot Hostile Aerial Threut
MOBILITY
12, General Purpose Forces Mobilicy
13. Selected Maneuver Units
14. air Mobilircy
15. Amphibious COperations
1o, Unconventional Warftare Operations
17. Strategic Mobility
18, Combar Kngineering
FIREPOWER
19. Individuual Firepower
20. Support ot Maneuver Unics
21. Heavy Assamlt and Counter armor
22, Air ana Space Derense
23, Nuclear
24, Ammunition
25. Chemicul Firepower
26, Flame and Incendiaries
27. Barriers
28. Psychological Warfare Operations
29, TFircpawer Countermeusures
30. Weather Control
31, TFirce Support trom Other Services
32, Electronic Warrare
33. Counter Artillery/Mortar Firepawer

Figure 7-9
Page 1
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ARMY OPRFRATTONAL CAPARTLIIY OBIRCTTVES
FOR TARND WARFARE QPURATIONS  (COTT™D)

COMMAND, CONTROL, AND COMMUNICATIONS

34,
35.
36.
37.
38.

Tucticul Communicutions
Control

Special Communications
Warning

Counter Control

SERVICE SUPPORT

39.
4u.
41,
42,
43.
44,
45.
46,
47.
48,
49,
SU.
si.
52,

Supply

Maintenance

Electricul Power
Trunsportation-Movements Control
Ehemical, Biologicul, und Radiological Defense System
Medical Services

Personal Services

Rear Area Protection

Construction and Maintenance Facilities
Civil Attairs

Military Support of Civil Defense
Mobilization Base

Fuel

Rapid Acclimatization Means

SPECIAL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY OBJECIIVES

53.
54,
55.
56.

Space Operations and Technology

Nignt Operations

Construction Support to Other Services
Intecnal Defense ana Internal Development

Figure 7-9
Page 2
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DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND ARMY
STUDY CATEGORIES

GENERAL CLASSIFICATION STUDY CATEGORIES

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL

STUDIES
CONCEPTS AND PLANS
and
ANALYSES OPERATION AND FORCE STRUCTURE

[Re search, Development,
Test, & Evaluation LOGISTICS
Appropriations Used =

Specifically 6.5

Management & Support SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Funds
MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT

[Operations and
Maintenance Appropriations
Used}

Source: Department ot Defense Directive 5010.22
Army Regulation 5-5

Figure 7-10
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The Army Study Program

Another important means of identifying needs is through the Army
Study Program, the overall purpose of whicﬁ is to seek ways of developing
or exploiting new opportunities and to solve pressing problems. Studies
are basically devoted to assisting decision-makers by offering alternative
solutions and new approaches to problems and developing recommendations
for Army input to Joint and Defense Department policies and positions.

In practice, there is often narrow distinection between studies and
research and development. However, this Program is directed more toward
operations research studies which address such areas as strategy and tactics,
materiel and personnel systems, forée structure, and technology. Research
and development studies relate to increased knowledge of natural phenomena,
improved technology, and technical development of a single weapon system
or other materiel.

The Army conducts its studies under the six broad categories shown
in Figure 7-10. During May of each year, the Chief of Staff approves
The Army Study Program and a document is published listing all Army
studies to be undertaken during the ensuing fiscal year. Contractual
studies costing $100,000 or more must be approved by the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Research and Development). The 1974 document listed 601
studies sponsored by 18 Headquarters agencies and major field commands. - -
The Program amounted to over $19 million in contractual funds and over
1,200 technical man~years of in-house effort. "Priority Areas of Concern”
(see Appendix ITII) approved by the Chief of Staff through his Study
Planning Guidance document served as a framework against which 107 of

these studies were programmed.
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Although not all 601 studies were related to major systems, the
examples listed below are typical of some broad study topics that could
bear upon system needs.

——Armor Concepts and Force Design Study

-—Army Requirements for Alr Force Close Air Support

~—The Army Role in the Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses

-~Field Artillery Concepts and Force Design Study

~-Helicopter Requirements to Support the Army Logistics Mission

--Integrated Tactical Communication System

-~Nuclear Doctrine, Organizations, and Equipment

-—Concept for Electronic Warfare Support to the Army in the Field

A list of the principal Army study organizaéions is shown in Appendix IV.
Limired study capability is also available in Army staff agencies and major

commands.

Threat Analysis Support

In conjuncticn with some studies, an analysis of actual or potential
enemy threat may be required. The Intelligence Threat Analysis Detachment
(ITAD) assigned to the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for )
Intelligence supplies this type of analysis in support of Army studies in
weapons research, force developments, and long-range planning. Consequently,
assessment or interpretation of the current and future capabilities of
3 nation or group of nations which could be used to oppose the goals or
interests of another nation or alliance (the Detachments definition of
"threat") can have significant impact upon identifying needs for maﬁ?r-
systems because it can influence study results. The Detachment's specific
stated mission is to (1) provide threat analysis support to the Army,

(2) supervise Army threat analysis operations performed by other Army

organizations, and (3) develop and monitor Army threat analysis methodology.
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The Detachment's work basically provides a means by which agreed
intelligence-based threat data can be extrapolated for study and planning
purposes within the Army. Two reasons given for establishing this threat
analysis capability were that (1) National, Defense, and Joint intelligence
documents proviﬁed very little intelligence data beyond the mid-range time
frame (10 years) and.(Z) intelligence for short- and mid-range periods
were not considered to be properly structured or sufficiently detailed to
meet the needs of Army studies and war game simulations. After receiving
the Chief of Staff's annual Study Planning Guidance document, study
sponsors and intelligence offices develop their study plans. If a study
sponsor requests threat analysis from the Detachment, projections are
tailored to fit the assumptions, scope, purpose, and time frame of studies
being supported. |
In developing long-range threat projections - 10 to 20 years into the
future - models depicting a given foreign nationd environment and leadership
are used to consider the full range of plausible options and capabilities
open to that nation. Where intelligence information on foreign weapons
systems and force structures is either not available, or not in sufficient
detail, Detachment analysts supplement available data with a threat analysis,
pretending they were actually enemy ("red") planmers.
An example of this type of work has included an allocation of Warsaw
Pact aircraft against the 7th Army in Europe. Examples of some current
projects follows:
——Antiairceraft Artillery Systems, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republic/Peoples Republic of Chinma, 1973-1993

~Electronic Warfare Threat to TOW, SHILLELAGH, DRAGON, and
HELLFIRE, 1573-1993

—Helicopter Projections, Union of Soviet Socialist Republic/
Peoples Republic of China, 1972-1992.
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Research and Development

The ultimate Army research and development objective is to develop
weapons, systems, and equipment primarily for Army use that have superior
performance capabilities to those of potential enemies and that can be
effectively manned and supported in any environment and under all conditions
of war. This is basically accomplished by maintaining a strong technological
base within the physical, engineering, environmental, life, behavorial, and
social sciences. It includes cognizance of research and development being
pursued by allies and other nationms.

The research and development program is responsive to the Army Planning
System and the Combat Development Function. Part of the program's activities
are directed toward achieving the Operational Capability Objectives (0CO)
shown in Figure 7-9. Basic Research (6.1), Exploraﬁory Development
(6.2) and Nonsystem Advanced Developmént (6.3a) categories within the
Research, Devalopment, Test, and Evaluation program structure are used
for this purpose, and to that extemt, research and development becomes
an important means of identifying needs.

Research and development activities are also directed toward expanding
technological alternatives to meet future national security needs. Early
decisions on the technical feasibility of proposed systems are important to
the success of matching operational needs with equipment superior to the
expected enemy threat. Consequently, technological forecasting becomes the
first stage of the Army research and development planning cycle, and is
intended to reduce risks inherent in the conceptualization and development

of new weapons systems.
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The basic planning document for forecasting is the Army Long-Range
Technological Forecast (ALRTF). This document is intended to describe
knowledge, capabilities, and materiel which science and technology can be
expected produce, up to 20 years into the future, if supported by
orderly research and development programs. It is published in three
volumes entitled (1) "Scientific Opportunities" which discusses opportunities
and limitations in both materiel and non-materiel oriented research that
will affect the future technical capabilities of the Army; (2) "Technological
Capabilities” which describes the technological capabilities foreseen
as achievable in areas vital to the provision of future high-performance
materiel; and (3) "Advanced Systems Concepts" which includes examples
of materiel systems that might be provided if the capabilities described
in the preceeding volume are ‘achieved. The document is compiled from Army-
wide critiques and contributions by the U.S. Army Materiel Command in
cooperation with the Army Research Office and on behalf of the Chief of
Research and Development.

Nearly all major staff agenciés and field commands have some interest
in or responsibility for research and development. Figure 7-11 identifies
the principal organizations.

ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT

Once a need is identified, altermatives for satisfying it must be
sought. If a weapon system is considered to be the solution, a new system
could be developed, an existing system could be modified, a foreign system
could be purchased, or the gquantities being bought for an existing system

could be increased. Whatever the choice, a requirement is established.
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ARMY AGENCIES AND COMMANDS HAVING AN INTEREST
IN OR RESPONSIBILITY FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

8T-L

SECRETARY
ARMY SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL
OF THE ARMY
| ]
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT) (INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS)
SAszTUEAMRD CHIEF OF STAFF ASSISTANT VICE COMPUTER SYSTEMS
CHIEF OF STAFF OMMAND
MANAGER GENERAL STAFF OFFICES F COMMAN
I ] I I | ]
CHIEF OF DEPUTY CHIEF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF
)
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF RESEARCH AND OF STAFF FOR CHs'lEFE '; SURGEON OF STAFF FOR
FOR FORCE DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT LOGISTICS ENGINEER GENERAL INTELLIGENCE
| I I
[ ]
ARMY RESEARCH
CONCEPTS OPERATIONAL OFFICE Ao it CHIEF) | MepicaL REsEARCH
E N A VELOP T
AN&“!'E-YE'S EVALUATION ADVANCED BALLISTIC COMMUNICATIONS- ND %%MMANDMEN
AGENCY AGENCY MISSILE DEFENSE ELECTRONICS
[ I I
ARMY
TRAINING AND
ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND DOCTRINE ComManD | | FORCES COMMAND SECURITY
AGENCY
I I
AVIATION SYSTEMS COMMAND COMBINED ARMS CENTER . HEALTH U.5. ARMY
ELECTRONICS COMMAND LOGISTICS CENTER sé%;\af:g comggsﬁwous
MISSILE COMMAND ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER
TROOP SUPPORT COMMAND COMBAT DEVELOPMENTS
ARMAMENT COMMAND
TR AT T OO TIVE oS EXPERIMENTATION COMMAND | soRcE; ARMY FIELD MANUAL 38-70, RESEARCH,
- ASSOCIATED SERVICE SCHOOLS DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION
TEST AND EVALUATION COMMAND - MANAGEMENT.
LABORATORIES AND PROJECT MANAGERS FIGURE 7 - 11




In response to Department of Defense efforts to seek ways of acquiring
systems more quickly and economically, the Army revised their system
acquisition policies in July 1972 to:

--shorten the requirements generation time, reduce the amount
of detail and output, and improve product quality;

--require high level decision-making on major weapon systems'
development through an Army System Acquisition Review
Council (ASARC);

—-shorten development time to about six years from the time
of the first Army System Acquisition Review Council decision
(immediately after the Conceptual Phase and before entering
the Validation Phase) to the time of the system's initial
operational capability (I0C), when it can be done without
inordinate risks;

-—fully fund priority projects within the Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation Appropriation so development time would
not be lengthened for reasoms of marginal funding;

--trade high quantity buys for smaller buys with higher unit
costs when more sophisticated equipment was required to
provide superiority on the battlefield; and

--gxercise care to ensure that costs estimates realistically
represent system acquisition costs and that meaningful
cost control is maintained.

Procedures were also outlined which described a formal process for

reviewing and approving requirements within Army Headquarters (see
Figure 7-12). This process can serve as a guide to pertinent documents

and responsible participants; however, particular sensitivity to any .

informal relationships or influences that may reverse or short-circuit

this process is necessary, whether the result is favorable or unfavorable.
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Processing and Approval Actioms

The basic document used to describe a requirement for new or improved

Army systems is called Required Operational Capability (ROC)l{ It may
originate anywhere within the Army such as at schools and centers, or at
major command, staff, or secretariat levels. Ideas for requirements may
also originate within private industry where solutions to problems
frequently result in both solicited and unsolicited proposals. In this
regard, the Army also sponsors, co-sponsors, and indorses unclassified
sclentific and technical meetings when it has an interest, or when the
future capability to carry out research and development necessary to
accomplish its wission is affected. For the most part, however, Required
Operational Capability documents originate within the U.S. Army Training
and Doctrine Command and the U.S, Army Materiel Command.

The stated requirement can support Exploratory, Advanced, and Enginesering
Development (6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 program elements respectively) within the
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation program. However, while
Operational Capability Objectives (0CO) specifically support expenditure
of 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3a funds (research, exploratory development, and
non-system advanced development, respectively) the majority of the
requirements addressing materiel needs come within 6.3b and 6.4 program

elements (system advanced and engineering development, respectively).

1/ For improvements in existing systems which do not significantly change
performance characteristics, a Product Improvement Proposal (PIP)
is submitted to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics.
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It is generally appropriate to prepare a Required Operational
Capability document when (1) a potential threat or operational deficiency
is identified, (2) a technological opportunity appears, or (3) existing
systems in the inventory are approaching old-age or obsolesence.

Submitting the document to the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force
Development within Army Headquarters starts the requirements approval
process. In approximately four pages, the document 1s to describe why the
system is needed, how and where it will be used, its essential characteristics,
the necessary technical development, and the fiscal consequences as described
below. This is to permit an Army Headqua¥ters decision for initiating
development.

The prescribed document format is shown below.

1. Statement describing the need, with the recommended Catalog
of Approved Requirements Documents (CARDS) paragraph number
for the proposed systenm

2. Expected time frame in which the new or improved system is
required.

3. Description of the threat or operational deficiency the
system 1is expected to overcome.

4, Statement on how the equipment would be used in terms
of mission capability, the geographical areas of use,
and the type of unit(s) expected to use it~/

5. Principal performance, reliability, availability, and
maintalnability characteristics necessary to describe
the system's operational features

6. A broad analysis of the required technical effort

7. A broad-based cost estimate categorized in terms of

research and development, non-recurring investment, and
recurring investment
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Approved Required Operational Capabilities are assigned to the
appropriate functional categories shown in Figure 7-3, and recorded in
the Catalog of Approved Requirements Document (CARDS) maintained by the
Aggsistant Chief of Staff for Force Development. This Catalog is updated
quarterly and provides guidance to research and development activities,
including private industry, in the 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3a funding areas.

It lists approved requirements by title, and identifies the materiel
developer and the assigned user or user representative for the-approved
requirement.

The Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development is the focal point
within the Headquarters for requirements documents. Initially, the Force
Development Staff determines whether adequate information is included
in the document for a decision to initiate a development program. If not,
the document will be sent to the appropriate combat developer or other
agency for additional information., The time allowed for this refinement
process is 60 days. When the document is returned to Army Headquarters
for approval, a target of 45 days 1s established to complete staffing
requirements. Total processing time will vary, however, with the type and
complexity of the specific Required Operational Capability.

Simultaneously with initial submission to the Headquarters, a
Required Operational Capability document originated by combat deveibpers
is to be sent to selected major U.S. Army commands and quadripartite

1/

countries~ for their review and comments. The major commands are given

1/ Great Britain, Canada, and Austrailia
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30 days to respond to Army Headquarters, and no response represents
concurrence. Comments considered valid and which change the described
operational capability will be included in an Army Headquarters approval
letter for incorporation into a bevelopment Plan (DP) prepared by the
materiel developer. Comments from quadripartite countries are to be
considered and acted upon separately at the time of receipt.

The Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development in coordination
with the Chief of Research and Development, and the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Logistics determines which proposed systems will be considered major
under the criteria discussed in Chapter 2 and the Introduction to this
Chapter. If the proposed system is considered to be non-major, the
Asgistant Chief of Staff for Force Development has approval or disapproval
authority. If it is classified 3s major, the Assistant Chief forwards
it to the Chief of Staff for decision, along with a recommendation to
assemble a Special Task Force to conduct concept formulation activities,

After the Required Operational Capability document is approved, the
proponent combat developer is to forward a copy to the quadripartite
countries for information purposes and to the other military Services
for review and harmonization. Army instructions state, however, that
developmental activities will not be delayed pending receipt of comments
from these countries and Services.

Specisl Task Force Functions

Upon approval of a Required Operational Capability document for a
major system, the Chief of Staff appoints a Special Task Force which

operates under the supervision of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force
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Development. The purpose of the Task Force is to challenge the validity
of the requirement, investigate alternative design approaches, and recommend
an approach to meet the system requirement objective. These activities
are conducted during the Conceptual Phase of the gystem's life cycle and
terminated when the project enters the Validation Phase or when the designated
Project Manager assumes management responsibility.

At minimum, Special Task Force membership includes a Director;
Project Manager (designee); materiel user, materiel developer, and
combat developer representatives; trainers (Army schools and centers);
technical and support agency personnel; and resource programmers. OQOther
positions may also be designated as needed. The Director receives a
Letter of Instruction from the Chief of Staff providing the Task Force's
mission, organization, authority, respomsibilities, tasks, tenure, comstraints,
reporting requirements, milestone program, and other necessary information.
The Task Force's initial work is to prepare its charter for Chief of
Staff approval. The charter will reflect applicable portions of the
Letter of Instruction with the Director's recommended modifications or
amplifications.

The Special Task Force's products include the follewing three basic
documents:

--Concept Formulation Package (CFP)

--Final Report

--Draft Development Concept Paper (DCP), Draft Program

Memorandum (PM), or Draft Army Program Memorandum (APM),
whichever is 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, or Army
Program Memorandum drafts, whichever are used, and includes the following

four elements:

Trade-0ff Determimation - This is prepared by the materiel developer

and includes discussions and analyses on (1) each technical

approach that could potentially satisfy the materiel requirement;

(2) potential product improvement of a current item or system

to satisfy the requirement; (3) trade~offs required for each approach;
(4) cost, schedule, risk, and feasibility estimates of each approach; -
(5) ecology/environment impact; and (6) requirements for test,
measurement, and diagnostic equipment and training devices. From

this information, a2 decision can be made to delete the Required
Operational Capability either entirely, because of technological
barriers that require excessive time or cost to rectify, or temporarily
while continuing research and development to meet cost, schedﬁle,

and risk criteria.

Trade=0ff Analysis - This is a detailed assessment of the Trade-Off

Determination in perspective with the Required Operational Capability
and the established equipment mission. It is prepared jointly by
the combat and materiel developers, and may recommend eliminating
the desired Capability of continuing further research and development
efforts. When the technical, cost, and time estimates are within
the scope and constraints of the development efforts, the Analysis

must recommend the best approach to satisfy the requirement.
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Best Technical Approach - The combat and materiel developers

analyze the results of the Trade~Off Determination and
Analysis to ensure the approaches presented are the best and
no other omes exist. The purpose is to select the best one.

Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis - The combat

and materiel developers finally (1) analyze the system

proposed as the Best Technical Approach on a cost and

operational effectiveness basis with other competing Defense

Department systems, and (2) determine if, considering costs,

it represents a major increase in operational capability.

The Task Force's Final Report is prepared in the following
format and provided to the Project Manager:

1. System summary

2. System requirements

3. An executive summary of the Concept Formulation Package

discussing alternatives considered and relationships to
other systems

4, System development plan

5. Technical portion of the request for proposal prepared
by the materiel developer

6. Financial and procurement plan

7. Test and evaluation plan

8. Personnel and training requirements, if applicable

9. Logistical support plam, if applicable.

The Report is also provided to the materiel developer for his use in
preparing a Development Plan (DP) which becomes the single controlling
document used to manage materiel development effort.

The Development Plan records development program decisions, cutlines

the users operational requirements, and provides analysis of the technical

options and life cycle plans for development, test, evaluation, production,

personnel training, and logistics support of an item or system. It
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consists of six sections which correspond to sections 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, and 9
of the Special Task Force's Final Report outlined zbove. 1t is
to be refined and updated throughout the development process and when
changes to the materiel system occur during the remaining portiom of
the system's life cycle.
Unless otherwise directed by Army Headquarters Staff, the Special

Task Force uses the outline shown below as a point of departure for
preparing the Draft Development Concept Paper, Draft Program Memorandum,
or Draft Program Memorandum:

1." Nature of the program

2. Background

3. Management Issues

4. System/Program alternatives

5. Assessment of program alternatives with recommendations

6. Cost, schedule, and performance thresholds

7. Test and evaluation

8. Logistical support

9. Security classification guidelines

The Development Concept Paper, discussed in Chapter 11, is a

Secretary of Defense decision recording document presenting rationale
for starting, continuing, reorienting, or stopping a development program
at each critical milestone in a system's acquisition cycle. This document
(limited to 20 pages) is prepared in draft form by the Special Task Force
when a system is to be reviewed by the Defense System Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC) before proceeding into the Validation Phase. The Project

Manager prepares all subsequent revisions to the document for succeeding

Council reviews.
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The Secretary of Defense may direct the Army to prepare a
Program Memorandum (PM) for review and approval by the Director,
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E). This document is used to
control Service programs that do not qualify as a major system for
Defense System Acquisition Review Council decisions, but that have
special interest at the Office of the Secretary of Defense lavel.
The document is normally 10 pages or less.

When either of the two documents discussed above are prepared,
they will also be used by the Army System Acquisition Review Council
(ASARC), discussed more thoroughly below, when a major system is involved.
However, for major systems not meeting the criteria for a Defense System
Acquisition Review Council dgcision, or not having special Secretary of
Defense interest, but yet considered to be major by the Army.an Army
Program Memorandum {APM) is prepared. Although the length of this
document may very depending upon the proposed system's complexity, 10
pages or less is the goal.

