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EXECUTIVE SU)9(AktI

The purpose of this study ii to examine the effects which the intro-

duction of the Mission Element Need Statement (HENS) is likely to have on

the USA? system aoquiaition process.

The study highlights several problem areas inVOlving the proper scope

that should be included in a single HENS and then focuses on a number of

“misconceptions” regar iing service actions prior to and after SECD1~F approval.

It suggests that several years can be cut off the weapon ~yatem acqaisition

cycle by the establishment of a program initiation fund.

The study also suggests changes to the USA? acquisition cycle which

be caused by the introduction of the lIENS. These changes are in procurement,

SF0 orientation, long range reaouros allocation, user izTVolV~~~~~, acquisition

cycle schedule, and in attitudes between the service and OSD staffs. The

i~~crtance of this section to tj~ servic. or Q~~ executive is that it makes

one aware of what changes are now possible. If they are viewed as desirable,

they should be actively facilitated rather than passively obser ved. If they

are viewed negatively they had better be actively opposed for they may occur

as a natural result of the HENS.

The study recomnends that a formal program be undertaken to “spread

the word” on the HENS, that a program initiation line item be started, and

that the HENS processing be done in a streamlined fashion.

This report should be of interest to ax~ one at the OSD or Air Force

research and development policy-’ssking levels.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose

Azring 33 years in the Air Force Systems Comeand (AFSC) I have been

impressed by the advances in the systems isnegeaent “state of the art”

evidenced by a growing number of very well managed programs. I have also

been impressed by the codification of successful management techniques in

what is now a rather complete and voluminous document, A?SCP 800-3, A Guide

for Pr~~~aa Management. Conversely, DoD acquisition policy has for years

been rathe r positively and succinctly stated in Do]) Directives 5000.1 and

5000.2 which were revised as of 18 January 1977. I had initially planned

to highlight acquisition policy changes through a 1ine-~ r-line comparison

of the old and new versions of these two directives. However, I later de-

cided to focus on the Mission E~Leaent Need Statement (HENS) and its approval

by the SECDEF, which embodies Milestone 0, since the substantial changes

were basically in this area. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to

~~~*jn e what effects the introduction of the HENS is likely to have on the

USA? acquisition process.

B. Sc~~~
This report will briefly review several studies which led to the crea-

tion of the HENS and then will focus on actions surrounding its approval.

Following a review of Ourr#,nt status will be a rather speculative examina-

tion of the possible effects which the HENS may have on the various

organisational structures and responsibilities; the requirements end

proour~~~nt processes; resource allocations; SF0 activities; and several

other areas. While some of thes, pot.ntial effects were suggested by

~~~mi4.~~~~ &~~erviewed, meat are th. result of the author ’s reflection 1



on the natural consequences of a driving force such as the MF.~~ • Although

how maze’ of these changes will actually occur is lnknown at this time, it

is the author ’s opinion that the HENS has the potential for a significant

positive effect on the acquisition pror~e8B. It is the author ’ S hope that

the concluding reco~mnezxtations in this study m~ r influence decision makers

to avoid some apparent pitfalls while smeothing the wey for some of the

positive changes which can occur.

C. Methodolo~~
Data for this study was gathered in a number of w~ rs: a) by analysing

in detail DoD Directives 5000,1 and 5000.2; b) by reviewing relevant 051) and

Air Force correspondence; and c) by conducting informal interviews with key

individuals on the Air Staff and within OS]) (see Btbliograpby). Since these

interviews were on a non-attribution basis no references to arw specific

interview has been made. A larr.~e percentage of the changes predicted later

in this report are solely the responsibil ity of the author ’s i~~g4 nation.

}bwever, in the author’s opinion, all are based on logical extrapolations of

forces already set in metion.

I



II • BACKGROUND

The HENS requirement and the Do]) directives in which it is published

are the result of the Commission on Govern ment Procure ment and the Acquisition

Advisory Council. Each address ed the systems acquisition pr ocess.

A. Commission on Gover~ment Procurement

The Comaissio9,~fl~,ted that defense requirements documents state needs in

terms of a proposed soluti on rather than the defense problem. The result is

that the need then becomes product oriented, thereby eliminating all other

alternatives for consideration regardless of their capability or cost

effectiveness. In addition, there was a premature commitment to a particu-

lar system core ept and preliminary design resulting in non-consideration or

unfair evaluation of other viable system concepts. (10:14)1

Some of the Commission’s recommendations on the early part of the

acquisition process are :

Start the acquisition process with a statement of neede and
goals that have been reconciled with overa ll agency capabilities
and resources. State program needs or goals independent of ax~
~retem product. Use long-term projections of mission capabilities
and deficiencies prepared and coordinated by agency component to
set pro~~am goals that specify :

O Total mission costs within which new systems should be
bought and used.

0 The level of mission capability to be achieved above
that of projected inventories and exieting systems.

0 The t ime period in which the new capability is to be
achieved. (3:7?)

B, Acquisition Advisory Gro~~
The Deputy Secretary of Defense chartered the Acquisition Advisory

(h~oup (MG) in April 1975 to ‘.r*mine and assess recoimsendatioza made by

1This notation will be used throughout the report for sources of
quotations and major r fersnces. The first nu~~sr is the source listed in
the bibliograpby. The second number is the page in the refsr.nC. .

3



the services concerning the management of weapon system acquisition at the

Office of Secretary of Defense ( 051)) level . The MG recozimended that the

front end of the acquisition process become more structured and that the

basis for the system acquisition decision should be better documented.

The MG emphasized, however, that the front end activity should not become

an ~duinistrative extension of the DSAR~/DCP process. (10z7..8)

The lAG made the following recommendations in part :

o That a continuing series of Mission Area analyses be
established in DoD and initiated and conducted by the
Services under the functional guidance of the ASD (PA&E).

o That the Services initiate and conduct Mission Concept
Studies to determine ways and means of iae 3ting mission
needs under the functional guidance of DLR&E.

o That the Mission Concept Studies e~~lore and evaluate
competing system concepts and be used as the basis for
development of the initial DCP.

O That the establishment of precise performance charac-
teristics for a weapons system be prohibited until, such
time as the candidate system is approved for full scale
development. (7:7)

0. Qtfice of 1~ nagement and Budget ((~1B) Circular A-109

This document, published 5 April 1976, established policies for major

system acquisition in the Department of Defense as well as a number of other

departments and implemented recommendations of the Commission on Governsent

Procurement. It set general polio~ which DoD has implemented in DoDD 50004

and 5000.2. The thrust of that portion of A-109 which deals with the early

part of the