Army System Acquisition Review Council

The Army System Acquisition Review Council parallels the Defense
System Acquisition Review Council to review major programs at critical
points during the acquisition process. 1Its purpose is to assist the
Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief of Staff in ensuring théﬁ éll
work is completed within the Conceptual, Validation, and Full-Scale
Development Phases before proceeding into each succeeding phase. The

Council comnsists of the following ten regular members:
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1, Vice Chief of Staff - Chairman

2. Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management)

3. Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research and Development)

4, Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Logistics)
5. Deputy Under Secretary of the Army (Operations Research)

6. Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development

7. Comptroller fo the Army

8. Chief of Research and Development

9. Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics

10. General Counsel

The Assistant Chief of Staff for Communications-Electronics also
participates when a requirement is related to his functional area, as
does the Deputy Chief of Staff for Military Operations when materiel
dependent upon strategic, space and nuclear planning is involved.

The table below shows the offices responsible for making

preparations for each Council review. -

OFFICE MILESTONE REVIEW

Assistant Chief of Staff " Enter Validation ASARC I / DSARC I
for Force Development

Chief of Research and Enter Full~Scale ASARC II / DSARC II
Development Development

Assistant Chief of Staff Low-Rate Initial ASARC 1Ia / DSARC Ila
for Force Development Production

Deputy Chief of Staff Full-Scale ' ASARC III / DSARC III
for Logistics Production

The decision recording documents for these reviews are the Development
Concept Paper, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering's Program
Memorandum, or the Army Program Memorandum, as applicable, each of which

were described in the section on Special Task Force Functioms.
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OBTAINING SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE APPROVAL

As stated in Chapter 1 of this summary, the Department of Defense
Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) is a resource management
system through which needs and requirements are matched with available
funds. The Army PPBS responds to and is dependent upon both the
Department of Defense PPBS and the Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Strategic
Planning System (the latter system is discussed in bhapter 5). The
Planning phase of this system was addressed earlier in this Chapter
under "Identifying the Need".

The second and third phases of PPBS —- programming and budgeting —— ~
were once viewed as separate, almost independent activities within
the Army where programmiﬁg was characterized as the bridge between
planning and budgeting. A refined conception is that these two functioms
are inherent to any realistic planning process. It is therefore not
beneficial to consider in isolation from each other either the outputs
expressed in the program or the input requirements stated in the budget.
Programming establishes goals, defines alternatives and estimates
resource requirements. The resulting document is a Program Objective
Memorandum (POM). Budgeting refers to those processes by which the
resource requirements to carry out approved programs are developed,
presented, defended, acquired, controlled, distributed, and used.

The Army POM and budget are eventually forwarded to the Office of
the Secretary of Defense where they become part of the DOD Five Year

Defense Program (FYDP) and budget, respectively.
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While major system requirements are reflected in the Army's POM and
budget, broad review by the Secretary of Defense does not always permit

an adequate review of the progress of individual systems. The Defense
System Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) is therefore designed to
.complement or overlay the programming-budgeting process (see Figure 7-13).

Programming and Budgeting

After using the Defense Policy and Planning Guidance (DDPG)
Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to assist in developing Army
forces and support programs, the Army (actually all Servicés) 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).

Programming

The Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development has the primary
staff respomsibilit~ for preparing the Army's Program Objective Memorandum
which expresses total program (force, manpower cost, and materiel)
requirements for a designated budget year plus four additional years.

It also provides rationale for proposed changes to the 10 categories
within the Defense Department's Five Year Defense Program (FYDP).

The Program Objective Memorandum is reviewed by an Axmy Program
Guidance and Review Committes (PGRC), chaired by the Director, Pianning
and Programming Analysis within the O0ffice of the Chief of Staff.

This Committee is a subcommittee of an Army Select Committee, chaired

by the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff. The Review Committees' analysis
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ARMY DOCUMENTS

ACP Army Capability Plan

AFG Army Force Guidance

AFP Army Force Program

ASA ' Army Strategic Appraisal
POM Program Objective Memorandum

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF DOCUMENTS

JFM Joint Force Memorandum

JIEP Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning

JLREID Joint Long Range Estimative Intelligence Document
JLRSS Joint Long Range Strategic Study

JRDOD Joint Research and Development Objectives Document
JSCP Joint Strategic Capability Plan

Jsorp Joint Strategic Objectives Plan

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DOCUMENTS

DPPG Defense Policy and Planning Guidance

FYDP Five Year Defense Program

PBD Program Budget Decision

M Program Decision Memorandum

PPGM Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum
Figure 7-14
Page 2
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and recommendations related to the Memorandum are submitted to the
Select Committee for additional review before further submission to
the Chief of Staff, Secretary of the Army, and Secretary of Defense.
The Secretary of Defense's Planning and Programming Guidance

Memorandum (PPGM) is also issued to the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the
same time it is issueé to the Services. From this Memorandum, a Joint
Force Memorandum (JFM) is prepared which provides recommendations on
fiscally constrained major force and support levels. Both the Joint
Force Memorandum and ﬁhe Army's Program Objective Memorandum should be

compatable and each are submitted to the Office of the Secretary of

Defense to assist in preparing a Program Decision Memoranda (PDM).
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An intermediary step to this, however, is preparation of Issue
Papers which are discussed in Chapter 1l. Issue Papers related to Program
Objective Memoranda are prepared by the Director of Program Analysis
and Evaluation (DPA&E) at the Office of the Secretary of Defense level,
then sent to the Services for review, and to the Secretary and Deputy
Secretary of Defense for decision. This decision becomes a tentative
Program Deéision Memorandum which is analyzed by the Army to identify
major issues the Secretary of the Army should personally discuss with
the Secretary of Defense before a final Amended Program Decision Memorandum
is issued. The Program Objective Memorandum as amended then becomes
a basis for updating the Army's portion of the Defense Department's
Five Year Defense Program.

Budgeting

After receiving the Secretary of Defense Amended Program Decision
Memorandum, the Army updates its Army Force Program which develops the
Army force structure in detail for the current and budget years. Program
decisions are then translated into one-year budget estimates during
August and September. These estimate documents include the prior, current,
and budget years. The Army Staff performs the major role in formulating
and executing the budget through Appropriation and Budget Program Directors.

The budget is reviewed by a subcommittee of the Army Select Committee
{(discussed above) called the Budget Review Committee (BRC). This Budget
Committee 1s chaired by the Director of the Army Budget. Regular members

include the Director of Planning and Programming Analysis within the
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Office of the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, all Directors responsible
for budgeting within each staff office, and the Director of Operations
within the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Military Operations.
Recommendations are prepared for the Select Committee which reviews
the budget before submitting it to the Chief of Staff, Secretary of
the Army, and finally to the Secretary of Defense in early October.

During October, the Army budget is jointly reviewed by a team of
analysts from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the Office of
Management and Budget. Witnesses are called from the Army staff
to defend their programs. Based upon these sessions, the Secretary of
Defense will publish a series of Pr;gram budget Decisions (PBD) which -
require the Army to make changes in its budget submission and Five Year
Defense Program, if neceééary.

Budget changes can still be made during'December when the Secretary
of Defense convenes a Major Budget Issues Meeting with the Service
Secretaries and Joint Chiefs of Staff representatives. Revisions can then
be made to the Program Budget Decisionms.

At this point, the Army's budget becomes a portion of the Department
of Defense budget. It is given a final review by the 0ffice of Management
and Budget, and after presentation to the National Security Council,
1s submitted to the President for fimal decisions. The result becomes

part of the Federal Budget presented to the Congress.
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Defense System Acquisition Review Council

Overlaying the programming-budgeting process is the separate and
distinet DSARC process. As discussed in Chapter 11, the DSARC is an
advisory body to the Secretary of Defense which reviews major system
programs at critical points during the acquisition process. For
purposes of this summary, the most critical point i3 after Conceptual
Phase and prior to Validation Phase of a systems life cycle i.e.,
DSARC I.

The Development Concept Paper (DCP) is the Defense Department
management document that presents ratiomale for starting, continuiné,
reorienting, or stopping a major development program. For Army major
systems, the draft of this document is prepared by the Special Task
Force. After the Secretary of Defense approves the document, it constitutes

a contract between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Army.
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PLANNED ARMY REORGANIZATION

On March 5, 1974, the Secretary of the Army announced a major
reoganization of the Army to be effective by July 1, 1974. The result
will directly impact upon this Chapter in that staff responsibilities
will be shifted.

Although other organizatiocnal changes will also be made, those
relative to needs and requirements for major systems will be as follows:

--The position and agency of Assistant Cnief of Staff for Force
Development ACSFOR and Chief of Research and Development (CRD)
will be eliminated.

-=-An Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development,
and Acquisition (ODCSRDA) will be established. It will be
responsible for all phases of the staff management of the Army's
system acquisition policy. 1In addition to research and develop-
ment responsibility, this Office will provide staff supervision
for the procurement and production of all major items of Army
equipment. The major position of the CRD fumction will be
assumed by ODCSRDA.

--The Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Military Operatioms
(ODCSOPS) will be reorganized and retitled Office of the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations (ODCSPO). In addition
to the responsibilities now discharged by ODCSOPS, this Office
will establish materiel and force structure requirements, and
recommend resource priorities. Required Operational Capability

(ROC) documents will be received and processed by {ODCSPO) and
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then sent to ODCSRDA for research, development, and acquisi-
tion.
--ACSFOR functions will be assigned to ODCSy<, CDCSRDA, and

the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Persomnel.
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ARMY ORGANIZATIONS HAVING
COMBAT DEVELOPMENT INTERESTS

MAJOR COMMANDS

US ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND

US ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

US ARMY SECURITY AGENCY

US ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND

HEADQUARTERS MODERN ARMY SELECTED SYSTEMS TEST EVALUATION AND
REVIEW (MASSTER), FORT HOOD, TEXAS 1/

COLLEGES

ARMY COMMAND AND GENERAL STAFF COLLEGE, FORT LEVAVENWORTH, KANSAS 2/
ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CARLISLE BARRACKS, PENNSYLVANIA 3/

BRANCH SCHOOLS 2/

ARMY AIR DEFENSE SCHOOL, FORT BLISS, TEXAS

ARMY ARMOR SCHOOL, FORT KNOX, KENTUCKY

ARMY ENGINEER SCHOOL, FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA

ARMY FIELD ARTILLERY SCHOOL, FORT SILL, OKLAHOMA
ARMY INFANTRY SCHOOL, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA

ARMY INTELLIGENCE SCHOOL, FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZONA
ARMY MILITARY POLICE SCHOOQL, FORT GORDON, GEORGIA
ARMY ORDNANCE SCHOOL, ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND
ARMY QUARTERMASTER SCHOOL, FORT LEE, VIRGINIA

ARMY SIGNAL SCHOOL, FORT MONMOUTH, NEW JERSEY

ARMY SOUTHEASTERN SIGNAL SCHOOL, FORT GORDON, GEORGIA
ARMY TRANSPORTATION SCHOOL, FORT EUSTIS, VIRGINIA

SPECIALIST SCHOOLS 2/

ARMY AVIATION SCHOOL, FORT RUCKER, ALABAMA
ARMY INSTITUTE FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE, FORT BRAGG, NORTH CAROLINA
ARMY MISSILE AND MUNITIONS SCHOOL, REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA

FUNCTIONAL CENTERS 2/

ARMY COMBINED ARMS CENTER, FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS
ARMY LOGISTICS CENTER, FORT LEE, VIRGINIA
ARMY ADMINISTRATION CENTER, FORT BENJAMIN HARRISON, INDIANA

/ Subordinate to U.S. Army Forces Command

/ Subordinate to U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

/ Operates under the control and supervision of the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Military Operations

w}
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SPECIAL ORGANIZATIONS 2/

ARMY COMBAT DEVELOPMENTS EXPERIMENTATION COMMAND, FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA
ARMY COMBAT ARMS TRAINING BOARD, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA

ARMY ATR DEFENSE EUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT BLISS, TEXAS

ARMY ARMOR HUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT KNOX, KENTUCKY

ARMY AVIATION HUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT RUCKER, ALABAMA

ARMY INFANTRY HUMAN RESEARCH UNIT, FORT BENNING, GEORGIA

2/ See Page 1
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SELECTED PRTORITY ARFAS OF CONCERN
FOR STUDIES DURING FISCAL YEAR 1974 &/

1. What are the major factors impacting on the roles and missions of the
U. S. Armyv in the proximate future, including the procedural concepts
or net asscssment and total force planning, which will influence the
Army's size, cost and capability?

2. Determine the requirement for tactical and strategic nuclear forces
and their optimum employment., How should nuclear and nonnuclear forces
be integrated? What are the command, 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 Stdcks and futute 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 & means of maintaining a
presence in the event of complete withdrawal from important overseas aresas?

5. Determine the optimal structuring of the combat and support echelons of the
Army and their distribution between the Active Army and Reserve Cocmponents
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? To what extent and in what ways
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?

6. How should the Army contribution to security assistance programs be

organized and conducted in the light of the Nixon Doctrine ana Congressional
guidance on foreign aid?

&/ Represents 6 of 10 Priority Areas of Concern which more élosely relate to
this survey report., The Areas shown are not listed in order of priority.
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PRINCIPAL ARMY STUDY ORCANTZATIONS

STUDY SUPERVISION/

ORGANIZATION SPONSOR

STUDY AREA SPECIALITY

STAFF SUPPORT AGENCIES

Army Concepts ACSFOR
Analvsis
Agency

Army ACST
Intelligence

Threat Analysis
Detachment

Engineer Agency COE
for Resources
Inventories

Engineer COE

Strategic
Studies Group

FIELD OPERATING AGENCIES

Strategic Studies DCSOPS
Instituge, U.S.
Army War College

Army Research -
Institute for the
Behavioral and

Social Sciences

MAJOR COMMAND AGENCIES

Army Management AMC
Engineering
Training. Agency

Army Logistics AMC
Management Center

Analysis of Army force design, Army objective
force requirements and capabilities, strategic
and tactical operational plans and concepts,
and materiel mix alternatives

Prepares or supervisers peeparation 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 logistic, engineer, nuclear,
and' force planning activities; strategic
analyses; base development planning; and
mobility analyses

Conduets strategic studies on the nature and
use of the U.S. Army during peace and warn and
formulates strategic concepts in order 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 research

i
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PRINCIPAL ARMY STUDY ORCANIZATIONS (CONT'D)

STUDY SUPERVISION/
I _ORGANIZATION SPONSOR

STUDY AREA SPECIALITY

MAJOR COMMAND AGENCIES (CONT'D)

Army Materiel AMC
System Analysis
Agency

Army Security ASA
Agency Ccmbat
Developments

Activity

Army Combined TRADOC
Arms Combat

Development

Activity

Army Logistics TRADOC
Center

Army Personnel TRADOC
& Administration

Combat

Developments

Activity

Materiel oriented systems analysis

Cryptologig and electronic warfare
doctrine, organization, and materiel
requirements documentation; conducts
studies for design of forces and
definition of support relationships
for interface with Army and joint
operations

Concepts, doctrine, organizations,
materiel requirements, and functional
systems requirements for combat, combat
support, and command and control for

Army 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
ACSI

DCSUES

Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development
Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence

. COE - Chief of ‘Engineers

Deputy Chief of Staff for Military Operations
AMC - Army Materiel Command

ASA = Army Security Agency

TRADOC -~ Training and Doctrine Command
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CHAPTER 8
U.S. NAVY

INTRODUCTION

Legislative History

The United States Navy, like its companion service, the United
States Marine Corps, claims origins from the second Continental
Congress of 1775. Its traditiomal roie/mission was not changed in the
National Security Act of 1947, despite the advent of nuclaar warfare
and the creation of the Department of the Air Force.

Title 10, United States Code, Section 5012, provides the legal
basis for the Navy:

{a) The Navy, within the Department of the Navy, includes in general, -
naval combat and service forces and such aviation as may be organized
therein. The Navy shall be organized, trained, and equipped primarily
for prompt and sustained combat incident to operations at sea. It is
responsible for the preparation of naval forces necessary for the effec-
tive prosecution of war except as otherwise assigned and 1s generally
responsible for naval reconnaissance, antisubmarine warfare, and protection
of shipping.

() All naval aviation shall be integrated with the naval service
as part thereof within the Department of the Navy. WNaval aviation
consists of combat and service and training forces and includes-land-
based naval aviation, air transport essential for naval operations, air-
weapons and air techmiques involved in the operations and activities

’

of the Navy, and the entire remainder of the aeromautical organization

of the Navy, together with the personnel necessary therefor.
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(c) The Navy shall develop aircraft, weapons, tactics, techniques,
organization, and equipment of naval combat and service elements.
Matters of joint concern to these functions shall be coordinated between
the Army, the Air Force, and the Navy.

(d) The Navy is respomsible, in accordance with integrated joint
mobilization plans, for the expansion of the peacetime comﬁonents of the
Navy to meet the needs of war. (See Fig. 8~1.)

To carry out its statuatory responsibility in accomplishing the
assigned role/mission, the Havy subdivides its operations internally
into foxrces, functions, and warfare areas and mission areas. Organizing
and equipping forces for operations at sea are dependent on the develop-
ment of weapon systems implied by the tactics and techniques the Navy
has developed and which are evolving to support the doctrine for the
warfare areas. The men, waterial and money for the organization and
training of these forces are provided to the Department of Defense
(DOD) through the budgetary procass and the resource management system
of the DOD known as the Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS)
is supported by and impacts on the needs and requirements process of
the Navy. The approval for funding is discussed later in this chapter.

The doctrine, strategy, tactics, techniques and dual responsibility
for the prosecution of Amphibious Warfare, a part of the Surface Warfare
areg and force.require the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Surface
Warfare to coordinate closely with, and involve the Marine Corps in the

requirements process. The appropriation arrangememts for the Navy and
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Marine Corps establish the role of the Office of the Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations for Air Warfare as that of supporting both Navy and
Marine Corps aviation requirements and the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Aviation of the United States Marine Corps is the Assistant Deputy Chief of
Naval Operatioms for Air Warfare. (See Chapter 9)

The Navy mission areas (figure8-2)are identified in the annual
initial guidance from the Chief of Naval Operations on development of
the Program Guidance Memorandum (POM). The full details of the
regponsibilities of the mission sponsors is contained in the Office of the
Chief of Naval Operations Organization Manual (OPNAVINST 5430.4). The
Department of Defense programs are explained in Book 1, Volume I, Five -
Year Defense Program Structure (7045.7 Handbook).
Magnitude 9f Acquisitions

As of June 30, 1973, the Department of the Navy was involved in
about 53 major acquisitionak! meeting the DOD criteria of $Sb/$200
million (Figure 8-3 ). Each of these weapon systems 1s supposed to
contribute to the operational capability of the Navy in cone or more of its
force, functions, warfare?or mission areas. Whether these systems are
Deployed,in Production, in Full-Scale Development, or in Validatiom,
their position in the life cycle attests te the fact that they were

specifically authorized by and money was appropriated for them by the Congress.

1/ In October of each year the Major Acquisitions Subdivision obtains
an inventory of Department of Defense Major Acquisitions as of the
previous June 30. These inventories are maintained inm the
claasified files area.
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1
NAVY/MARINE CORPS INVENTORY AND COSI /ESTIMATEJ
OF NEW SYSTEM ACQUISITIONS~
(AS OF JUNE 30, 1973 IN FY 73-FY77 DOLLARS)

CBST ESTIMATE

COST ESTIMATE FOR
FOR
SYSTEM CURRENT PROGRAM  SYSTEM CURRENT PROGRAM
y POSEIDON Subsurface to Surface Missile  4782,7
A~4M Attack Aircraft 353.0 Million TRIDENT Subsurt:ce to Surface Missile 11,892,5
_%Tgi ) Attack AﬁftaciéAircraft %,;ﬁ%.ﬁ MKAB-
- ac rera »/20. MODI  Torpedo 1,499.3
Av-8A  Vertical .Takeoff Attack Air- i SSN-688 Nuclear Attack Submarine 8,303.9
. craft 511.9 DD-963 Destroyer 2,805.1
V/STOL-5CS Vertical Short Takeoff DLGN-38 Nuclear Guided Missile Frigate 834.4
: Aircraft 155.7 LHA Amphibious Assault Ship 1,139.2
CH-53E  Heavy Lift Helicopter 570.4 CVAN-68
E-2C ECM Aircraft 876.7 Class Nuclear Alreraft Carrier 2,309.8
EA-6B ECM Adrcraft 1500.9 ) PF Patrol Frigate 3,244.5
¥-14A  Fighter Alrcraft 5994.4 PHM Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship 727.1
P-3C . Patrol Aircraft 2550.5 PHALANX
5-3A ASW Afreraft 3294.4 CIW  Anti Ship Missile Defense 543.5
. T-2C Trainer Aircraft 227.8 scs Sea Control Ship 1,054.5
? _UB-IN Utility Helicopter 249.8 SES Surface Effects Ship 497.8
o AEGIS Anti-Afircraft Mtssile 484.1 ENCAP HARPOON Surface to Surface Missile 44,3
_AGILE . Air to Air Missile ) 298.0 SLCM Surface to Surface Missile 909.2
PﬁﬁENIX Air to Air Missille(AIM-54) . 1113.1 STANDARD ER Surface to Air Missile 484,2
SIDE- . STANDARD MR Surface to Air Missile 346.6
WINDER Air to Air Missile (ATM-9L) 311.0 AD Destroyer Tender 620,5
SPARROW- A0 Fleet Oller 460.1
(IITIF) Air to Air Missile(AIM-7) 1086.7 AS Submarine Tender 502.6
AN/BQQ-S ~ ~ “Senar " 857.5 Amphibious Assault Vehicle 273.5
LAMPS (MKIIT) ASW Helicopter 1,370.2 DLG AAMMOD Guided Missile Destroyer  990.1
LAMPS (MKI) ASW Helicopter 268.3 CAPTOR ASW Moored Mine 343.3
VAST~247 Variable Avionics Shop CAESER ASW Detectilon 1,582.1
_ Test System 415.6 DIFAR - Airborne ASW Sonobuoy 245.8
HARM . Adr to Surface MWissile 227.8 Fleet Sattelite Communications System 333.6
CONDOR ~ Air to Surface Missile(AGM-53)  523.4 ~ High Energy LASER 155.6
HARPOON Surface to Suyrface Missile 1094.7 SANGUINE 337.5
. 76,083.7

I7 Program Cost: RDTAE, Procurement and MILCON Appropriations
2/ Source: ASD/Comptroller, Directorate for Information Operations,
Nov,., 1, 1973
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To have been included in the ongoing FY 1974 budget expenditures, the
Secretary of Defense had approved the Department of the Navy's Program
Objective (POM) for fiscal years 1974-1978 and included its contents in
the Department of Defense's Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) for the
same period.

Not all of these are new systems and not all of them followed exactly
the same path in justification, development and acquisition. Many factors
impact on the theoretical cycle this chapter attempts to describe,

IDENTIFYING THE NEED

Like the Army and the Air Force, the Navy and Marine Corps headquarters
staffs do the planning for their service missions in coordination with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and programming in coordination with the
£fice of the Secretary of the Navy and the Office of the Secretary of
Defenses The needs and requirements of the Navy are intrinsically tied
to the legislated role/mission of the Navy, The Chief of Naval Operatioms
(C¥0) is responsible for identifying operational needs, determining
characteristics, and generating requirements to meet Navy needs. Therefore,
the organization of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV)
attempts to counterpart both the role of Navy as naval personnel see it,
as well as the Department of Defense program structure to whéch the
Offices of the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of Defense
must be responsive in the budgeting process.

The Navy sees its operating enviromment as a sphere whose surface
area is 70% water. The doctrine calls for control of the seas, control

of the area below the sea, and air superiority over the fleet. There



is, therefore,_a Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Surface Warfare
(0P-03), Submarine Warfare (0P-02) and Air Warfare (OP-05). These

forces have several common elements which are centralized for management
under a collective function called Command Support Programs (OP-094)

headed by a Director. These common elements are communicatioms,

operations security, reconnaisance and surveillance, operational informatiom,
cryptology, and environmental services. Together these four offices
represent the users of weapon systems and are responsible for assessing
the net threat, identifying operational needs, advising the Chief of Naval
Operations on establishing requirements, and improving operational
capability in their respective force/function areas (Figure 8-4),

The Chief of Naval Operations, through these and other offices
identifies needs and establishes requirements.

The major acquisitions which satisfy Navy needs are usually thought
of and referred to as "new capabilities” but new is a matter of inter-
pretation. Actually many new weapon systems are replacements for
existing systems or additions of modified or improved systems to the
inventory. Some of them are truly needed and any price will be paid,
while others are merely desired capabilities which must compete for
available resources with other desirable operational capability improvements.
There are many things which motivate a service to seek a major acquisitiom.
Some of them are categorized in the research and development community
as pushing the requirement and others as pulling the requirements. The
continuous advancement of the technology base by science, the technological

breakthroughs by industry, and the Department of Defense's contribution



to support of the national economy push tha generation of requirements.
More familiar would be those things which pull the need -~ the enemy
threat, old age or obsolescence of existing systems, and the doctrine

and tactics developed by each service tc maintain the status quo or enlarge
its role/mission.

Threat Assessment

Five periodic JCS documents provided to the services are the annual
signal for an update and review of their needs and requirements. The JCS
provide four intelligence documents:

1. Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning (Soviet Russia)

2. Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning (PRC)

3. Defense Intelligence Estimates for Joint Planning

4a. Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning (Short Range)
4b, Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning (Mid-Range)
and one strategic planning document:

Joint Strategic Objectives Plan, Volume I, Strategy .

When these have been received by May of each year, the Chief of
Naval Operations has net assessments made of the implications to each
mission and warfare area iﬁ relation to the current JCS operational
tasking of Navy forces assigned to unified commands. (his tasking is
reflected in the current year's Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan and the
implementing Operational and Contingency Plans of the forces involved.
The implications to each mission and warfare area proceed from the
legislated role/mission of the Navy.

P

Net Assessment --

The needs process, begins with assessment of the threat of potential

enemies. The product of the intelligence community are provided to
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using commands and to mission and warfare area sponsors by the Director
of Naval Intelligence. The users, through analysis and study integrate
these intelligence products with Joint and Service plans, producing

net assessments relateé to their area of interest whether that be
ships, submarines, or airplanes, the tasks of sea control, or ocean
escort, or the mission of anti-submarine warfare. The result of these
procedures is a conclusion that one year, 10 years, or 20 years in

the future, a potential enemy will have a certain size force level of such
sophistication that Navy forces will be too small, too old, or too primitive
to successfully engage the enemy. It may be that he is projected to fly
higher, launch missiles farther away, or have a quieter submarine which
will be much more difficult to’detect. Threat considerations will appear
in all requirements decisions, whether before or after the fact.

01d Age/Obsolesence --

A rifle is an example of a relatively simple weapon system which
can be used until it breaks or the rifling in the barrel wears out.
A new barrel may double its usable life. An airplane is like the rifle
in that its life is extended by periodic replacement of the engine, the
weakest link in its chain. But engines can't be replaced indefinitely
because the airplane is constructed differently and metal fatigue will
occur at some point due to the stress of the operational environment |
and patterns of use. The exact point when it is unsafe for use can't
be accurately determined and therefore a factor for operational safety is

predetermined and inciuded to compute the retirement age of an airplane.
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NAVY OPERATING FORCES - THE USERS

CHIEF OF
NAVAL OPERATIONS

NAVAL FORCES

NAVAL FORCES

NAVAL FORCES

NAVAL FORCES

NAVAL FORCES

WEST COAST CARIBBEAN HAWAII FLEET RESERVE ATLANTIC PACIFIC
1st FLEET 20d FLEET 3¢d FLEET . 6th FLEET 71h FLEET
H
]
[}
DCNO/AIR DCNO/SUBMARINE
WARFARE ( OP-05) WARFARE (0P-02) DCNO/SURFACE WARFARE ( OP-03)
CRUISER.
NAVAL AIR SUBMARINE ANTI-SUBMARINE AMPHIBIOUS
FORCES FORCES WARFARE FORCES MINE FORCES FORCES DE:;:g;f“

Figure 8-5




Within its legitimate life span, other components will be replaced and
subsystems such as avionics and weaponry can improve performance and
versatility. All ships in the Navy are also assigned a span of life

at birth based on a combination of factors like metal fatigue, corrosion
and the exhorbitant cost of replacing power planst. The Navy maintains
a constant inventory of the age of the fleet and projects required
replacement dates from this report. |

Material Readiness --

Information on the effectiveness of deployed systems is provided
under the Material Maintenance Management (3M) system which feeds back
data on system readiness, system and subsystem failures, supply con-
sumption, and trends in force capability. The output of this material
readiness system will impact on the validity of life usage estimates
for a system.- The Service Life Extension Program (SLEP), product
improvements, major alterations or conversions (modifications) of
weapon systems or in some cases, the actual design of a new system can
all result from 3M feedback.

Doctrine and Tactics -—

All active naval forces are committed to and under the operational
control of unified commands of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. These naval
forces (figure 8-5) are the users of major acquisitions. Training is
continuoulsy conducted so that personnel become and remain proficient
in tactics and the use of their weapon systems. Much of this training
is made up of daily operating activity. Periodic exercises, however,
are also conducted, at least annually, to verify the capability to

accomplish the tasks assigned by operations and contingency plans.
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NAVY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION
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" In a peacetime enviromment (the U.S. not engaged in a shooting conflict)
the activity is covered by operating plans directed by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff through the Joint Operational Planning System (JOPS). This
planning system gemerates current and contingency plans for what is to be
done with what is currently available as spelled out in the amnual Joint
Strategic Capabilities Plan covering the short term (1 year). How

it is done is contained in Naval doctrine covering naval warfare.

This doctrine and the tactics to support it are the basis for Navy
missions and warfare areas.

Technology Base --

The research and development program (Program 6 in the PPBS structure) i
is funded by the Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E)
appropriation. A significant portion of this effort is maintaining and
advancing the store of knowledge by research (6.1) and exploratory
develapment (6.2). Each Service has the charter to develop the weapon
systems to support its role/mission. Therefore, each service's
Research and Development organization (Figure 8-6) has the mandate to
advance the technology base and has a share of the in-~house laboratories
of the Department of Defense to accomplish this, including the authority
to fund a part of the Independent Research and Development (IR&D)
efforts of selected comtractors in various industries. These activities
provide technical knowledge from which future military weapons and

equipment may emerge as a ship with stronger armor or an airplane with

lighter and more rugged electronics. In general, the technology base
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NAVY MISSIONS

D O D PROGRAMS MISSION SPONSOR
1. STRATEGIC FORCES Strategic Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
(Force Mission) Plans and PO“Cy (OP‘OB)
2. GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES Sea Control Director of Anti-Submarine Warfare and Tactical
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Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
Air Warfare (OP-05)
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Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
Surface Warfare (OP-03)
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Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
Surface Warfare (OP-03)

Mobility Forces

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
Logistics (OP-04)
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Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
Plans and Policy (OP-06)

Figure 8-7
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effort 1s self perpetuating in that there is always something new to learn
even if constrained to military relevancy. Ongoing advanced develop-
ment effort feeds-back to the gaps in knowledge and provides a basis
for redirecting research and exploratory develépment.
Sources --

A major weapon system is the required solution selected to £ill a
validated need. It may have been the only requirement which could
achieve the desired results or it may have been one of several zlternatives.
What is selected to satisfy a need is influenced by the variety of sources
of needs.

Sponsors - Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV)

The Service's must meet the needs identified in their role/mission.
For the Navy this means thatlthey must have aircraft carriers, airplanes,
submarines, cruisers, destroyers, and the appropriate subsystems which
are their weaponry and which increase delivery speed, range and accuracy.
Verbalization of these needs is delegated to the force, function, mission
and warfare area sponsors. The results of prior GAO work tend to
document the fact that in the Navy scheme of things, the headquarters
is so organized that it counterparts the forces, missions, and warfare
areas of the field users, Therefore, there is little formal responsibility

for need identification in the fleet. (Figure 8-7)

Sponsors - Forces Afloat

Forces afloat make their own net assessments and determination of
operational deficiencies which are routinely reportad to COPNAV by

Type Commanders {e.g., Submarine Force) and Fleet Commanders (e.g.,2nd Fleet),.
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These Commanders may also submit draft Specific Operational Requirements
to the Director of Research, Development, Test and Development (0OP-098)
or to the Chief of Naval Development {CND). When they do so, OP-098
will provide the originator with a status report on the action taken or
planned.

Industry

Many documents, among them the General Operational Requirements
(GOR), Research and Development Planning Summaries (DD Form 1634),
Advanced Development Objectives (ADO), Tentative Specific Operational
Requirements (TSOR) and Specific Operational Requirements (SOR) are
routinely made available to irdustry at the Navy Research and Development
Information Center (ﬁARDIC). This center is part of the Information
Branch of the Program Managemént Office of Headquarters, Naval Material
Command. The release of these documents to industry helps them aid in
solving problems through the push of the technological innovation from
their independent research and development efforts. The needs expressed
or implied in the documents help to channel the efforts of industry and
are the motivation of many unsolicited proposals.

The planning process in the Navy parallels planning in the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Marine Corps. The Navy planning documents,
as in the Marine Corps and the JCS, deal with the short-range, mid;range
and long-range periods. The principle Navy planning documents are the
Navy Strategic Study (NSS) and the Navy Capabilities Plan (NCP). The

NSS contains in Annexes A, Navy Long-Range Guidance (NLRG) for
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10-20 years and B, the Navy Mid-Range Guidance (M!BG) which covers 5-10

years. Figure 8-8 shows the interrelationship of Navy, JCS & Marine
Corps documents. A4nalyses and studies conducted by the Navy provide
some input to these planning documents.

Analyses and Studies --

To study means to apply the mind to the acquisition of knowledge.
To analyze means to examine critically to bring out the essential
elements of something. Every manager does this work comstantly and
there is a host of formal amalyses and studies within each component
of the Department of Defense. They are of all types such as cost analysis,
cost benefit/effectiveness studies, operations research, and systems
analysis performed throughout the Service continuously. These can
all be applied to problems of varying scope. However, ome of the most
important facets of the requirements process is that part of DOD's
Program & (Research and Development) funded under the Management and
Support line item (6.5 funds) within the Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation appropriation, identified as Studies and Analyses. They are
at the heart of the Needs/Requirements area and, while funded out of
RDT&E, are a part of the functional responsibility of the Director of
Navy Program Planning (0P-090). (Figure 8-9)

The number, complexity, and cost of medern weapon systems have
precluded exclusive reliance om the professional judgment of one or

a few men even though ultimate decisions are made by a single manager.
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IDENTIFYING THE NEED
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The masses of data necessary to logically consider altermatives demands
the synthesizing of these data into analyses and studies. Because
the concepts are so broad, the ability to conduct these studies usually
exceeds the capability of a single sponsor office. The Navy has a formalized
procedure called the Chief of Naval Operations Study Program (outlined
in OPNAVINST 5000.30) which is coordinated by the Studies Management
Group (OP-966). The program covers all three planning time frames.
The short range is the actual collection and evaluation of proposals for
inclusion in the budget for the next fiscal vear. For this reasom, the
short range planning coincides with the budget cycle. Each February
0P-966 solicits recommendations for issues needing formal study from
sponsors, includes fallout from the preparation of the current Program
Objectives Memorandum (POM), reviews them in light of existing resources
(e.g., availability of OP-090 analysts and expected funds available for
use with industry, %Frhouse laboratories, and the Center for Naval Analyses
(CNA}£/) and issues the study list for July starts.

These studies cover major program planning concepts such as
force levels, force mixes (Hi-Lo mix) and strategic and operatiomal
concepts. They are not conceptual effort for a specific weapon system,
but rather are a bridge between planning and programming. Their range
is anywhere from 2 to 20 years in the future, and integrates the contribution
of academia and industry to the technoleogy base, the tactical expertiée
of mission sponsors, official Navy doctrine, and nationally agreed

intelligence estimates and projections.

1/ Ome of four Navy 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 to £111 this job position. His first job is to write a study
directive listing the objectives, guidance, assumptions and constraints.
This is coordinated with the spomsor, Naval Material Command (NMC) if
appropriate, and the head of OP-96. When finalized it is signed by the
Director of Navy Program Planning (0P-090).

The Project Officer now becomes the Study Director and writes
the Study Plan for the approval of the Study Force, Function, Mission,
Warfare Area, or Platform Study Advisory Committee appointed for each
approved Study Directive to be accomplished in-house. The committee
role is advice, guidance, consultation, and appreval of the work of
the Study Group under the Study Director. The Study Group comsists of
appropriate specialists from all appropriate sponsor areas who are
detached from their primary duty to the study group. In the case of
studies to be performe? by the Center for Naval Analyses or other
reimbursable performer, the study directive is essentially a3 request
for proposal or quotation, i.e., do they think the approach is feasible,
and at what cost? The advisory committee approves and signs the Study
Plan.

Using agreed national intelligence, the first job of the study
Group is to assess the net threat and define any deviations or addiiioﬁs
to their conclusion which will become assumptions for the study. Periodically,
in the study when questions or problems arise, the committee is convened
to answer questions of redifect the effort. When completed, the study

is circulated widely for comment. The group incorporates or notes the
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comments, apprises the committee of the result and, if satisfactory,
finalizes the study which is signed by the committee chairman and
addressed to the Chief of Naval Operatioms.

There is a close analogy in the functions of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation
(ASD/PA&E), and the Directorate of Navy Program Planning (0P-090).
Because of the refinement of ASD/PA&E's role and the scope of their effort,
the Chief of Naval Operations Study Program sometimes includes Selected
Analysis Topics directed by the Secretary of Defense such as the 10
year Extended Planning Annex for the FY75 budget preparation.

Titles of fiscal year 1973 studies are included as appendix 1.

Pianning Documents

The Navy Strategic St;dy (NSS) provides concepts and philosophy
concerning future naval contributions to national defense and provides
bagic guidance for Navy long-range and mid-range planning. It appraises
the world situation for these periods, ocutlines the potential threats, and

the national and military policy, objectives, and strategy. It alse
summarizes the Navy's roles and tasks. The NSS is supposed to be issued
annually on 1 January, covering the period five to twenty years in
the future from the end of the current fiscal year.

Annex A to NSS is the Navy Mid-Range Guidance (MMRG) which>prbjects
qualitative force and research and development guidance for a five-year
pericd commencing 1 July, five years after the end of the fiscal year

in which approved. It provides a basis for the development of research

and development interests. (Figure 8-10)

8-25



Annex B to NSS is the Navy Long-Range Guidance (NLRG) which provides
long range R&D guidance for a 10-year period commencing 1 July, ten
years after the end of the fiscal year in which approved.

General Operational Regquirement (GOR)

Based on the information and guidance provided by the Joint Long
Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) the awareness gained in preparation
of Annex B of the Navy Strategic Study (NSS) and other studies and analysis
the first recognition of a future need would result in a General
Operational Requirement (GOR) or the revision of an existing GOR .

These are forecasts of operationmal capabilities which will be required

in major warfare or support areas to counter predicted threats (intelli-
gence projections) or to satisfy anticipated operational objectives

that will be needed in the time frame 10-20 years in the future. The
objective of GORs is to stimulate research that will foster inventions
for use in naval warfare systems, encourage innovations, and provide
guidance to deygloping agencies for the formulation of Naval research
projects, exploratory development projects, and Advanced Systems Concepts
(AsC).

The General Operatiomal Requirements are the bridge between the
Navy Planning and Programming System and the Navy RDT&E Planning System
(See NAVSO P-2457). As such they serve to translate the broad capability
and objective goals forecast by the Navy Strategic Study (NSS) into
requirements for advanced operating capability in a specific warfare, or
support area. Past experience indicates that it normally requires
about 14 years from the inception of a naval warfare system concept
(ships predominantly) until its initial operational capability (I0C).

The GOR is aimed at the research community to give proper orientation
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and impetus for technological research which should be started now.

Navy Technological Projections (NTP)

The first follow-on to a General Operational Requirement (GOR)
would be Navy Technological Projections (NTP). These projections are
formal producer documents designed to provide users with the best
judgment available concerning the capabilities believed to be possible
if the user is willing to pay the price and place his order in time.

It is not intended to be a forecast of the future or to predict what
will actually happen, but rather to outline altermative future capa-
bilities believed to be attainable if focused effort is applied to
selected objectives. The projections comprise the primary formal

means' for informing users of the expected technological base anticipated
by the producers (developers). A technological projection is defined

as a prediction, with a stated level of confidence, of technical devel-
opments within a given time frame with a specified level of effort.

The NTP includes:

Part I, Scientific Opportunities

Part II, Technological Opportunities

Part III, Advanced Systems Concepts (ASC)

This is a joint publication of the Chief of Naval Research (CNR)
and the Chief of Naval Material (CNM), and shows the early push influence
of the R&D community on the specific requirement to satisfy an

operational need.
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TASK AREA PLAN (TAP)

The next link in the chain, still within the R&D community, is the
Task Area Plan (TAP). These plans are developed through a formalized
dialogue between the organizabion proposing to carry through the plan
and the Chief of Naval Development (CND). A plan comsists of a Department
of Defense Research and Development Planning Summary (DD Form 1634) and a
Funding Profile and Relevancy Code Sheet (NAVMAT Form 391011) for each
task area to be comsidered in formmlating the exploratory development
program. The plans show what is being done and why it is being done, in
terms of both technological possibilities and operational problems expeeted
to be solved. Upon acceptance of a plan by the Chief of Naval Development,
the plan becomes a "contract' between the CNO and Navy R&D. This -
process provides an important mechanism for allocating resources in a
manner which attempts to prod.ucé the greatest contribution to Navy
operationald ca:pabilities.

ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT

Considering the various push and pull motivations behind needs and
the many sources of needs identification, 3 GOR is prepared covering a 20 year
period. If you accept the Navy's experience of 14 years from the start of develop-
ment to initial operational capability, theoretically a maxdimum of six
years are available for anmual revalidation of the need and consideration
of altermative ways of satisfying the need. These six years of pre-conceptual - -
effect are conducted within the research and development program and its
formal documentation. Once a need has been identified, conceptualized and
formally solidified during this.pre-conceptual effort, a requirement to

gatisfy the need must be established.

8-28



Assume now that in 1968 the Joint Long Rsnge Strategic Study (JIRSS)
and Annex B of the Navy Strategic Study (NSS) both contained a conelusion,
based on threat assessmentin appropriate intelligence projections, that
a certain operational capability would be needed by 1988. The GOR states
this need. Navy Technological Projections (NTP) have assessed the state-
of-the-art in the pertinent areas of technology and reported that the
desired capability was attainable. A Task Area Plan (TAP) was issued to
govern the funding and level of effort to be devoted to the sciences and
technology. Five years have now passed and in each subseguent year,
intelligence has provided the basis for net assessments which confirm,
with five years greater validity, the fact that the operational capability
is indeed still needed in 1988. These threat assessments and the progress
of the R&D community toward a solution have been constantly reviewed and
inclu.déd in studies and analyses by the appropriate mission or warfare
sponsor and the office reco@izes that an initial operational capability
is demanded in 15 years.

Tentative Specific Overational Requirement (TSOR)

At this point in time, at least, the requirement would be stated in
more finite terms in a Tentative Specific Operational 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 Commandant
of the Marine Corps -~ See Chapter 9) as user. If the Chief of Naval Material
opens the formal dialogue it will be done with the "advertising", sort of

an unsolicited in-house proposal, of an Advanced System Concept in Part IIT
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of the Navy Technological Projections. If the Chief of Naval Operations
initiates the action it will be by way of a Tentative Specific Operational
Requirement (TSOR). This requirement document is a formal request from the
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) to the Cﬁief of Naval Material for
information necessary to define the scope of effort and resources necessary
to achieve the particular capability it describes. The TSOR does not
establish a firm regquirement and does not authorize commencement of a new
development program. It does establish formally the task of investigabing
the feasibility of providing capabilities which should be considered for
further development. Proposed Technical Approaches (PTA) are usually
initiated on the basis of the TSOR.

While the TSOR is signed by the Director of RDTRE (0P-098), it is
prepared by the mission or warfare area sponsor. It is coordinated
with those other offices, services, and Govermment agencies having any
interest in the development. The function of the TSOR is to: (2) identify
formally a specific operational need, (b) establish the operational
capabilities necessary to satisfy that need; and (c) request an investigation
of the technical feasibility, financial accepbability, and military
usefulness of the development together with alternative approaches to
obtaining this required operational capability.

Proposed Technical Approsches (PTA)

The response to the Tentative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR)
is the Proposed Technical Avproaches (PTA). Proposed Technical Approaches
are prepared for the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) by the appropriate
Systems Command of the Naval Material Command (Figure 8-11), or the Bureau

or Office concermed, outlining technical approaches by which a capability
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described in a TSOR may be achieved. This document normally outlines

alternative means of attaining the required capability (ies) and thus the
plural "approaches” of the title. They may be submitted as unsolicited
proposals (again the subtle Push of the R&D commnity), but they are
required in response to a TSOR. Proposed Technical Approaches provide a
major source of the financial and technical information which is necessary
early in the process in order for the Chief of Naval Operations to decide
whether to begin a program. One-of the major and significant seetion of the
PIA 1s the estimate of the degree of risk involved for each approach. = The
PTA provides the initial estimate of development (RDT&E appropriation)

and production (Procurement appropriation) costs. If one of the PTAs is
acceptable to the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), the mission or warfare
sponsor prepares either an Advanced Development Objective (ADO) or a

Specific Operational Requirement (SOR).
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Advanced Development Objective (ADO)

The Tentative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR) will be a part
of forecasting for requirements in the long-range, as well as the start
of generating requirements for the mid-range timeframe if the need has
Just been recognized or if the development time is shorter, as in the case
of altering or converting an existing system. However, if the -PTA cereate
any doubt as to the military usefulness of any proposed solution, the
Advanced Development Objective (ADO) is the next document used in the
requirement process. The purpose of an ADO is to initiate the process
of innovation or the initial application of new technology to a naval
warfare system. An ADO ocutlines a requirement for an experimental develop-
ment which is not yet assured as to military usefulness, technical feasibility,
and financial acceptability. This is normally a necessary step in the
transition from exploratory development (6.2 funds) to engineering development
(6.b funds). In mejor weapon systems development the ADO is necessary
in order to minimize high risk areas, achieve more accuruate estimates,
and insure that the prerequisites for engineering development have been meth.
The prime result of the effort is proof of design rather than the
development of hardware for service use, and this provides information
$o support the decision to pursue the potential development toward evaluation
for fleet use.

The ADO is prepared by the Director of Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation (0P-098), coordinsted with the mission or warfare sponsor,
and sent by the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) via the Chief of Navel
Material (CMM) to a CNM designated development agency. The response to

the ADO is a Technical Develotment Plan. It should be noted that the Navy
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Advanced Protobyping Program is an organized part of the advanced
develorment program so that any prototypes should be covered by an Advanced
Development Objective (ADO).

Specific Operational Requirement

If the PTA did not disclose high risk areas, or if the urgency of the -
requirement is of a high priorifty because of a newly recognized need, the
Specific Operational Requirement (SOR) is issued. Through the SOR, the
Chief of Naval Operations (or the Commandant of the Marine Corps)states
a need for a particular new or improved capability to counter a specific
threat or to satisfy an operational deficiency, and outlines the measures
of effectiveness and performance goals which describe what capability is to _
be achieved. The Specific Operational Requirement (SOR) is the decision
docunment which establishes a firm requirement and authorizes engineering
development. Approvel of a SOR is a key decision point since it may mean
curtailment or cancellabion of work already in progress which may also
offer promise of miliftary worth. The SOR is prepared and coordinated by

the sponsor with other interested mission/warfare officesland other services

to insure that a product acceptable to the operafting forces will be obtained.

1/ Expenditure of 6.4000N funds rather than entry into the Full-Scale
Development Phase of the acquisition cycle.
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Technical Development Plan

The Technical Development Plan (TDP) is the normal respomse to a
specific operational requirement and it is prepared by the Prinecipal
Development Activity (FDA). It dceuments those actions, procedures
and resources necessary to achieve the required capability anq serves
as a ldving record of plans and decisions, as well as a vehicle for
management review. For major acquisitions the plan is presented to the
Chief of Naval Material for approval of the project after 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
(DD 1634) substituted with OPNAV permission.

Requirements Documentation

By and large, this is the way the requirements process works and is
documented in the Navy. That is not to say that all of these documents
flow in a straight line from one to the other, that they are 2ll used in
every case, or even that they are prepared before the actions they cover
are initiated. Sometimes they are not applicable, sometimes they overlap,
and at other times they are prepared after the fact because of the urgency
of the sgituation, the serendipitous transfer of technology, or the manner
of procurement. For any major acquisition in the Navy, the profess}onal
staff should theoretically be able to identify a pertinent SOR, no matter
when written, and track all the way to the GOR and threat 'assessment

which inspired it. On the other hand, there are many systems which
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have no traceable history in the planning documentation as outlined above.
For instance, some programs/projects are initiated to £fill well-known
operational needs with known systems; others are initiated in response
1/

to direction from higher authority. In these cases, the Development

Concept Paper (DCP) or the Program Memorandum (PM) is the justifying
documentation, and the planning documents, serving no real purpose, are
not created.

The final requirement document, the SCR, may be originated in
the Office of the Secretary of the Navyl/, in the staff of the Q0ffice of
the Chief of Naval Operations, in the shore establishment, or by the
operating forces afloat. Naval directives are unclear on who outside of
the Pentagon actually originates the Specific Operational Requirement
(SOR) but generally it is a draft and would beAsigned by the Type or Fleet
Commander of the unit of the originmator and procesd through normal
command channels addressed to the Chief of Naval Operations for approval.
(Figure 8-12) In accordance with standard administrative procedure it would
first go to the mission or warfare sponsor for review and commend and
then be brought to the attention of the Chief of Naval Operations to
determine his interest in having it processed through the system. In
any case, OP-098 would meonitor the status of the document and advise

the originator of the action taken or planned.

1/ National Military Systems, e.g., TRIDENT.
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Concept Formulation Dialogue

This chapter thus far describes a far-reaching complex procedural
system for identifying and bringing operational needs to the surface and
of establishing sound and valid requirements. As this process of de-
finitization moves closer to the initiation of development programs of
major proportions, the reality of optimizing within a total Navy program
becomes even more acute. While each potential system, if left to its
own natural growth pattern, would strive to take on more rather than
less capability, it is recognized that a greater synergistic effect can
be developed through the careful structuring of forces based om combinations
of more cost effective systems. To achieve the selection, design, and
development of more cost effective systems the Navy relies on a wide-open,
rapid response dialogue between OPNAV and NAVMAT during the early con-
cept formulation phase. This dialogue, depicted in Figure 8-13, is
closely monitored by OP-96 (Systems Analysis Division OP-96 is further
degseribed in Chaptar 12) with major decisions made directly by the CNO
in the CEB. The main purpose of this dialogue is to pare down the
tendegcy to overload a system with expensive capabilities.

OBTAINING SECDEF APPROVAL

Approval of the Services's Total Program

The total Navy program is made up in a large part by the individual
line item requirement discussed throughout this chapter. The proceés-
of gaining Secretary of Defense approval for the total program prior to

sending it forth fLor congressional authorization and appropriation
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action is based on an elaborate Planning~-Programming-Budgeting System

(PPBS) which pulls all requirements (weapon systems as well as others)
together in what is hoped is an optimm wmix within each service and the
Department of Defense overall in support of the total DOD budget.

Individual system projects or requirements can be incremented or decremented
and whole programs deleted or new requirements added during this process.
The aznnual optimization effort of building a DOD budget is therefore
critical to the success and survivability of a development program.

The actions identified by short, mid, and long~-range planning are
reflected as funding estimates in the annual budget requests of the ser-
vices via the programming portion of the Planning-Programming-Budgeting
System (see Chapter 11). The funds identified in the first year of the
finalized Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) is updated to reflect the
Secretary of Defense's decisions as reflected in Program Decision Memoranda
(PDM). The Services budget requests are develovned through the preparation
of their individual Program Objectives Semorandum (POM). The FYDP
is again updated in January to reflect the impact of the Secretary of
Defense's Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) (discussed later) on the POMs.
The POM itself is dependent on and consistent with the fiscally constrained
Joint Forces Memorandum of the Joint Chiefs of Staff which is itself
paced by the fiscal constraints of the SECDEF's Planning and Programming
Guidance Memorandum (PPGM). o

In addition to decentralizing programming responsibility to the
Military Services, Secretary Laird also added three months to the front

of the budgeting cyele. Once the Navy had reorganized itself into the
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0SD pattern, it also added time to the front of the budgeting cycle so
that in the Navy the 15 months or the fiscal year 1971 cycle have grown
to 20 months counting from the submission of the Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan, Volume 1 until budget presentation to the Congress in
January.

In October 1973, four months prior to receipt of the final strategic
and fiscal guidance from the SECDEF, the navy began its POM preparation
for fiscal years 1976-1980. Navy POM preparation begins with the
issuance of Chief of Naval Operations Policy and Planning Guidance
{CPPG) and Issue Papers. The preliminary program guidance is based on
the Defense Policy and Planning Guidance (DPPG) issued by the Secretary
of Defense in September, and outlines and amplifies the naval implications
of the strategy contained inAthe DPPG. The Chief of Naval Operations
also identifies his high priority programs.

In November, the CNO's Executive Board (CEB) figure 8-14 translates
this CPPG into Program Guidance (PG)_ and Fiscal Guidance (FG).

In December, sponsors throughout the Navy submit Sponsor Program
Projections (SPP) and review issue papers.

The process of developing the Navy's Program Objectives Memorandum
(POM) is intended to insure maximum participation on the part of Mission,
Foree, Function, Support, and Appropriation Sponsors. The Mission
Sponsor is assigned lead responsibility in program development. It
is significant to note that the Marine Corps, although it may be a sponscr,
has absolutely no sponsor assignment of any kind. (Sponsors are shown

in figure 8-7)
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In October also, the Director of Navy Program Planning (OP-090)
distributes Tentative Chief of Naval Operations Program Analysis

Memorandums (T-CPAM) which consolidate relevant information to be used
in the decision making process for individual mission areas. They

are issued in loose leaf format and should comprise a file of zall
issues and alternatives within the mission areas. They consist of:
Specific Chief of Naval Operations Guidance
Priorities

Issue Papers
Program Shortfalls

New Initiatives

Sponsors Program Priorities
The Tentative CNO Program Analysis Memoranda (T-CPAM) provides the

Progranm

entire data base from which the PAM's/CPAM's will be derived.

Analysis Memoranda (PAM's) are prepared in four Gemeral Purpose Force

areas:
TACAIR
Amphibilous ’
linderway Replenishment /Support and Mobility Forces
Sea Control

These PAMs will be drawn together in the General Purpose Forces CPAM.
CNO program Analysis Memoranda (CPAM's) are developed to present the

CEB with an overview of cuzrent Navy programs and possible altermatives
Each CPAM will describe the FYDP program, identify major issues

thereto.
and discuss alternatives which should be considered in order to develop

Planned CPAMs are:
Strategic Forces
General Purpose Forces
Command, Control, Communications
General Support and Logistics

the POM.
Manpower, Training and Reserves

Summary CPAM
8-42



After CEB review, the CPAMs will form the basis for CNO major program
decisions and subsequent detailed POM development.

Once the POM has been prepared and approved by the CNO, the emtire
package i3 forwarded to the SECNAV and to 0SD. By August 1974, POM-76
will be finalized by SECDEF Program Decision Memorandum (PDM's) and the
FYDP updated to reflect these decisions. In January 1975, the DOD
portion of the President's budget request will include the amount of
funds required for fiscal year 1976, the first year of FYDP 76-80.

Recommendation For Approval From DSARC

The SECDEF is the approving authority for an acquisition's development-
and funding if the acquisition meets DOD's thresholds. To obtain this
approval the proposed weapon system must go through the Defense Systems
Acquisitions Review Council's (DSARC) review where a recommendation is
made to approve or disapprove the system's development and movement to
the Validation Phase. This approval includes the SECDEF approval to
fund the program within stipulated thresholds with money that has been
or will be justified in the POM/FYDP review. A Development Concept
Paper (DCP) for the proposed weapon system is prepared by OPNAV in 1
coordination with the Director,Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E)
to be presented to DSARC for the review.

Before going to DSARC, however, the SECNAV must approve the action
This is accomplished through the Department of the Navy Systems

Acquisition Review Council Procedures as referred to in SECNAVINST 5420.172,
May 2, 1973. (Figure 8-135)
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Based on the recommendations of the Chief of Naval Operations
Executive Board (CEB) figure 8-13,approval of a major acquisition for the Nawy by
the Chief of Naval Operation leads to the preparation of the DCP for
presentation to DSARC. Several months before the DSARC review, the Program
Coordinator in the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) will
insure that the draft 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.

Three months {(for a2 new program) or two months (for an ongoing
program) prior to the DSARC review or DNSARC review, the program -
coordinator and project manager will present the weapons system program,
as reflected in the draft DCP, to the CEB. This presentation is not in-
tended to be a preview of the DSARC presentation, but instead, to con-
centrate on Navy program issues and alternatives.

After the Board's recommendations have been approved or disapproved
by the CNO, the Program Coordinator will revise the draft DCP to reflect
CNO decisions and forward it to the Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV). If
isgues require resolution between the Chief of Naval Operations and the
Secretary of the Navy,the DNSARC may be scheduled at the option of the
Secretary. The agreed upon Navy draft DCP is then sent to appropriate
mission area divisions in the Offite of the Director or Defense Research
and Engineering for comment, and returned. The preparation of the final

version of the DCP for DSARC Decision I is a joint DOD/Service effort
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and the primary purpose of the DSARCI DCP for a new development is to
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. The purpose of follow-on DCPs (II, Ila if appropriate,
and III) is to support the SECDEF decision process at successive DSARC
milestones in the program.
Two weeks prior to the scheduled DSARC review the final version
of the DCP is sent to the Office of the Secretary of Defense. At the
same time, the Navy's Cost Analysis Group (OP-96D) presents its
independent parametric cost estimate to the DOD Cost Analysis Improvement
Group (CAIG). Concurrently, the program coordinator and project
manager will give a preview DSARC presentation to a Flag level review
committee where potential problem issues will be identified. Members
of this review are:
(1) Standing Members:
Director, Navy Program Planning (0P-090)
Vice Chief of Naval Material (MAT-09)

Director, Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation (OP-098)

Director, Gemeral Planning and Programming
Division (OP-90)

Director, Systems Analysis Division (0P-96)
Director, Office of Program Appraisal (OPA)

Commander, Operational Test and Evaluation Force
(COMOPTEVFOR)

(2) AdHoc members:

DCNO/ or Director, Major Staff Office (program/platform sponsor)

DCNO/or Director, Major Staff Office (appropriation account sponsor)
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One week prior to the DSARC review, the Secret;ry of the Navy and
the Chief of Naval Operatioms will participate in a joint review of
the presentation, along with all the Navy principals who will be in
attendance at the DSARC meeting.

If favorably recommended by the DSARC and subsequently approved by
the Secretary of Defense, the proposed weapon system is identified as a
program and either forwarded by the service as a Program Change Request
(PCR) to the FivelYear Defense Program (FYDP) or included in the POM
submitted for the next annual budget-cycle. Sufficient planning should
have been accomplished among the principals concerned to permit orderly
pursuit of the program once the Secretary of Defense approves the DCP.
Such agreements constitute a Navy position with respect to the maximum
amount of funding which can be made available within the Navy, versus
that amount required to be financed through reallocation within DOD, use
of OSD Reserves, or New Obligationmal Authority (NOA).

Budget Preparation

Once a specific operational requirement to satisfy a recognized and
validated operational need is approved by the CNO, the SECNAV and the
SECDEF, it is included in the Navy Program Objectives Memorandum (POM)
and the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) and thus is qualified to run
the budget guantlet.

Under standard directions issued by the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Comptroller, in the Department of Defense Budget Guidance
Manuzl (DOD 7110-1-M), the Department of the Navy Comptroller prepares

the budget request of the Navy and Marine Corps which essentially converts
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the Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) into Five Year Defense Program
(FYDP) financial format, accounting for all appropriation titles and program
element numbers. Each staff 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 with
R&D,

Concurrently the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) reviews
the budget and may raise issues with the Department. If the principals
cannot resolve them the President is the final arbiter. Based on this
joint review and analysis the Secretary of Defense publishes a series
of Program Budget Decisions (PBD) related to the appropriation title and
budget activity structure. These are transmitted to the Military Depart-
ments and Defense Agencies to be inserted as changes into the Five Year
Defense Proé;am (FYDP). 1If the head of the component considers the im-
pact to be sufficiently serious to warrant the personal reconsideration
by the Secretary he may submit a budgetary appeal statement. The
Secretary of Defense will direct a staff review of all statements and will

issue 3 specific decision for each appeal.
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III.

APPENDIX I

STUDIES IN FY-73 CNO STUDIES AND ANALYSES PROGRAM
CONTINUING INTIO FY-74

STRATEGIC FCRCES

MIRV Footprint Theory Study

Footprint Requirements for Advanced SLBM Systems Study
Strategic Cruise Missile Mission Analysis Study (SCM~MA)
Air Defense Penetration Study

SLBM Posture Study

Strategic Force Mix Study

SALT Issues Study

SEA CONTROL FORCES

Carrier Task Force ASW Effectiveness Study

Non~Nuclear Ordnance Inventory Objectives Study

ASW Ordnance Inventory Objectives

ASW Surveillance Systems Study.

A NRaval High Speed Ship Analysis, Particularly as
Applied to 2000-3000 Ton SES (HISPAN)

Defensive Equipping of Merchant Ships (DEMS)

VP Readiness Study

Future Submarine Forces

ASW Methodology and Forces (AMSF)

Countering the Anti-Ship Missile (CAM)

Bydrofoil Study

Naval Gunnery Study

AMPHIBIOUS PORCES

Naval Inshore Warfare Study
Organizational and Operational Concepts for a Seaborne Mobile
Logistic System (SMLS)

TACTICAL AIR FORCES

Tactical Alr Armament Study, Fiscal Year-72 (TAAS-72)
Carrier Mission Effectiveness Study (CMES)

TACAIR Readiness Study

Tactical Air Basing Study (TABS)

Naval Air Technology

MOBILITY AND SUPPORT

Navy Airlift Study

GENERAL SUPPORT AND LOGISTICS

Ship Overhaul and Maintenance Study (SOAMS)
Ship Supply Support Study (S4)
Ship Overhaul Cost Estimating Relationship Study (SOCER)
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VIiI.

VIII.

.

Aircraft Depot Level Maintenance Study
Aviation Logistics Study (VAST/ATE)

CS AND INTELLIGENCE

Navy Strategic Communications Study (STRAT-C)
Ocean Surveillance Study (0SS)

MANPOWER, PERSONNEL AND TRAINING

Officer Fitmess Report Study
Manpower and Personnel Study

RESERVE FORCES

Zero Base Study of the Naval Reserve

NET ASSESSMENT

Development of Conceptual Analysis Capability
Development of Research Assistance in Program/Planning
Tactical Electromagnetic Systems (TESS)

Soviet Naval Operations (SNO)

Total Allied Force for Mediterranean Conflict (TALLFORM)
Navy Resources Study

Plans and Policies Program (P3)
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CHAPTER 9

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

INTRODUCTION

Legislative History
The Marine Corps (Figure 9-1) is one of two Military Services in the

Department of the Navy and the Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC) is om an
equal basis with the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) as the chief of a service.
The Marine Corps' legislative charter is described in Title 10, United States
Code, Section 5013:

{(a) The Marine Corps, within the Department of the Navy, shall be so
organized as to include not less than three combat divisions and three air
wings, and such other land combat, aviation, and other services as may be
organized therein. The Marines shall be organized, trained, and equipped to
provide fleet marine forces of combined arms, together with supporting air
compounents, for service with the fleet in the seizure or defemse of advanced
naval bases and for the conduct of such land operations as may be essential
to the prosecution of a naval campaign. In addition, the Marine Corps shall
provide detachments and organizations for service on armed vessels of the
Navy, shall provide security detachments for the protection of naval
property at naval stations and bases, and shall perform such other duties as
the President may direct. However, these additional duties may not detract
from or interfere with the operations for which the Marime Corps is ﬁrimarily
organized.

(b) The Marine Corps shall develop, in coordimation with the Army and
the Air Force, those phases of amphibious operations that pertain to the

tactics, techniques, and equipment used by landing forces.
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(c) The Marine Corps is responsible, in accordance with integrated
joint mobilizations, for the expansion of peacetime components of
the Marine Corps to meet the nesds of War.

In October, 1973, the Marine Corps carried out the first major
reorganization of its Headquarters (HQMC) since 1952. The new organi-
zation is structured along functional lines which permits better staff
coordination with the office of the Secretary of Defemse and with the

other Services. The new organizationsl chart is shown in Figure S-2.

Magnitude of Acquisitions

In the Marine Corps an item or systems is defined as a major acquisition
1f $5 million or more will be spent for research and development or if
$20 million or more will be spent for procurement. The following
chapter will discuss the formal processes involved in identifying needs
and establishing requirements for major acquisitions in the Marine Corps.
That only the formal process will be discussed must be emphasized.
There are a multitude of informal ways that a requirement can be established;
each weapon or system acquired has gone through a unique process.

Some of the major acquisitions that the Marine Corps is actively

involved in at present are:

System Developer
M60A3 Tank Army
F-14A Tomcat Navy
AV-84 Harrier U.K.
A=-4M Navy
M-561 Gama Goat Army
F-4J Navy
EA~6B Navy
CH-53E Navy
Ug-IN Army
AGILE Havy
PHOENIX Navy
SIDEWINDER Joint
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System Developer

SPARROW Joint
LHA Navy
Amphibious Assault Vehicle Marine Corps

IDENTIFYING THE NEED

Mission

Within the thirteen warfare areas idemtified for naval forces in
Chapter 8, the Marine Corps has primary cognizance over Amphibious
Warfare (AMW) in accordance with its legislated role/mission. Because of
the Marine Corps' role/mission, it must work closely with the Navy.

The Marine Corps must achieve and maintain certain operational
capabilities to fulfill its mission and to meet the threat, strategic, -
doctrinal, and tactical assessments, and plans as established in Joint
Chiefs of Staff and Department of Defense planning documents.

The needs for achieving these operational capabilities may be met
by modifying existing systems and equipment or by developing new systems
and equipment. For hardware needs, this entails the proc.rement of both
major or non~-major systems.

The identification of these needs may come from a variety of sources.
An organization or command within the Marine Corps may detect a need
for an improved system because of a specific operational deficiency,
old age, or obsolescence. Threat assessment provided by the intelli-
gence comnunity may spur the need for a new capability. New scientific
discoveries and technological advances may be presented by industry who
seek out opportunities to present their ideas to the military community.
Some studies and analyses may identify needs in the course of addressing

Marine Corps problems.



Intelligence - Threat Assessment

Major threats are, perhaps, the most important drivers in identifying
the need for a new weapons system. The Intelligence Divisioan of the
Marine Corps differs slightly in function from the Intelligence staffs
of other Services because the Marine Corps Intelligence Division has no
separate intelligence collection organizatiom. Rather Marine Corps
personnel comprise about 15% of the staff of the Navy's intelligence
collection activities.

The Marine Corps relies on products of the intelligence community
such as the JIEP, DIPP, DIEJP, NIEs and SNIEs for its initial intelligence
information. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) intelligence documents
are sent to the Marine Corps via the Joint Control Officer under the
Deputy Chief of Staff for the Plans and Operations Department (DC/S P&0).
Be routes them to the Intelligence Division and to the Plans Division
within the P&0 Department. NIEs are received directly by the Intelligence
Division. Analysts within the division review the documents and relay
important information to other Headquarters staff. The analysts prepare
intelligence analyses for the Plans and Operations Department which
specifically relate.to Marine Corps needs. These net assessments are
incorporated in Marine Corps planning documents, and they complement or
contradict the threat assessment contained in JCS plans.

Material Readiness

The material readiness of deployed systems is continually assessed

by the Marine Corps through the Integrated Maintenance Management System

(MIMMS) for all weapons systems except aircraft which are monitored



through the Navy's Material Maintenance Management (3M) system. These
information systems provide daily data omn availability of systems, their
reliability, fallures, supply consumption; and trends in operational
readiness. The output of the information systems influence the life
usage of a weapons system and therefore the need for new systems.

The Planning System

The planning process in the Marine Corps parallels planning in the
Navy and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The plamning documents in the Marine
Corps, as in the Na%y and the JCS, deal with the short-range, mid-range,
and long-range periods (See chapter 5). The CMC delegates responsibility
for directing all phases of planning to the Chief of Staff assisted by
the Deputy Chief of Staff,  Plans and Operations Department. He, in turn,
delegates responsibility for execution to the Services Plans Branch and
to the Joint Planning Group. The Chief of Staff's Committee acts as the
overall coordinating and decision.point. Its functions
are to hear presentations of plans and programs and to develop recommen-
daticns for the Commandant concerning these plans and programs. Members
of the Committee are: the Chief of Staff; the DC/S (P&0); the DC/S
(Requirements and Programs Division); the DC/S (Research, Development
and Studies Division); the DC/S (Manpower Department); the DC/S (Aviation
Division); the DC/S (Installations and logistics Department); the Fiscal
Director gf the Marine Corps; Director, Marine Corps Reserve; Director,
Intelligence Division; Ddrector, Information System Support and Management;
Director, Telecommunications; and a representative for the Commanding
General of MCDEC, the Marine Corps Devélopment and Education Command

(MCDEC). (Figure 9-3)
9-7



g8-6
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The Plans and Operations Department (P&0), Plans Division, is the
foecal point for planning strategy and tactics for the Marine Corps, for
analyzing, reviewing, and processing actions of a joint strategic nature,
and for formulating policy and doctrine. The Operations Division,

P&0, is the focal point for meeting operational needs and capabilities
for the landing forces in amphibious operations and for cocrdinating
military policy for the Marine Corps as it relates to deployment,
force readiness and the acquisition of weapons systems. Thus, the

P&0 Department has prime responsibility for the Marime Corps planning
system and documents therein.

The planning system within the Marine Corps is resppnsive to and pro-
vides information to the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) which
includes Service plamning documents as well as JCS planning Documents and
to the Joint Operational Planning System (JOPS).

The Principle Marine Corps planning documents are the Marine Corps
Long Range Plan (MLRP), the Marine Corps Mid-Range Objectives Plan
(MMROP) and the Marine Corps Capabilities Plan (MCP) for the short-~
range period.

The MLRP is a document whose purpose is to describe the operational,
organizational and material concepts which the Marine Corps needs to
achieve in order to carry out its roles and missions projected for a
10-20 year period. It treats qualitative goals rather than resource
requirements. The MLRP is reviewed and updated every year by the

Services Plans Branch, Plans Division, Plans and Qperations Department,
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)

in the fourth quarter of the fiscal year. BHowever, every five years,
through the efforts of the Development Center, MCDEC, and the Long
Range Study Panel there, an extensive Long Range Study is conducted
which becomes the source for the Marine Corps Long-~Range Plan after it
has been reviewed at HQMC. MCDEC uses both Joint Chiefs of Staff
guidance, such as the Joint Long Range Strategic Study (JLRSS) and
Naval guidance such as the Navy Strategic Study (NSS) in planning
Marine Corps strategy and tactics. (See Figure 9-4)

The Marine Corps Mid-Range Objectives Plan (MMROP) is a document
that translates the long-range pl;ns into more definitive goals and objec-
tives which provide the basic guidance for Marine Corps programming and
provide some Marine Corps input to JSOP Volume II. The MMROP is based
on the mission of the Marine Corps and the worldwide strategic si;uation
for a 10 year period beginning one fiscal year after the fiscal year of
publication. The Service Plans Branch, Plans Division, P&0 Department,
prepares the MMROP using JSOP Volume I, the DPPG and the JIEP as sources of
strategy and threat guidance. The Headquarters staff and MCDEC review
the MMROP and recommend changes to th§ Services Plans Branch. Other
cognizant personnel, both at Headquarters and in the field review the
plan and send their comments to the Services Plans Branch. They then
publish the MMROP no later than the emd of March. (Figure 9-5)

The Marine Corps Capabilities Plan (MCP) is a short-range plan sup-
porting the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) which states the
Marine Corps' capability to accomplish its role/mission and tasks during
the current fiscal year. This document states that the Marine Corps can

do now as opposed to next year. It provides planning information and
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guidance to Marine Corps subordinate commands for accomplishment of their
assigned duties. Th; MCP reflects force assignments made to unified
commands in the JSCP. It is updated at least once a year by the

Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations.

Studies and Analyses

Marine Corps studies and analyses play a vital role in the planning
process. The Study Program is a formal program on a five year cycle
funded from 6.5 management support dollars. Starting next year, the time
frame of the Study Program will coincide with the schedule for preparing
the Marine Corps input to the Department of the Navy Program Objective
Memorandum (POM) so that the Study Program will be included in the POM.
Studies cover much more than the development of hardware. They are
conducted to analyze the development of doctrine, tactics, techniques eor
concepts; to analyze questions of force level, structure, and organization;
to analyze technological and operational feasibility related to new items
of material; to analyze the development of new items of material; and to
analyze forecasts, projections and threat.

The sources of recommendations for study areas are the entire Head-
quarters Marine Corps (HQMC) staff and the field commands such as
Fleet Marine Force Pacific (FMFPAC) or Fleet Marine Force Atlantic
(FMFLANT). Recommendations are sent f£irst to the cognizant spounsor
in HOQMC who reviews them and undertakes HQMC spomsorship. Study re-
quirements are forwarded to the Studies Branch of the Deputy Chief of
Staff for Research,Development and Studies (Figure (9-6)which coordinates

development of a study program with the Development Center, MCDEC
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There the Plans and Studies Division looks at the list of recommendations
(or study requirements as they are called), identifies and clarifies
issues, and sets up a proposed formal program considering the available
regources and perscnnel. ‘Studies can be on any subject and MCDEC may
delete suggestions it has received and/or add its own.

After MCDEC has reviewed the list and made its recommendations
concerning the Study Program, RD&3 sends the proposed studies programs
out for general staffing to Headquarters staff. These offices provide
comments back to RD&S who then sets up a Review Panel to discuss the
studies. This Review Panel resolves staff differences and recommends
which studies should be approved for initiation. This decision is reviewed
by the Chief of Staff's Committee and its decision is forwarded to the |
CMC for final approval.

Once the Study Program has been approved, each study sponsor, who
is head of a Department, Division,or Office which has prime responsibility
over the subject under study, prepares a study directive. A study
advisory committee, chaired by the Sponsor, is set up to review this
study directive prior to forwarding to MCDEC and to review the study
ags it progresses. Those interested in the study, as determined by
the study sponsor and the Studies Branch, are members of the committee.

A complete study plan is prepdred at MCDEC for the approval of the
Commandant. Upon approval, MCDEC is directed to execute the study.
MCDEC is asked to execute it aithough a commercial contractor, the Maval

Research Laboratory, or an FCRC may carry out the study. Some examples
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of current Marine Corps studies are "Containerization Requirements for
the Fleet Marine Force (1973-82)", sponsored by DC/S (I&L); ™™arine
Aviation Requirements", sponsored by DC/S (Aviation); "Seaborne Mobile
Logistics Systems" sponsored by DC/S (ISL); and "Assault Anti-tank
Weapons Systems," sponsored by DC/S (P&0).

Once a study is completed and has been approved by the Commandant,
the approved recommendations are implemented. These may result in
internal Marine Corps program changes, changes in force structure,
revised doctrine and tactics, or in the establishment of requirements.
For example, the study may recommend that a General Operational Require-
ment (GCR) be revised, that a Tentative Specific Operational Requirement

(TSOR) be prepared,or that ARPA conduct 6.1 research.
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The DC/S for RD&S, HQMC directs and coordinates all Marine Corps
RDTS&E activities, reviews and issues requirements documents and assembles
the Marine Corps' annual RDT&E program submission to the ASN (R&D)
and to the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) for inclusion in the Department
of the Navy program/project listing of RDT&E programs. This includes
preparation of the annual fundings program. The Studies Branch is
responsible for all Marine Corps study efforts although it does not
recommend or sponsor studies. It is also responsible for the annual
work plan for the Marine Corps Operations Analysis Group (MCOAG) which
is a part of the Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), a Federal Contract
Research Center. MCOAG has three functions - (1) it provides operations
research and operations analysis for the Marine Corps, (2) it performs
the test and evaluation program as required, {3) it provides the field
éetachement for MCDEC's studies and for the Fleet Marine
Forces.

The Marine Corps Development and Education Command (MCDEC) is the
field command where most development efforts are monitored. The
Development Center is the activity at MCDEC that is responsible for
these efforts. The preparation of requirements documents for Headquarters
Marine Corps is done at MCDEC. Long-range studies are alseo conducted there
by the Long-Range Study Panel. The Plans and Studies Division at the
Development Center prepares the Marine Corps Study Programs. They may get
help from the Mobility and Logistics Division or other MCDEC staff or from

MCOAG. MCDEC is alsc responsible for monitoring the Marine Corps'
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MARINE CORPS_LIAISON OFFICERS

MCLnO, USA, Training and Doctrine Command, Ft, Moeroe, Virginia

MCLnO, USA Combat Developments Experimentation Command,
Ft. Ord, Califormia

MCILnO, USA Test and Evaluation Command, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland
MCLnO, USA Air Defense Board, Ft. Bliss, Texas

MCLnO, USA Electronics Proving Ground, Ft. Huachuca,
Arizona

MCLnG, USA Artillery Board, Ft. Sill, Oklahoma
MCLn®, USA Armor Board, Ft. Knox, Kentucky
MCLnQ, USA Electronics Command, Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey

MCLnO, USA Airbornme Electronics and Special Warfare Board,
Ft. Bragg, North Carol.na

MCLnO/Advisor for Military Application, Naval Weapons Laboratory,
Dahlgren, Virginia

MCLnO, USA Infantry Board, Ft. Benning, Georgia

MCLnO, USA Aviation Beard, Ft. Rucker, Alabama

Deputy Systems Program Director, Tactical Information Processing
Interpretation-System Office (TIPI-SPO), Wright Patterson AFB,
Payton, Ohio

MCLnO, Naval Medical Field Research Laboratory
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina

Headquarters, USMC Logistics Section also sponscrs a liaison
gfficer for both Logistics and RDT&E liaison at:

MCLnO, USA Armaments Command, Picatinny Arsenal,
New Jersey

Figure 9-7
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exploratory development effort so they also follow closely the research,
development, testing, and studies of other Services and Agencies.

MCDEC sponsors Marine Corps Liaison Officers (MCLNO) at other Service
commands (Figure 9-7).

General Operational Requirements

Threat assessment, planning documents, and analyses and studies help
determine what is needed by the Marine Corps to fulfill its role/mission.
These needs are identified in the General Operational Requirement
(GOR). The MLRP and the MMROP provide guidance and direction to the
development of GORs. The GOR is a broad statement of goals or objectives
for future operational capabilities required to meet the estimated threat
of the 10-20 year period (lomg-range planning period). A GOR is a
statement of Marine Corps needs for improved equipment, systems,
material or techniques. GORs are established for each GOR catsgory
identified in section XI of the MMROP and classified under an R&D

planning area in section XII of the MMROP. These categories are:

GOR CATEGORIES R&D PLANNING AREAS

Training Manpower

Personnel

Command, Control and Command, Control and Com—
Communication munication

Infantry systems . Firepower

Supproting arms

Anti-air systems

Nuclear and Chemical

Warfare and Biological defense

Logistics Logisties
Mobility Mobility
Intelligence Intelligence
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MCDEC develops the proposed GORs which are promulgated by DC/S (RD&S)
for the Commandant. The Service Plans Branch, Plans Division, Plans
and Operations Department, also reviews GORs to insure that they are
compatible with Marine Corps objectives as stated in planning documents.
The Operations Division, P&0 Department also reviews GORs.

The Intelligence Division, the Installations and Logistics Depart-
ment, the Manpower Department, and the field commands also review GORs.
The DC/S (for Aviation) has staff responmsibility for GORs involving
aviation.

Research and Development Planning

The Marine Corps is responsible for achieving certain operational ca-
pabilities which may require the development of major new systems or
items of hardware. However, resources available to the Marine Corps for its
RDT&E efforts historically have been very limited. The problem then be-
comes one of efficient allocation of scarce dollars across a wide range of
proposed and on-going projects of varying funding levels. One way the
Marine Corps faces its demands on resources is to rely on the large R&D
budgets of the other Services and the projects they develop which are
directly applicable to the .Marine Corps.

The Navy designates approximately 1.2%Z of its RDT&E funds to the
Marine Corps RDT&E budget in the 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5 funding categories.
"Thus, "blue" dollars are comverted to "green" dollars. (A full discus-
sion of the relationship between Navy ("blue") dollars and Marine Corps

("green") dollars follows later in this chapter).
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The Marine Corps has no basic research funds (6.1 monies). The Chief
of Naval Research conducts a program of research which is designed to pro-
duce results which satisfy the acknowledged requirements of both the Marine
Corps and the Navy.

The Chief of Naval Material manages and funds for a program of ex-
ploratory development (6.2 monies) in support of the Marine Corps. Within
the Marine Corps, the Development Center at MCDEC is the point of contact
on Marine Corps exploratory development matters.

In other categories of development, the Marine Corps adopts other-
service items directly whenever possible. For example, while the Marine
Corps may fund a study of the employment of various aircraft it does
not invest any of its R&D money in the development of aircraft. Such
activity is completely funded by the Navy. The Deputy Chief of Staff
for Aviation acts in a dual capacity sponsoring Marine Corps aviation
R&D activities both as 3 member of the CMC staff and as Assistant Deputy
CNO for Aviation. Further, most of the Marine Corps' motor transport
vehicles are developed by the Army. Joint Army-Marine Corps programs de-
velop other items required by both Services. Through a process of "manage-
ment by influence", the Marine Corps often buys into another service pro-
gram so that it can have a voice in the development either to change
the characteristics of a system or to add capabilities to make sure that
the item is operable in the amphibious warfare environment.

The Marine Corps will not normally undertake developmental action
when equipment being developed by other services will meet its requirements.
The Marine Corps will undertake unilateral development action when::

(1) Development clearly falls within the Marine Corps responsibilities

established by law (page 9-1).
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(2) There is no other equipment available or under development by
another Service or country which will meet stated requirements.

(3) Failure to take developmental action would adversely affect the
military capabilities of the Marine Corps.

It should also be noted that the Marine Corps does not have any
RDT&E laboratories per se. Thus, MCDEC, other DOD in-house organizations
and private contractors perform the R&D tasks required by the Marine Corps.

ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT

Through the planning system needs are identified and through studies
and analyses requirements are generated for certain systems or items. The
requirements process in the Marine Corps is a system unto itself. At the
same time, it is part of the R&D effort since, in a circular process, the
requirements process determines what research and development are called
for.

Sources

An explanation is needed here to clarify how the Marine Corps acquires
its systems or items. As stated earlier, the Marine Corps depends on other
Services for its RDT&E needs. It follows, them, that it alsoc depends upon
the other Services for many of its acquisitions. The Marine Corps may
purchase weapons from the Army, Air Force, or Navy, and if this purchase
is an aircraft, the Marine Corps is dependent on the Navy because the
Marine Corps has no appropriation for procurement of aircraft.

The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Air Warfare within the

Department of the Navy, has cognizance over Marine Corps aviation
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requirements as defined by the Commandant. If the Commandant determines
that there is need for a new aircraft in the Marine Corps, MCDEC
formulates and submits to DC/S (RD&S) the operational requirements

for the system. The CMC approves them and sends them to the CNO.

The Navy may develop or have available aircraft to meet the Marine

Corps' requirements, or the Army or Air Force may have the aircraft.

If not, the Marine Corps may purchase the needed aircraft elsewhere,

such as the case of the British developed AV-8A Harrier. In any case,
the funds to purchase the aireraft are provided in the Navy's procurement
appropriation.

For land warfare weapons systems or items, the Marine Corps depends
largely on the Army. With slight modifications, many Army systems can
satisfy the requirements of ;he Marine Corps. Thus the Marine Corps
may undertake some joint development with the Army by providing some funds
for the Army's R&D effort and then by purchasing the system.

For that aspect of amphibious warfare for which the Marine Corps is
responsible, it will procure the weapon systems it thinks are needed from
the Navy or the Army or it may develop and produce the system on its own
when the system 1is unique to the Marine Corps.

The Process

We will now return to the subject of establishing the requirémeﬁt for
a weapons system. A requirement, which may be established by any command
or organization, is sent to HQMC where it is evaluated by the potential
program spomsor or functional manager and then by the Requirements and

Programs Division. However, it is possible that a requirement will be
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sent from the field to the JCS and then will be sent on to BQMC. The
R&P Division validates all requirements after the sponsor having staff
cognizance over that specific area has reviewed the requi¥ement.
Validation means that R&P checks to see if the requirement is supported
by available documents such as a GOR. The DC/S for R&P then recommends
approval or disapproval to the Chief of Staff. Following this initial

1
review, MCDEC prepares a draft of the appropriate document-/_ The

operational capability requirements will be assigned priorities based on
urgency and mission. This priority will be applicable to the assignment
of personnel, training of persomnel and units, research and development,
analyses and studies, procurement, and other resources available to the

Marine Corps.

Let us take a Specific Operational Requirement (SOR) as an example.
After an initial review by HQMC, MCDEC prepares a draft of the SOR and for-
wards this for comments to field level agencies within the Marine Corps,
to respousible staff in the Army, Navy and Air Force, to the R&P Division
at HQMC, to the Research, Development and Studies Division at HQMC, to
the sponsoring office and to other interested staff as the RD&S Division
determines. After these organizations have commented on the draft, MCDEC
makes revisions and prepares a "proposed" SOR for approval and promulga-
tion by the CMC. Enclosed with this proposed SOR will be a summaryrpf the

comments received from other Services' field agencies and the Commanding

1/ Requirements documents as covered here only relate to hardware needs.
These documents are not generated because of structural changes or
manpower changes.
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General's (CG, MCDEC) consideration thereof. Simultaneously, the CG,
MCDEC, will send copies of the"proposed'documents to the RD&S Division,
and to the other Service headquarters for comment. Upon receipt of
the proposed document, RD&S will forward the document to the DC/S
Requirements and Programs Division for internal staffing and review.
The action division will receive any comments from the other Services
pertaining to the proposed SOR. These comments first go through the
RD&S Division.

Once the review of the SOR is complete, the DC/S for R&P will
prepare the final document complete with a CMC promulgating letter and
will forward it to the DC/S (RD&S) who will give the document to MCDEC
for preparation of the smooth document. The DC/S (RD&S) will then
present the smooth SOR to the Chief of Staff or his committee for
review and approval. The flow of a SOR through the system is shown
in Figure 9-8.

Requirements DNDocuments

Requirements documents currently used by the Marine Corps are the
Tentative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR), the Specific Operational
Requirement (SOR), the Proposed Technical Approaches (PTA), the Advanced
Development Objective (ADO) and the Techmical Development Plan (TDP).

MCDEC is currently studying the requirements process and will present . --
recommendations to the CMC in March, 1974. It is most likely that the number
of documents will be reduced and that the names of the documents will

change.
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These documents are reviewed annually by the Development Center,
MCDEC for relevance, needed changes and revisions. Documents are
reviewed in monthly increments by GOR categories.

Tentative Specific Operational Requirement (TSOR)

The TSOR is a requirements document issued by the DC/S for the CMC
as the initial step in the RDT&E planning system. It is the first docu=-
ment outlining a definition of an item or a system, its characteristices,
functions and costs. It 1s drafted at MCDEC after the GOR has been
approved by the CMC and has gone to the Chief of Naval Material (CMM) or
other Service command for research and development. The TSOR tentatively
states a requirement for a particular capability, identifies the an-
ticipated threat, outlines the operational concept for its intended use,
defines the performance characteristics which can be specified, and
indicates the time period during which the capability is needed.

Proposed Technical Approaches (PTA)

PTA are prepared by the Naval Material Command or other developing
agency outlining technical approaches in response to a TSOR or to call
attention to possibilities for a system resulting from new technology.
The PTA provides financial information in terms of initial estimates of
development and production costs necessary to determine requirements
for formal contract definition in the validation phase. The I&L
Department analyzes and reviews the proposed technical approaches.

Advanced Development Objective (ADO)

An ADO states a need to conduct experimental studies, tests and

development when the TSOR-PTA exchange indicates that technological,
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fipnancial or developmental risks exist or when the military usefulness
of a particular proposed development has not been fully established.
The ADO is prepared by MCDEC.

Specific Operational Requirement (SOR)

A SOR will follow the TSOR-PTA exchange if there are no unacceptable
rigks. The SOR defines the required capabilities in terms of mission re~
quirements with estimates of the threat environment, operational concept,
and performance constraints. The SOR deliniates whether the development
will replace an existing system, technique, or item, the limiting physical
parameters of weight, speed, etc. and the concept of organizational em~
ployment. It is at the SOR stage that the preliminary decision regarding
the necessity for contract definition will be made. The SOR is the final
stage in the requirements documentation process and must contain definitive
guidance for developing a Technical Development Plan (TDP).

The contents and organization index of the SOR include the following:

SECTION 1 -~ Abstract

SECTION 2 - Frame of Reference

SECTION 3 - The Operational Need - includes the threat utilizing
intelligence such as NIE, the JIEP and the
Operational Deficiency utilizing the GOR(s).

SECTION 4 - The Operational Concept - outlines the operational
information which will influence the design and
concepts for its use.

SECTION 5 - Capabilities Required - includes a system description,

performance characteristics, quantity required,
required fleet introduction date and additional
considerations.
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SECTION 6 - Operational Constraints - Contains physical,
environmental manpower, & safety constraints,
maintainability, a cost versus reliability/
availability analysis, emission control, and emergency
destruction information.

SECTION 7 - Integrated Logistic Support
SECTION 8 - Development Information
SECTION 9 - Recommended Marine Corps Development Action - whether

the Marine Corps, Air Force, Army,or Navy will
develop it.

The Telecommunications Division may sponsor SORs that deal with their
field of responsibility. The DC/S (for Aviation) sponsors SORs such
as the Light Armed Reconnaissance Aircraft, the Tactical Air Command Center,
(TACC), and the Radar Data Relay System. He also has primary responsibility
for 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 Bulldog, the Advanced Close Support System, the Heavy Lift Helicopter
and the Advanced Genmeral Purpose Bomb.

Technical Development Plan (TDP)

A TDP comprises the development plan for the fulfillment of objectives
stated in a SOR or an ADO. It is a complete description of the effort
necessary tc accomplish development plus a recommended funding schedule.

It contains a financial plan and system description, production and de-
livery schedule, performance characteristics and program/project dirgct;ves

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 the programming and budgeting phases of PPBS. A program
must appear in the Department of the Navy's Program Objective Memorandum
(POM) and them in the budget.

Because approval for development both at the Service level and at the
DoD level are not on a timetable to coincide with PPBS, Services will often
submit their POMS and budgets to the SECDEF with programs and funding pro-
vided for development of a system which has not yet gome through the
development approval process. The commencement’ of the program and expenditure
of these funds are contingent upon Services anéb&ﬁﬁDOD approval.

The Department of the Navy submits only one PéM to the SECDEF.
This POM combines both Marine Corps and Navy programming: - The Department of
the Navy receives funds appropriated for both the Navynkéblue“ dollars)
and Marine Corps ("green” dollars) and distributes theﬁ';ccérdingly.

Certain program funds are only "blue" dollars, meaning that there is
no separate appropriation for the Marine Corps. RDT&E funds are an
example., The Marine Corps receives no RDT&E funds of its own through
an appropriation. Rather, the Navy designates approximately 1.2%Z of
its funds to the Marine Corps for its RDT&E needs. Thus, some 'blue"”
dollars appropriated to the Navy become "blue/green” dollars when
used by Marine Corps. However, program element/project codes are such
that "green" and "blue/green" dollars are readily identifiable therein.

Even with that, there are no "green" or "blue/green" dollars for the

9-31



[A %
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program categories of basic research (6.1 funds) or exploratory developmeunt
(6.2 funds). For these efforts the Marine Corps is dependent upon
Navy expenditures.

The Marine Corps does receive "green" funds in other appropriation
accounts such as Military Personnel, Reserve Personnel, Operation
and Maintenance and Procurement. However, the CMC does not receive "green"
dollars for Military Construction. In Department of the Navy matters
relating to this area, the CNO acts as the executive agent. Appropriate
Marine Corps responsibilities are carried out by the Installations and
Logistics Department. In the Procurement appropriation, the DCNO for
Air has responsibility for aircraft and missiles for the Marine Corps as
well as the Navy. These funds are all "blue" dollars. Figure 9-10
has a list of the Navy and Marine Corps appropriations and those in
which "blue" dollars become "blue/green" dollars through transfer of
funds,

All programming and budgeting are based on the sgtrategy, fursce level
and structure, and support planned in JSOP Vol. I and II., the DPPG, PPGM,
JFM, and the Services own planning documents. Figure 9-11 shows the
relationship of Marine Corps documents to JCS and SECDEF documents in the PPBS.

In the Marine Corps, the Programming and Budget Branch of the Office
of the DC/S for RD&S coordinates the ﬁteparation of the Marine Corps
R&D portien of ‘the Navy PGM. The Programs Branch, R&P Division, is
responsible for total Marine Corps input to the Navy POM. During formulation
phase, increased emphasis is being placed on supporting documentation,
incremental programming snd possible MSARC involvement in various

Marine Corps programs.
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Following are the basic steps in the development of the Marine Corps
RDT&E POM input for FY 76-FY80 (POM~76). While the time frames may vary
slightly, the approximate periods cited are gemerally accurate. The DC/S
for RD&S prepared a Tentative POM (TPOM) from about 15 November-1
January 1974. Acquisition sponsors were asked to submit their program
requirements with resources estimates for each project proposed. If dollar
requests represented increases over the established FYDP, such changes
were supported by justification data sheets. If MSARC thresholds might
be met in either R&D or PMC or both, such a level of activity had to
be identified a2t the project or the task level as appropriate. The TPOM
input was reviewed, a compilation of funding requirements was assembled,
supporting pages were sorted and the entire fiscally unconstrained package
was returned to Acquisition Sponsors, the DC/S for R&P, and the Develop-
ment Center, MCDEC for reconsideration, especially in those fiscal years
where staff requests were significantly above antic'pated fiscal
ceilings. By mid-February, DC/S for RD&S has seen the newly revised
TPOM and has initiated éctions to amend the Marine Corps R&D and other
programs down to the FYDP level. The SECDEF fiscal guidance (PPGM) usually
reaches the Marine Corps in March. If preceding efforts have been successful,
the Marine Corps POM should be very near limits received. If it has
become apparent that the Marime Corps cannot live with the guidaﬁce
glven, the DC/S for RD&S, for example, may choose to approach the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (ASN R&D) who manages RDTS&E(N) Appropriations, for

a larger percentage of the Navy R&D budget.
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During April-June 1974, the DC/S for RD&S prepares justification
for each project and forwards this to the R&D Programming Division under the
Director, RDT&E for the Navy. This division (OP-098) consolidates the
total RDTSE Navy Program request. Subsequently, CNO reviews his portion
of the POM and the entire package is then forwarded to the ASN (R&D), SECNAV
and DDR&E. SECNAV is the decision point where the TPOM actually becomes
the POM, ASN (R&D), SECNAV and DDR&E critically examine the Marine
Corps elements of the Navy R&D budget.

By August 1974, POM-76 has been finalized by Program Decision Memoran-
dums (FDMs), Based on these PDMs, the Services estimate their budgets
which enter a series of hearings. Hearings within the Department of the
Navy are held by the Navy Comptroller (acting as a review agent for the
Secretary of the Navy); the DDRSE and the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (Comptrcller) and OMB also hold hearings. The decisions resulting
from the 0SD and OMB hearings are tentative Program Budge? Decisions
(PEBDs). PBDs may be appealed. Final PBDs, however, are printed in
the January update of the FYDP and become the President's Budget. The
Plamning, Programming and Budgeting System in DOD culminates with the

presentation of the President's Budget to the Congress in January.

Obtaining Recommendation for Approval from MSARC
Once 3 requirement has been established and included in the POM
it must be approved for development by the Marine Corps. Under the

reorganization, the Marine Corps has created the Marine Corps Systems
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Acquisition Review Council (MSARC). MSARC will review all stages

of a major acquisition program whether the acquisition's development is
one unique to the Marine Corps, developed by the Navy or the Army, or
jointly developed. MSARC I will review appropriate program initiation
going into advanced development. At this time it may review such documents
as a GOR. MSARC II will review a program when it is ready for full-

scale development. Alternatives to the system or item detailed in the

SOR as well as cost/benefit analyses and test and evaluation will fall
within the scope of the MSARC review. MSARC III will review the acquisition
process when the system is ready for production/procurement. Members of
the MSARC are the Chief of Staff, the Deputy Chiefs of Staff, the

Fiscal Director and the CG, MCDEC. The Commandant has final decision-
making authority and may reject MSARC recommendations.

Obtaining Recommendation for Approval from DNSARC

If a proposed Marine Corps weapons system meets the DoD threagholds
for a major acquisition and will therefore go to the Defense Systems Ac-
quisition Review Council (DSARC), the Department of the Navy's Systems
Acquisition Review Council (DNSARC) will review the proposed system.
DNSARC review is not limited to this, however. If the Secretary of che
Navy shows an interest in any proposed Marine Corps acquisition, he
may request a DNSARC review. The CMC and the CNO are members of DNSARC.

Obtaining Recommendation for Approval from DSARC

Once 2 requirement that meets DoD's criteria for a major acquisition
has been established and approved for development by the Commandant and

the Secretary of the Navy, the proposed system must be approved by the
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Secretary of Defense (SECDEF). This requires review of the proposed
system by DSARC. To prepare for this, the Marine Corps, in coordination
with SECNAV, formulates a draft Development Concept Paper (DCP) which

is forwarded to OSD where the Director for Defense Research and Engi-
neering (DDR&E)and Assistant Secretaries will review it. The DCP is
then finalized by the Marine Corps and the Department of the Navy, and is
presented to the DSARC for review. TFollowing DSARC's decision, the pro-
posal goes to the SECDEF for final approval.

This process seldom happens with Marine Corps weapon systems be-
cause the level of R&D and/or level of procurement seldom reaches DoD
monetary thresholds. However, because of the Marine Corps' interest im
other Services' systems, Marine Corps staff will attend DSARC reviews of
those systems that the Marine Corps plans to buy such as Navy aircraft
or Army tanks.

CONCLUSION

The Marine Corps identifies needs and establishes requirements
for its role/mission as do other Services but it does little research
and development. Also, the Marine Corps has few acquisitions needs
that meet DoD's dollar definition of a major acquisition. Thus most of
the Marine Corps’ requirements do not have to go through the formal
DoD system of a DSARC review at the various stages of development.
However an internal review system has been established. The Marine
Corps does not see itself in the major acquisition business and though
the Marines do establish the requiremeat for some major hardware, they
depend upon other Services for the development and production of these
items. Thus the impact of the Marine Corps is mainly felt in the quantity
on contract and the resultant price impact.
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CHAPTER 10

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

INTRODUCTION

This study i{s an endeavor to provide a roadmap that can be used
by the GAC auditor in examining the processes followed by the AF in
establishing a requirement for a new weapon system. We discuss ways
in which the AF discovers it needs a new weapon system, the procedures
for coordinating and proposing the requirement, and the steps followed
to bring the proposal to the attention of key persommel who either
approve or disapprove development of the system. We discuss the relationship
of the AF planning, programming, and budgeting system to the weapon
system acquisition process and present other material pertinent to
study of the requirement process.

The material presented was obtained through the use of questionnaires
answered by Hdq. USAF staff personnel; interviews with selected members
of the Air Staff having knowledge of policy and procedures; and review
of Hdg. USAF and DOD directives on weapon system acquisition. We used
workpapers prepared by Regional Offices in their review of the ROC
process at selected major air commands, and previocus assignment

accomplished in 1972 under Code 952002,
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Air Force Mission and Authority

The legal foundation and mission of the United States Air Force are
found in the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, which established
the Department of the Air Force as a statutory agency within the Depart-

ment of Defense.

The specifics of the law are set forth in Sections 8011 to 8079,

Title 10, U. S. Code.
Section 8062 reads:

"(a) It is the intent of Congress to provide an Air Force that is
capable, in conjunction with the other armed forces, of

(1) preserving the peace and security, and providing for the
defense, of the United States, the Territories, Commonwealths,
and possessions, and any areas occupied by the United States;

(2) supporting the national policies;
(3) implementing the national objectives; and

(4) overcoming any nations responsible for aggressive acts
that imperil the peace and security of the United States.

"(b) There is a United States Air Force within the Department
of the Air Force."

Subsequent subparagraphs of Section 8062 deal with the composition
of the Air Force and its number of authorized airecraft.

Title 10 of the U.S. Code further specifies that: "The Secretary
is the head of the Department of the Air Force."

. "(b) The Secretary is responsible for and has the authority
necessary to conduct all affairs of the Department of the Air
Force, including -

(1) functions necessary or appropriate for the training,
operations, administration, logistical support and
maintenance, welfarc, preparedness, and effectiveness of
the Air Force, including research and develooment; and
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{2) such other activities as may be prescribed by the president
or the Secretary of Defense as authorized by law,

He shall perform such other duties relating to Air Force
affairs and conduct the business of the Department in such
manner, as the President or the Secretary of Defense may
prescribe. The Secretary is responsible to the Secretary
of Defense for the operation and efficiency of the Department."
{10 U.S.C., Sec. 8012).
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DOD and Air Force Policy

Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 identifies policy for
major defense system acquisition. This directive states "the DOD com-
ponents are responsible for identifying needs and defining, developing

' The Air Force implements

and producing systems to satisfy those needs.'
these instructions in AFR 800~2 which says, among other things, that
the responsibilities of Headquarters USAF are:
-=to establish and verify requirements for AF acquisition
programs funded under RDT&E and procurement appropriations
-~-to issue program management directives which initiate, approve,
change, modify or terminate programs.
AFR's 57~1 and 57-5 further implement the DOD directive in that
they state Air Force policy, establish procedures, assign responsibil-
ities, and outline documentation to identify and state needs for new

and improved capabilities.

Mission Areas

The AF development planning process creates continuous internal dise
cussion of plamning concepts, force structure analysis, program and budget
activiti;s, and analyses of technologies and weapon systems. In accom-
plishing this iterative process, the AF has begun to use an ordering of
standard mission areas. They are:

Air Force Mission Areas

Strategic Aerospace Operations Counter Air

Aerospace Defense Interdiction

Intelligence Close Air Support

Training Airlife

Search Rescue & Recovery Special Air Warfare

Command and Control Communications Reconaissance and Surveillance

Mission Support
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The mission areas give recognition to the tasks assigned to the
Air Force and provide a useful means of grouping RDI&E programs so that
their total impact on AF tasks can be directly compared.

Magnitude of Air Force Major Acquisition

Figure 10-2 identifies and presents cost estimates for major

weapons systems in the Major Acquisition Cycle.
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Pae S

AF INVENTORY AND COST ESTIMATE OF
NEW SYSTEM ACQUISTTIONST
(As of June 30, 1973)

System Cost Estimate for Current Program*
A-7D Close Air Support Aireraft $1416.5 Mil
A-10 Close Air Support Aircraft ' 2489.7
B~1 Bomber Aircraft 13327.8
C-5 Cargo Aircraft 4508.0
F=-5E International Fighter 421.5
F-15 Adir Superiority Fighter 7835.2
F-111 Aircraft 6933.7
AWAC - Airborne Warning and Control System 2385.0
AABNCP Airborne Command Post Aircraft 467.8
'MAVERICK Tactical Missile 480.6
MINUTEMAN 1II Strategic Missile 4857.0
MINUTEMAN 71II Strategic Missile _ 6089.9
SRAM Missile 1176.9
AMST Advanced Medium Short Takeoff Transport

Aircraft 200.0
LIGHTWEIGHT FIGHTER Aircraft (Prototype Program) 114.2
OTE-83 Over the Horizon Radar 144.7
UH-1H® Helicopter 325.0
SHRIKE Missile 241.8
DSCS Defense Sattelite Communications System  264.4
DSP Defense Support Program _1881.2

$55,560.9 Mil
* Includes RDT&E, Procurement and
Military Construction Costs.
Source of data: DOD Comptroller Directorate for
Information Operations, November 1, 1973
FIGURE 10-2
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AF Planning, Programming and Budgeting

Our study of the weapon system acquisition at Hdq. USAF revealed
a considerable number of the Air Staff concermed with AF planning,
programming and budgeting programs. All weapon system proposals either
result from or may become a part of these processes. AF planning,
programming and budgeting provide the background against which the useful
life of a system can be plotted and the need for its replacement formulated,
evaluated and either approved or disapproved. The AF processes involved are
directly related and responsive to the DOD Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System and the Five Year Defense Plan.

Planning

The AF planning documents are developed at, or required by Hdg.
USAF. They provide continuity in planning and the means by which the
AF can direct its efforts toward achieving its objectives. AF plans
are unilateral in origin, but for the most part are developed in
response to the JCS Joint Strategic Planming System (JSPS) and the Joint
Operational Plamning System (JOPS).

AFM 28-3 provides basic guldance for developing AF plans. It
describes the AF planning process and provides guidelimes, formats and
administrative procedures, BOI 28~3 establishes Air Staff responsibilities
and procedures for developing the AF War and Mobilization plan and other

unilateral AF plans.
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The Deputy Director for Force Development, DCS Plans and Operations,
Hdgq. USAF is responsible for planning the Air Force forces for offense, de-
fense and airlift operations. This directorate is divided into three
divisions; Command Planning, Strategic Force, and TActical and Airlift
Forces. Each is concerned with developing the planning for its respective
areas of military operatioms.

Planning Documents

Major planning documents prepared at Hdgq. USAF which influence major
weapon system development are: a

. USAF Planning Concepts, 0-15 years.

. USAF Objective Force from 0-10 year:s",”a

. USAF Program Objectives Memorandum, 0-5 years

+ USAF War and Mobilization Plan (WMP) from-0-5 ‘yedrs.

USAF Planning Concepts

The "Plan" is designed to provide a comprehensive assessment of Air
Force roles, missions and capability requirements for the 15-~year period
following date or publication. The scope of the plan includes techno-
logical, political and economic factors, insofar as possiblé, in both
the Communist and non-Communist world. Further, it translates this
assessment into Air Force cobjectives and strategic concepts, together
with broad guidance for attaining them. It is the primary document for
disseminating Air Force capability, objectives and objective fdfces;
and it is the basis for objectives planning by the Air Staff and AF
Commands. It is also a source document for providing Air Force
recommendations to the Joint Long-Range Stfategic Study (JLRSS), the
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) and the Joint Research and

Development Objectives Document (JRDOD).
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Command Objectives Planning

Each Major Command with a mission involving operational use of
weapon systems must submit annually to Hdq. USAF a Command Objectives
Plan (AFM 28-3) projecting operational capabilities required by the
‘Command for the foilowing 15 years. The plan considers futurea objec-
tives and desired operational capabilities as seen by the commander.

It is developed in cognizance of the concepts and strategies contained y
in USAF Planning Concepts issued by Hdq. USAF and necessitates an aware-
ness of the weapon systems needed by the Command to perform its missions.
The Command 1is expected to describe the status and priority it places on
each system in being and its priorities on mid and long~range objec—
tives/requirements. The plan alerts Hdq. USAF and Air Force Systems
Command (AFSC) to the need for increased RDTSE generated by requirements
for sophisticatad weapons and their related equipment.

USAF Obiective Force

Based upon the strategy of the Joint Chief of Staff's (JSOP Volume I)
and the Department of Defense Policy and Planning Guidance, the Air
quce prepares its cobjective forces. These force projections are consolidated
with the Army and Navy forces by JCS and become the Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan Volume II, The Services then work an exercise taking -
into account the OSD fiscal guidance (Policy, Programming Guidance
Memorandum) and arrive at submissions to JCS for the Joint Force Memoranda.
The AF designs its budget to support these forces. During this period,
there is considerable work on the part of the Air Staff and particularly

the Director of Plans (X0X) and the Force Structure Committee to build
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a force that will meet the threat and at the same time stay within the
fiscal guidance provided by the Secretary of Defense. Forces are gen-
erally looked at over a period of at least eight years of which only the
first five years become a part of the Five Year Defense Plan.

Ve

USAF Program Objectives Memorandum (POM)

The POM is a balanced, total force and support program for the
Air Force prepared within the constraints of 0SD guidance and submitted
each May. The Air Force may submit changes to the POM before the
issuance in July of the Secretary of Defense Program Decision Memorandum -
in answer to the POM. The Air Force may submit reclamas to these
decisions and the OSD issues decisions on the reclamas in July-August.

U.S. Air Force War and Mobilization Plan (WMP)

The WMP covers the time period of the USAF Five-~Year Force &
Financial Program (F&FP), is revised on a regulacory time-phased schedule,
and is continuously in effect. It directly supports the Joint Strategic
Capabilities Plan (JSCP) in the near time period (one year). It extends
through the remaining 4 years of the F&FP and provides for continuity
of planning and programming actions. The WMP provides the Air Staff and
the U.S. Air Force commanders current policies, doctrine, concept and
direction for the conduct and support of wartime operations. It includes
mobilization readiness planning guidelines for the support of contingency
operations involving the full combat use of the approved forces for an
indefinite period, and encompasses all functions necessary to match facil-

ities, manpower, and material resources with planned wartime activity.
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Relationship of Air Force Plan to USAF Programs

Air Force wartime planning starts with the projected inventory
position with respect to units, aircraft, missiles, personnel, installa-
tioﬁs, and other assets. Theese projected inventories are extractgd from
USAF Program Documents for the assumed D-dates and are the end result of
the previous planning cycle. In this matter, peacetime planning provides
a starting position for the development of D-day and post D-day activity.
The projectad wartime activities must, in turn, be supported in the pro-
gramming/budgeting documents.

Air Force Programming

The Air Force portion of the DOD Five-Year Defense Program (FYDP) is
the official Air Force program--the USAF Force and Financial Program (F&FP).
All other programs and programming documents are essentially resource
management or System program expressions of the basic DOD-approved USAF
force program. |

The F&FP is established by AFR 27-9, to meet the requirements of DOD
Directive 7045.1. This program document, approved by the Secretary of
Defense, is the Alr Force portion of, and is consistent with, the approved
DOD Five-Year Defense Program. In fact, any references to actions affecting
the AF F&FP apply equally to the DOD FYDP since all changes are routinely
reflected in both documents.

The F&FP projects force data & years and costs for 5 years beyond the

current fiscal vear. It does not, in itself, represent authority to
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implement any programs or obligate any funds. This document presents the
approved program by mission-priented program elements. Designed primarily
for decision-making, the F&FP is not concerned with the management of
activities, resources, or research and development actions. The research
and development portion of the F&FP is translated into System Package
Programs, Development Plans, and Project Plans developed and managed by the
Air Force Systems Command and the Office of Aerospace Research. Published
in three sections for distribution to major commands, the F&FP is updated
to reflect changes approved by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Program "P" Series Documents

The FYDP is supported at Air Force level by progrémming documents
produced by the Air Staff (AFR 27-9). They change with changes in the
FYDP. The Air Staff produces seven principal and ten supplementary program
documents., The commands participate in the preapration and revision of
Air Force protrams through correspondence, personal liaison, and the annual
Program War Plans Review Conference. The major commands base their financial
and operating programs and budget submission on the "P" series documents.

Supplemental Program Data

Druing each program cycle, much additional program information is
published to supplement the principal program documents. This informationm,
called supplementary program data, generally covers the same time period
as the principal program documents. In addition, it establishes programs

for such things as specialized training and equipment which must be
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accomplished or procured within the program period to insure attainment

of the prinecipal programs.

Budgeting

The AF budget process consists of a planning and formulation period
lasting an approximate two years, 1 year budget execution and additiomal
leadtime for receipt of loﬁg-lead resources for which money was obligated
or reserved, The budget is put together primarily by the Air Staff at Hdg.
USAF and represents a reconciliation between what the AF desired in the
force objectives expressed earlier in the PPBS cyecle (Figure 10-3) and
what is possible considering the fiscal restraints being imposed by DOD,
OMB, and the Congress.

The intensity in the budgeting process begins sometime in the August
to October time period when budget estimates are prepared. This is
followed by an interactive discussion between AF Staff, DOD and CMB
personnel during which differences are reconciled. The reconciliationsare
generally completed by late December or January, and submitted to Congress

as the President's budget request.

IDENTIFYING THE NEED

The Air Force's responsibility to be capable of azecomplishing its
defined missions imposes the responsibility to define needed capabilities
and to develop weapon systems with which to provide the capabilities. Assigned

missions together with awareness of broad national policies and objectives,
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awareness of the threat posed by foreign military forces, and the military
policies and objectives supplied by the JCS provide the framework within
which the AF must visualize its peeds for today and tomorrow.

Information Reporting

Constant awaremess of the current status of system reliability and
operational capability is of paramount importance to the using commands,
the supporting commands and to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. The
Air Force has extensive reporting systems operating continucusly to pro-

vide operations and maintenance datal

for study and analysis. Information
extracted from these reporting systems, intelligence information on
potential enemy capabilities information on opportunities presented by
the state of the art and the results of studies and analysis of such data
are available to AF personnel who influence and decide on the need for a

new capability.

Intelligence Analysis

The Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Hdq. USA?, is responsible
for providing the Secretary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff, the Air
Staff, and as required, Air Force commands and the Joint Staff with
substantive intelligence support regarding the capabilities of potential
enemies which impact on the Air Force. Major air commands have intelligence

staffs which are assigned gimilar responsibilities for their command. Finished

lAerospace Vehicle Status Reporting (AFM 65-110), Maintenance Data
Collection System (AFM 66-267), and Materiel Deficiency Reporting (Techmical
Order 00-35D-54) are examples.
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intelligence data usable for this purpose generally comes from DIA, the
central DOD source for military intelligence estimates and projections.
DIA draws upon the military agencies for technical evalvation of weapon
systems of foreign countries. Within the Air Force, these analyses are
performed by the AFSC Foreign Technoclogy Division and the results of its
evaluations are fed directly to DIA. Further discussions of this area
will be found in the part of this study which presents DOD intelligence
operations.

Major Command Identification of Need

In 1972 GAO surveyed methods?t employed by four major operating air
commands to ldentify capabilities and process requirements for new or im-
proved systems to provide the capabilities. The major commands--SAC, TAC,
ADC and MAC, as internal AF organizations responsible for providing or
directly supporting combat operations, are assigned and have a primary
interest in determining ways to improve accomplishment of their assigned
roles and missions.

Control over the operational need/requirement evaluation process gen-
erally falls within one staff office in each major command's headquarters,
usually a DCS Plans and/or Operations Office. Special working groups
and/or panels or sub-directorates may exist in some commands to assist

in such deliberations. SAC, for instance, has directorates for: (1)

IStudy of Generation of Military Requirements by Major Using Command
(Code 952082).
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future systems, (2) astronautical requirements, (3) aercnautical require-
ments, and (4) future force structure study and evaluation.

Command Analysis

Our review found that command awareness of the need capabilities
required for 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 iﬁclude:

(1) Long Range Planning Studies

" (2) Internal Command conferences and briefings

(3) Military operation

(4) Operational testing

(5) Contractor suggestions/proposals

(6) Technological evaluation

Mission analyses is usually a continuous major effort within the

command. SAC mission analysis involved the application of weapon systems
to assigned missions and targets for simulation and analysis in response
to postulated enemy plans. A producé of such analysis is information
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. USAF or from JCS through the unified or specified
command structure. Such intelligence would be "finished" intelligence

ready for application by the command.
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Technology

Command knowledge of advances in technology is obtained from sources
such as contacts with defense contractors; information supplied by
the Air Force Systems Command; techmical reports; contact with other
using commands; military organizations and installations; and participation
in various Air Force/ AFSC/AFLC boards.

Military Exercises

Using the results of participation in military exercises to determine
operational need seems to vary among the commands., MAC officials state@
such exercises are intended to program the best use of available resources,
not tc identify equipment deficiencies. SAC indicated that exercises
identify material deficiencies, some of which may be serious enough to
request modification of existing equipment or new equipment. ADC pointed
out that live firing exercise at its Air Defense Weapon Center in Florida
is a prime source of determing ADC's operational requirements.

Coordination With Other Sources

Mission analyses and evaluation of operational capabilities may
be supplemented in a variety of ways in order to identify needs. SAC
maintains liaison with the Aerospace Defense Command (ADC), Natiomal
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC), and the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) to insure SAC receives
comprehensive knowledge of advances in aerospace, nuclear and astronautical
weapon systems. Contractors also provide information in briefings on

their equipment or technology at SAC and contractor facilities.
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Sources of New Weapon Proposals

Major Air Commands are assigned responsibility by Air Force Direc-

tives to formulate requirements for new weapon systems which will
improve existing operational capabilities. Major commands using weapon
systems are charged with identifying operational deficiencies by con-
tinuously analyzing their assigned roles and missions, the threats posed
by enemy capabilities, and their own operational capability.

Air Force Systems Command (AFSC)l in its role as the Air Force

technology command is directed to conduct research and development programs
which will discover and provide the technology to fulfill known and an-
ticipated operational needs/requirements of the Air Force. AFSC is structured
through the facilities of its laboratories (Figure 10-4) to build the
technological and developmental base for military systems. Each year

the Air Force assigns an Importance Category rating to declare the

2
relative importance of each RDT&E program.

The Air Force Scientific Advisory Board ‘serves as a link between

the Air Force and the nation's scientific community. The board evaluates
long range R&D plans and recommends new scientific discoveries or tech-

niques for practical application to weapon systems.

AFR 23-8°
AFR 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 systems at various levels of the Air Force including
using commands, the technology commands and Headquarters Air Force. The
Air Force has provisions for 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 groups are set up from time to time to review AF

needs in various mission areas. TAC 85, a recent study by the Tactical
Air 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 Alr 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 (AMSA) which later became the B2l aircraft proposal. Analytical
Services Incorporated (ANSER) is under contract to assist DC/S R&D in

systems analysis of AF problems and possible solutions.
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Qther sources

Other suggestions may come from anyone within the Department of
Defense. Adoption of other Services' proposals may occur. The Air
Staff and the JCS Unified Command Structure may submit proposals.

AFR 80-21 provides instructions for USAF cooperation with other coun-

tries in R&D activities.
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ESTABLISHING THE REQUIREMENT

Regardless of the source of the spark that originally conceived or
recognized the desire for a new weapon system to satisfy a need, official
recognition or the requirement begins with preparation and submission to
Hdq. USAF of a Required Operatiomal Capability (ROC) under the provisions
of AF Regulation 57—11. Figure 10-5 outlines the AF requirements process.
The ROC was adopted as format in 1966, Prior to that time, either s
Qualitative Operational Requirement (QCR) or a Specific Operational Re-
quirement (SOR) was used (figure 10-6).

Preparation of the Proposal

AF Regulation 57~1 states Air Force policy, establishes procedures,
assigns certain responsibilities and outlines documentation to identify
and state needs for new and impro@ed operational capability. This regula-
tion is entitled "Policies, Responstbilities, and Procedures for Obtaining
New and Improved Operational Capabilities."

The regulation states that an operational requirement may be recognized,
stataed and forwarded by any echelon of the Air Force or Department of Defense.
Air Force organizations recognizing an operational deficiency or need and
proposing corrective actiom must coordinate a statement or the requirement
with the other commands that ultimately either will use or be affected by
the proposed capablility. The ROC also must be distributed to the other |
three military services for their information.

Command review process

ROC's generally go through an elaborate review process within the command

headquarters before approval and submission to Hdq. USAF. AFR 57-1 provides

Iyote that this is not an exclusive procedure. There are no ROC's at this
time for either the A~10 or Lightweight Fighter aircraft although both are
major weapon systems programs. AF explanation is that both programs were ,
directed by the Air Staff and are prototype programs established to evaluate
available technology and there is no assurance at this time that acquisition
will occur,
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System

B~1 Aircraft
F-15 Aircraft
SCAD Missile

A=10 Aircraft

AWACS Aircraft

OTH-B Radar

Lightweight Fighter

AMST Aircraft
F-111 Aircraft
AABNCP Aircraft
C-5 Aircraft

SRAM Missile

Original Requirements

Document Sulnitted

for AP Weapon Systems

Requirement Directives Date

SAC ROC 3-66
TAC ROC 9-68
SAC ROC 1-68
None

QOR

SOR 206

ADC ROC 10-71
TAC ROC 52-69
SOR 183

QOR

SOR 214

QOR

SOR

Figure 10«6
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,only basic guidance. It does not provide detailed instructioms for pre-
paration of a ROC or specify processing procedures within the headquarters
of the submitting activity. It does, however, provide a sample format
and guidelines. Implicit in the guidance for ROC preparation is that
Hdq. USAF must receive information and supporting ratiomale which
provides a thorough understanding of the deficiency (need) to be
alleviated and the corrective action that is proposed; It leaves the
major command ROC processing procedures for command determination.

Although individual persons and subordinate organizations may state
a deficiency or need; the major using command headquarters will
formalize and prepare the ROC submitted to Headquarters, USAF. ROC's
originating within Hdq. USAF must be coordinated with the using command(s).

The GAO review of the four major air commands' control of the RCC
process within their headquarters revealed responsibility for managing
the ROC review process was assigned to a different staff office in each
of the four headquarters. In each instance, however, there was an
office assigned primary responsibility for controlling the processing
and submission of ROC proposals. An action officer, whose actual
title may differ among the various commands, is assigned responsibility
for preparing the ROC is necessary, guiding it through the various
reviews and evaluations by the headquarters staff, and incorporating
pertinent decision matters into the final product.

Review within the commaﬁd headquarters may consist of examination
and evaluation of the proposal by working groups, panels and the staff
of the regular command structure of the organization. Coordination is
also effected with the numbered Air Forces and other organizations

within the command structure.

10-27



At the time of our review at the Major Commands, we found SAC bad
no predetermined course of action, sequence of events or flow of
documentation within the headquarters. Air Force representatives
state this was caused by the heavy work load bromwght on by the war in SEA and
it has since been corrected by SAC. MAC, on the other hand, had 12
permanent system working groups for the reviewing proposals, a
Secretariat, and a Weapon System Panel which makes determination of the
ROC acceptability. Subsequently, the MAC council, an executive advisory
comrittee to the Cdommander MAC, evaluates and recommends a decision for
the Commander MAC consideration. The Commander of each major command has
the final authority within that command to approve a proposed ROC for
submission to Headquarters. USAF.

Coordination with other organizations

AFR 57-1 requires Commands submitting ROC's coordinate their proposals
with other major commands having similar interest or equipment prior'to
submission to Headquarters USAF, They are also required, as éppropriate,
to consult with AFSC and AFLC prior to submission as well as Air
Force Communications Service and USAF Security Service for certain
requirements. Coordimation is made with the other military services
by sending to them copies of the ROC on any proposal that might be of
value to them or impact upon their operations. Coordination on the
£inal version of the ROC will be optained from AFSC and/or AFLC prior
forwarding to Bdqs. USAF.

Special arrangements exist between certain AF commands. For
example, TAC, USAFE and PACAF are the commands responsible for tactical

air operations. They coordinate all ROC proposals for systems or
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equipment to be used in tactical operations. TAC serves as executive
agent for the proposals. This tri-command arrangement was established
as the result of a development of an unmanageable backlog of proposed
modifications to USAF tactical weapon systems.

Signature on ROC's

AFR 57-1 requires that all ROC's will be signed by a general officer
or Calonel occupying a general officer position and will be submitted
to Headquarters USAF by the appropriate major command.

Specified and Unified Command Submission

In addition to within the Service submission of ROCs, Air Force com—
bat commands assigned as components of Unified Commands (e.g., ADC-NORAD)
may submit requirements for new operational requirements through the JCS
Command structure to JCS, thence to the Service for finmal processing.

JCS Pub. 2, C4 provides that "when responsibility for a particular
weapon system or its component does not clearly fall exclusively within
the functicnal area of a particular service, the commander of a Unified
Command, after consultation with his component commander, will provide
statements of qualitative and quantitative requirements to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.” The command may also submit the same requirement
directly to AF Hdq. in a duplicate effort under the provisions of

AFR 57-1.

In compliance with these instructions NORAD, as a JCS unified cormand,
has established NORAD Regulation 57-1 to provide policy and procedures
for submission of NORAD Qualitative Requirements (NQR). NQR's are to be
submitted only when significant operational benefits will accrue, and/or

when NORAD emphasis is needed for support. Information was not available
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at the time of our review at NORAD to document such submission; however,
we were advised that NORAD prepared and submitted an NQR for the F-12
aircraft.

Quick Reaction Capability

AFR 57-5 entitled "Quick Reaction Capability" prescribes policies,
procedures and responsibilities to satisfy urgent operational requirements
for designated electronic warfare, reconnaissance and intelligence
programs. 1ts purpose is to minimize the time interval between
recognition of a new threat and the establishment of an operational
or support capability to cope with this threat. The essence of the
QRC program is one of timely evaluation and response to proposals.

DC/S R&D Directorate of Reconnaissance and Electronic Warfare is
responsible for administering the QRC program.

Processing ROC's at Headgquarters Air Force

ROC's are received at Hdg. USAF by the Deputy Chief of Staff for
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 Air Staff Office of
Record for receipt and control of ROC's. The ROC is expected to be fully
self sufficient in explaining the requirement and is usually submitted
without additional support documents to Hdq. USAF. A reply to the ROC
by Hdg. USAF is to be made within 90 days.

Program Officer Assignment

After receipt of the ROC by RDQLM a program officer1 is selected

from one of the divisions within the DC/S R&D directorates for (1) Opera-

1 Title established by DC/S R&D. Program Element Monitor (PEM) is assigned
later when Program Element number is assigned to the acquisition program.
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tional Requirement and Dévelopment, (2) Reconnaissance and Electronics
.Warfare, or (3) Space. As program officer, he is the responsible
custodian or sponsor of the ROC while it is before the Hdg. USAF Air
Staff for consideration. He must guide the proposal through Air Staff
evaluation, review by the Requirements Review Group and the Air Force
Board structure and to the Chief of Staff and Secretary of the Air
Force. The Chief of Staff and the Secretary are the only persons at
Hdq. USAF who have the authority to approve or disapprove a proposal
for a new major system.

Documents Prepared by the Program Officer
During His Stewardship of the ROC Include:

1. AFHQ Form 79 Requirements Summary

2. Program and Budget Justification Briefings

3. Fact Sheets for Congressional Testimony

4, Form RD-5 Supporting Document for Budget Submission
5. Determination and Findings

6. Final Acquisition Approval

7. Preogram Management Directive

8. 1Issue Papers

9. Memorandums and Letters

10. Subject Summary Form
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System Advocacy

A weapon system proposal may be under consideration for an extended
time as efforts are made to obtain approval to pursue system development.
During this time many influences may be at work attempting to shape what -
is to be the final product. Debate, advocacy and influence emanate from
within the Air Staff, the technical and using Commands, the other Military
Services, sometimes other Government agencies, 0SD, Executive Office of
the President or Congressional committee levels. It is the program of-
ficer's task to see that all of this is brought to the attention of the
decision-makers.

Air Staff Evaluation

The first step is the Air Staff1 evaluation of the ROC. This first
requires thorough evaluatio; of the stated requirement by the Program
Officer. His purpose is to develop a position regarding the proposal
and defend its validity or recommend rejection or modification. He must
decide which offices of the Air Staff should review the proposal and
offer their opinions or recommendatiomns as to its validity as an Air Force
requirement or suggest modification or change. There is no formal check
list; judgment is used in deciding the air staff coordination that is
required because each proposal is sufficiently different so as to require
individual management. Informal guidance is provided by RDQLM, however,
considerations such as the mission area to which the ROC belongs,

would help to determine the coordination required.

1
Executive part of the Department of the Air Force.
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Analyses and Studies

It is impdrtant to emphasize that numerous studies and analyses are
made throughout the process of establishing a requirement for a new weapon
system. The formulation of a specific proposal to satisfy an operational
requirement is an interative process of discussion between the Hdq. USAF,
the using commands and the techmnical commands. When a significant development
program will result, then key analyses and studies must be prepared to aid
in determining the correct decisions. Key studies and analyses to look
for are:

System Analysis

Studies related to weapon system proposals are made by the Office of
the Assistant Chief of Staff for Studies and Analysis. Although studies
are not routinely prepared on each weapon system proposed to Hdq. USAF, studies
are usually prepared on each major weapon system proposal. Most of the work )
is laid on as an individual request by either DC/S Plans and Operations
or DC/S Research ané Development. The DC/S R&D requests are usually
made to support submissions to the Defense Systems Acquisitions Review

Council in 0SD.

Mission Apnalysis

A mission analysis examines in depth a particular mission or function
(such as night attack, strategic reconnaissance, surveillance, or test
support), to identify new concepts for systems and equipment to correct
existing operational deficienciés. The using command plays a primary
‘role in the mission analysis by serving as the steering group chairman
and participating with the study group.

Preliminary Design

Contractors and AFSC intermediate commands prepare preliminary designs

of altermative solutions to the operational need. A primary objective of

this effort is to compare all competing alternative system designs before
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selection of the most desirable omes or the single design that best meets the

need. The preliminary design data is also basic to all other efforts
which are accomplished during this period such as risk assessment, cost
estimates, and utility analyses. (This is & paper stuay only ana does

not incluae hardware assembly).

Coct and fchedule Estimates. Preliminary cost and schedule estimates

are based on current techniques of estimation and are %o be used for comparison
of albternatives ani providing preliminary costs and schedule informaticn for
the propcsed program. Current, accurate, and complete cost-quantity data

as well as physical and performance characteristices for 2ll similar systems

are needed as a basis for credible planning estimates. These estimates are
later refined using results obtained during the Validation Phase.

- Prade-Off Studies. TFormal trade~off studies are performed to optimize

design approaches considering performance, technical risk, cost, and schedule.
The recognition of life-cycle cost as a principle design parameter necessitates
the trade-off of operating requirements against engineering design. Technical
risk is analyzed as a trade-off item which can reduce cost without resduction
of effectiveness to an unacceptable level,

Depending upon the scope of the proposed major system other studies
and analvses may be accomplished such as:

8. Feasibility and Risk Assessment

b. Production Feasibility Assessment

c. Iogistic Support Estimate

d. Intelligence Estimate

e. Preliminary Test Estimates

f. Utility-Cost/Effectiveness Analysis

¢ Management and Procurement Analyses
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Requirements Review Group Evaluation

After coordination with the Air Staff the program officer must
submit and defend the ROC's validity before the Requirements Review Group
(RRG), This 1is a General Officer coordinating group. The Chairman is
the Director of Operational Requirements and Development Plans, DCS R&D,
RRG membership consists of the chairman and the Hdq. USAF Directors of

Operations,Maintenance, Engineering and Supply Programs, Development

and Acquisitions, and Reconnaissance and Electronic Warfare.
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. 1
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The Program Office transmits the proposal to the RRG on AFHQ
form 79 (Figure 10-7). This transmittal may be accompanied by a
briefing on the proposal from the Program Officer. The members are of
Brigadier and Major General officer (1 and 2 star) ramk. The RRG
reviews and evaluates the proposal and recommends the ROC either be
validated, rejected or returned to the proposer for additional information.
The group will not V¥alidate a ROC which proposes a major system; it will
only recommend a course of action.

Adir Force Board Structure Review

The RRG review is the first step in corporate review of the ROC at
Hdq. USAF. The subsequent steps are through the Air Force Board
Structure to the Chief of Staff and Secretary of the Air Force (see
Figure 10-8). The Program Officer continues to be responsible for
guiding the proposal through the Board Structure, gathering and providing
supporting material and presenting briefings of the proposal to the boards
for their consideration. (Our questionnaires indicated the Program Officer
usually retains copies of the briefings and supporting material).

‘HOI 21-18 describes the Air Force Board Structure composition,
responsibilities, and administrative procedures. The concept of the Board
Structure is described as:

"The deliberative elements are corporate bodies formed to

increase management effectiveness by applying the collective

judgment and experience of senior Air Force officials to
Alr Force major program,s objectives and problems...."
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Air Staff Board

After the RRG review, the Program Officer presents the ROC proposal
to the Air Staff Board (ASB). The ASB members are Director of
Programs (Chairman), Director Budget, Director of O?erational Requirements
and Development Plans, Director of Personnel Planning, Director of Plans,
Assistant Chiefs of Studies and Analysis, and Assistant for Logistics
Planning. All are of Major General (2 star) rank.

The ASB has sub-elements (committees and panels) staffed by
specialists to aid in carrying out its responsibilities.

The Committees are:

(1) Force Structure, (2) Program Review and (3) Operational

Test and Evaluation

The panels are:

(1) Aerospace Defense, (2) Airlift, (3) Command Control and
Communications, (4) Data Automation, (5) Electronic Warfare
Penetration, (6) Reconnaissance/Intelligence, (7) Space,

(8) Strategic, (9) Support, (10) Tactical, (11) Research
and Development.

All subjects submitted for ASB consideration normally are reviewed
first by the appropriate sub-element. The ASB then considers the
sub-element's comments, and receives a briefing on the proposal from the
Program Officer. The board then develops and submits its recommendation
to the Air Forée Vice Chief of Staff (VC/S). The VC/S is chairman of the

Air Force Council which is the next higher step in the Board Structure.
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\\Air Torce Council

The Program Officer briefs the ROC proposal to the Air Force
Council which consists of the Vice Chief of Staff, Assistant Vice Chief
of Staff, Inspector General of the Air-Force, Comptroller of the Air
Force, and the Deputy Chiefs of Staff. The Vice Chief is a General
(4 star rank) and the others are Lt. Generals (3 star rank). In its
capacity as advisor to the Chief of Staff the Council considers the
recommendations of the ASB and other recommendations; accepts them or
suggests changes.

Chief of Staff Approval

The Council's recommendation is submitted by the Vice Chief of
Staff to the Chief of Staff for his consideration. If he approves, the
proposal is submitted to the Secretary of the Air Force for Departmental
approval. Chief of Staff Decdision and Guidance Memoranda are used
exclusively to issue direction and guidance resulting from deliberations
and recommendations of the Alr Force Council. They are considered to
be priviledged documents by the AF with limited distribution,

Secretary of the Air Force Approval

The Secretary makes the final decision within the Air Force on the
validity of the proposal. Fe may be assisted in this by the Under Secretary
and Assistant Secretaries of the Air Force. The Secretary also has
Secretary of the Air Force Program Reviews (SPR) which are used to provide
him and his staff with in-depth evaluation and the means for making
decisions on all aspects of major weapon systems. Decisions are for-
mulated as’Sccretary of the Air Force Directives vhich are considered
priviledged documents by the Air Force with distribution limited to SPR

members,
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Obtaining Department of the Air Force approval of the requirement
proposed in the ROC is only one of a two part process for program
approval. The second part is gaining the approval of these same AF
officials to request funding and programming by entering the proposal into
the DOD Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). This is
where the proposal must compete with other AF requirements for a priority
which determines how quickly the propesal moves through the requirements
procese.

The two parts are inter-related and may occur almost simultaneously.
In order to approve the need for the system proposed in the ROC, the
reviewing authorities must have some concept of its contemplated cost.
Budget approval by the same officials requires knowledge of the system's

potentlal to £1l1l its proposed role and the system's priority in relation
to other AF requirements.

OBTAINING SECRETARY OF DEFENSE APPROVAL

Approval by the Secretary of the Air Force only establishes the pro-
posal as an AF requirement. It does not become a DOD requirement or
receive funding for development and acquisition until it has been
approved by the Secretary of Defense (Figure 10-9).

As stated in Chapter 1 of this summary, the PPBS is the DOD's
resource management system that matches needs/requirements with available

and anticipated funds,
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Each year 0SD solicits AF programs to be entered in the PPBS.
The Air Force responds with recommendations for the Joint Force Memo-
randums and provides its Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) to OSD.
After review of the Air Force proposals, 0SD issues Program Decision
Memorandums which form the basis for the budget submission to Congress
and subsequent updating of the DOD Five Year Defense Plan (FYDP).

Pre-design Development Funding

The first money spent on the proposal probably will be Pre-design
Development Funds. Each year the Aif Force receives a pre-design
development fund {a2s an integral part of the Air Force RDT&E) to
finance R&D studies and analyses. The funding requested is usually
6.1, 6.2, or 6.3 money and is not identifiable in the POM to any specific
system. Its use is left to AF discretion. The Director of Operational
Requirements in DC/S R&D, Hdq. USAF and the Director of Development
Plans, Hdg. AFSC jointly decide where the funding will be applied.

The ROC may have b-.en an outgrowth of this type R&D effort.

At some point during ROC processing at Hdq. USAF, depending upon
the nature of the proposal, the Program Officer will need studies
and analyses of the proposed system's potential cost and technical feasi-
bility. 1In some instances a number of studies may be required (as
witness the 20-25 studies made on the AMSA p. 10-22).The Pragram Officer
will request Pre-~design Development funding be authorized to permit
AFSC to develop the studies and analyses. If approved, the Program
Officer issues a2 Program Management Directive to instruet AFSC on the

use of the funds. The resulting studies and analyses produced are
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considered by the AF Board Structure, Chief of Staff and Secretary of
the AF in assessing the proposal and may be used to support its sub-
sequent submission to DOD.

Weapon System Devalopment Funding

Subsequent to recieving Chief of Staff and Secretary of the Air
Force approval of the requirement proposed in ROC or commensurate
with its movement through the Hdq. USAF approval process if approval
seems assured, the Program Officer will request entry of the proposed
program into the POM. The submission is made using a "Program Element
Summary" sheet upon which is listed the program element number descrip-‘
tion, and cost projected over the life of the development program.

The summary sheet is submitted to DC/S R&D Assistant for RDA program.
After review and adjustment to fit the overall AF RDT&E programming
needs, the requirement as a part of the AF POM is approved by the DC/s
R&D and submitted to thé Director of Programs, DC/S Plans and Resources.
He is responsible for guiding the POM f£hrough review by the AF Board
Struecture, Chief of Staff and Secretary of the Air Force approval process.
After approval by the SAF, the POM and the SECDEF Program Degision
Memorandums are used by the AF to prepare its budget request.

After final approval by the Department of the Air Force, the budget
is transmitted to the Assistant Secretary DOD Comptroller, at the appro-
priate time during the DOD PPBS cycle. He arranges for a joint review
by the Office of Management and Budget, DOD and Air Force. Based upon
the result of the review the Secretary of Defense makes his formal re-

commendation on the budget to the 0ffice of Management and Budget.
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Obtaining Recommendation for
Approval from DSARC

Although the PPBS is the primary method of control exercised over
weapon system proposals by DOD, the DSARC review process serves as
an overlay wherein the Secretary of Defense can assure program review
at major decision points in the acquisition cycle. The first DSARC
review and recommendation té the Seecretary of Defense on a new major
weapon system occurs in the Service's request to move the proposal through
the validation phase.

The selected proposal for the ﬁew defense system is formulated as
a draft Development Concept Paper (DCP) and forwarded to the Office of
the Secretary of Defense (0SD) (see HOI 11-16 and HOI 800-1), The DCP
represents USAF's desire to proceed into the Validation Phase. This step
requires review of the proposai by the Defense System Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC) and approval of the Secretary of Defense. The DCP con-
tains primary program information, decision rationale and decision-
review thresholds.

Prior to DCP review by the DSARC:

1. The Assigtant Chief of Staff, Studies and Analysis may be
requested to develop a Quantative Analysis of the proposal to illuminate
trade offs and/or other issues bearing on program decisions.

2. AFSC must perpare and submit an Independent Cost Analysis (ICA)
of the proposal for the DSARC's re&iew. Before DSARC review, the AF
Cost Analysis and Improvement Group (AF CAIG) and an 0SD CAIG must

review and evaluate the ICA.
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3. An issues book is established by the Directorate responsible
for the program to present statements of issues, opposing views and the
AF position.

4, Other material such as a logistics support review and questions
of a provocative nature that might be asked and their answers are
prepared by the Program Officer.

5. AFSC or AFLC as the technical commands which are to provide
the eventual program manager prepare the following documents before
DSARC reviews the prdposal:

a. Request for Proposal (RFP)

b. Cost Information Report Data Plan
¢. Procurement Plan

d. Source Selection flan

e. Renewal Properties Facilities Plan
f. Test Plan

g. Logistics 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
office of primary responsibility (OPR) for preparing the DCP on proposed
programs. The DCP is accomplished with the assistance and coordination
of the Air Force. The draft DCP is reviewed by DDR&E and the Assistant
Secretaries of Defense prior to review by the DSARC. The presentagion
to the DSARC consists of a Program Presentation, Operational Requirements,

ICA and other supporting analyses. It is made by the Program Officer.

10-47



The DSARC reviews the proposed program by considering such things
as the need, threat, system alternatives, special logistic requirements,
development costs estimates, life cycle cost estimates and potential
benefits in context with overall Department of Defemnse (DOD) strategy
and fiscal guidance. The DSARC makes recommendations to the Secretary
of Defense on developing the system.

If the Secretary of Defense approves the proposal, he signs the
DCP and provides comments and guidance for the next phase. The signed
DCP completes the program decision and the weapon system acquisition
progranm is fundedl and directed to proceed to the Validation Phase.
The Program Officer incorporates the DCP contents and guidelines into
a Program Management Directive (PMD) and forwards it to AFSC which puts
the proposal in the form of a Request for Proposal (RFP). The RFP
is then released to industry with replies required by a certain date.

Program Management Directive

The Program Management Directive (PMD)2 is the primary document used
by Hdq. USAF to direct subordinate activities in the acquisition process
and to satisfy documentation requirements It can be issued at any
appropriate time in the process and a number of PMD's may be issued
over the life of the program. PMD's are issued by Hdq. USAF anytime
during the entire acquisition cycle to state requirements and request
studies as well as to initiate, appréve, change, transition, modify or
terminate programs. The content of each PMD is tailored to the needs of

each individual program. The FMD replaces the former Requirements Action

1See page 10-45
2
AFR 800-2 - Mareh 1972.
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Directive (RAD), Development Directive (DD), System Management Directive
(sMD), and Modification Program Directive (MPD).

Program Management Plan

Hdq. AFSC, in response to the PMD which initiates a weapon system
program, appoints a program manager selected from within the headquarters
or subordinate commands or laboratories or system project officer of
AFSC (Figure1074) by issuing AFSC Form 56 entitled, AFSC Program Directoon.
The program manager issues a Program Management Plan (PMP)l in
consonance with the PMD and implementing command instructions, to
provide all participating organizations with program objectives,

requirements and their responsibilities, tasks, and time-phased actions

to be accomplished.

1
AFSC Supplement 1 to 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. He is assisted by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the staff
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) - see Figure 11-1.

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 Iinfluencial., They are:

DDR&E - Director, Defense Research and Engineering

ASD (I&L) =~ Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installatioms &
Logistics)

ASD(C) - Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)

ASD(PA&KE) -~ Assistant Secretary of Defense (Program

Analysis & Evaluation)

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. Because of this, we
will not address their functions as a part of this summary. Reviews con-—
ducted by GAO should consider, however, the necessity of including these
offices within the "Pentagon' not .discussed in this summary should also
be considered as appropriate. It is not possible to address each

"player on the team" in this summary. Instead, we address only the

"regulars".
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Within the DoD, the PPBS is the resource management system by which
needs and requirements are matched with available and anticipated funds.
The OSD reviews the individual Service's POM's as a part of the PPBS.
While the purpose of the POM reviews are empbasized as being budgetary,
service conflict situations, material on requirement redundancies,
and system adequacies are also scrutinized. By way of the PPBS, the
individual Service's total program is reviewed in relation to JCS planning
and objective force levels and is approved each year by the Secretary
of Defense.

As a supplement to the PPBS, the Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC) was conceived in 1969 to review individual weapon systems
programs proposed by the services for development and/or acquisition. The
DSARC overlaps the PPBS reviews and provides the Secretary of Defense
with recommendations at key milestones concerning the status and readiness of
an individual weapon system to enter or continue in the acquisition cycle.

OBTAINING APPROVAL OF THE
SERVICE'S TOTAL PROGRAM

As stated asbove, the ppps is the resource management system by which
the service's total program (POM) is approved by the Secretary of Defense.
All of the Secretary of Defense's staff offices are involved in the PPBS cycle.
The interactions of the various planning, programming, and budgeting
documents as well as a brief description of PPBS is provided as an appendix to
this summary. Department of Defense Directive 7045.7, "The Planmning,
Programming, and Budgeting System,” is also included as an appendix to this

chapter.
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OBTAINING RECOMMENDATION FOR
APPROVAL FRCM DSARC

As previously stated, the DSARC provides the Secrestary of Defense
with recommendations at key milestones concerning the status and readiness
of individual systems to enter or continue in the acquisition cycle.

The Defense Systems Acquisition Review Gouncil (DSARC) was established
in May 1969, to provide a mechanism to advise the Deputy Secretary of
Defense of the status and readiness of each major system to proceed with
the next phase in 1its acquisition life cycle.

Department of Defense Directive 5000.1 (see Appendix to Chapter 2)
establishes policy for major defense system acquisitions. This directive
positions the Development Concept Paper and the Defense Systems Acquisition
Review Council as direct support to the Secretary of Defense in making
approval/disapproval decisions on proposed major weapon system acquisitions.

Development Concept Paper (DCP)

The DCP is a brief (10-20 pages) management and decision paper prepared
for the Secretary of Defense to control the direction of major programs and
the investment appropriate to meet defense needs. New proposed programs are
described and presented to the Secretary of Defense by means of the DCP. The
DCP define the program issues, including logistic problems, investment
levels, program objectives, program plans, performance parameters, areas of

major risk, management structure system alternatives , and acquisition
.strategy. It sets milestone decision points and thresholds in performance,
schedule and cost. It evaluates the risks involved, including actions and
schedules needed to minimize or eliminate those risks. It also includes

the test and evaluation actions to be undertaken to resolve potential risks.
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Although DCP's are drafted by the cognizant Military Department,
an individual within the 0ffice of the Director of Defense Research and
Engineering (or the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installation and
Logistics at DSARC IIT) is responsible for controlling the preparation
and review of the paper, as most systems interface with missions and functioms
outside the individual Military Department or Service.

The DCP is reviewed by the DSARC and, when approved by the Secretary
of Defense, becomes a contract with the DOD Component for the development
of a system including limits of authority and performance thresholds.

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC)

DSARC reviews are conceived to cover DCP issues, program thresholds
and other matters normally treated in DCP's If DCP established thresholds
are to be breached, the service must formally notify the 0SD. 1In these
circumstances a special DSARC may be scheduled to review the program
and establish new guidance.

The DSARC meetings are attended by the Military Department Secretaries,
their Deputies, representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other
program~related personnel as appropriate. Reviews are limited to major
and important programs.

In the early stages of a program (prior to the transition from
Development to Production), the Director, Defense Research & Engineering,
is the Chairman of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC).
The Council is chaired by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations

and Logistics) when the decision to enter Production is to be considered.
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The DSARC review at the end of the Conceptual Phase (DSARC 1) represents

the first formal recognition of a major acquisition, an identifiable

weapon system by the O0ffice of the Secretary of Defense. The DSARC

reviews the DCP as prepared by the cognizant DOD Component with DDR&E guidance.

Project Management Directives (PM)

The PM 1is a DCP equivalent management and decision paper prepared
in ODDR&E for the Secretary of Defemse to monitor and control the
direction of weapon system acquisitions which had passed the production
milestone decision by 1969% are perhaps entering the acquisition requiring
only a production decision; are prototype programs for research and
development or for some other reason are not designated as major
acquisitions under the criteria of DOD Directive 5000.1. Each of the
members of the DSARC comes to the reviews with background information
available from his own staff. In this regard, we believe the following
documents deserve special attention., They are Mission Area Summaries
and Mission Concept Papers prepared by the DDR&E, and Issue Papers
prepared by DPAS&E.

Mission Area Summaries

Initially, within the 0ffice of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering, the Mission Area Summary document was prepared to assist
the Director in carrying out his responsibilities as an overseer of
DOD research and development activities. The Mission Area Summary idea
was initiated in 1970 by the Director of Defense Research and Engineering.
We believe these Summaries deserve special attention even though they

are currently categorized as "unoffieial"., They represent what appears
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to be only source, currently in existence, for common classifications

of mission areas regardless of the individual Services' roles and missions.
A preliminary set of Mission Area Summaries were published in

February 1973 and an updated version in October 1973. This book

represents all RDT&E funded activities of thé DOD without regard to

individual Department/Service roles and missions. It is classified

SECRET. TFor purposes of providing a summary analysis, evaluation, and

assessment, each mission area is described in twelve categories of

information. Twelve additional categories of information related to

technology areas are also provided. The categories of information

for each mission/technology area are shown in the following table:

Missicn Area Outline Related Technology Outline
1. Overall Mission Objective 1. Overall Technological Objectives
2. Compared Level of Effort 2. Compared Level of Effort
3. Assessed U.S. Deficiencies 3. Assessed U.S. Deficiencies
4., U.S. Allied Posture vs 4, U.S. Allied Posture vs Communist Bloc
Communist Bloc 5. Soviet Progress
5., Soviet Progress 6. Critical Intelligence Needed
6. Critical Intelligence Needed 7. Overall Program Plans
7. Overall Program Plans 8. Plans for Next Fiscal Year
8. Plans for Next Fiscal Year 9. Progress Last Fiscal Year
9, Progress Last Fiscal Year 10. RDT&E Funding Profile
10. RDT&E Funding Profile 11, Critical Technology Needed
11. Critical Technology Needed 12. Cost Reduction

12, Design to Cost
All major DOD weapon systems (that is those already in the inventory, in
production, or being developed) and related technology for each mission
area are included in the individual Mission Area Summaries. RDT&E funding
projections are currently included for the budget year plus 6 additional
years. A 15-year extended planning amnex is also under consideration and for
the fiscal year 1975 PPBS cycle the Military Departments have been directed

to prepare initial drafts.,



The Mission Area Summaries have been informally coordinated with the
JCS's Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD). Further-
more, the summaries are recognized by the individual DoD Components even
though they might not totally agree with the categorizations of weapon
systems and/or technology. Weapon systems are listed and profiles of
RDT&E funding related to the applicable mission area are indicated. They
are also shown with respect to their collateral mission areas.

Mission Concept Papers

Mission Area Summaires should not be confused with Mission Concept
Papers -~ three of the latter are being developed by the Office of the
Director, Defense Research and Engineering with assistance from the
services and 0SD agencies. The Mission Concept Papers (MCP's) were
recommended by the "Little Four"l/ in their report on Weapons Systems
Costs dated December 19,'1972.

The Mission Concept Papers are an attempt to aggregate the already
existing Mission Area Summaries and to increase the scope and detail analysis
of inter-related factors affecting the acquisition process. Three
MCP's are being developed as "trial balloons” since experience with
Area Coordinating Papers showed that problems arise when formal, narrative
presentations of activities that are common to more than one Service are
attempted. The three pilot MCP's will address:

1. Strategic Offensive

2. Continental Air Defense
3. Theater Defense

Yy Consisted of the principal deputies of the DSARC membership
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Issue Pagérs

Issue Papers are prepared each year by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evaluation) for the Secretary
of Defense, based upon a review of the Joint Force Memorandum and the
Program Objectives Memorandums. These Issue Papers represent an
independent view of these documents, and together with the Memorandums
become the basis for the Secretary of Defense's Program Decision Memoranda
(PDM) which are discussed in Chapter 1 . The Issue Papers for fiscal

year 1975 covered the following fiscal guidance and functional categories:

Category Originating Office

1, Strategic Forces (Offensive and Defensive) ASD(PASE)

2, General Purpose Forces (Land, Naval, and ASD (PASE)

Tactical Air Forces)

3. Military Assistance ASD(ISA)

4. Research and Development ODDR&E

5. Intelligence ASD(I)

6. Telecommunications ASD(T&CCS)

Issue papers of a different level and more restricted scope are
also written by other DOD Components. These, however, are usually prepared
in response to specific requests and not as a routine procedure.

Planning, Programming, Budgeting System

The funding of a major acquisition is obtained through the Planning-
Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) process. The interactions of the
various planning, programming, and budgeting documents as well as a brief
description of PPBS is provided as an appendix to this summary. Department
of Defense Directive 7045.7, "The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting

System," is also included as an appendix to this chapter.
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APPENDIX I

SENERAL DYNAMICS

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
PEFENSE » mso;
< TABLISHMENT DEFENSE

PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING SYSTEM

*#**NOTE*** This is an abridged version of an extract from "Fisecal 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 in a few words. The strategy is developed in consid-
eration of the threat. Force requirements are developed to
support the strategy. Programs are developed to provide, on an
orderly basis, ships, aircraft, weapons systems and manpower over
a pericd of time, with due consideration of the total cost to the
nation. Lastly, funds must be budgeted in such a manner as to
obtain the required forces and weapons systems within the
resources that the nation provides.

—= | THREAT

-

STRATEGY

-

REQUIREMENTS

K

PROGRAMS

.“
[
Z
O
7]

Figure 11-2
gu].].-].Q



QGENERAL DYNAMCE
Pomans Oruiswon

giPARmENT UNITFD STATES
DEFENSE frAd

PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING SYSTEM estam Semen

Implicit in the process outlined so briefly are the develop-

ment of mid-range objectives, the conduct of special studies, and
r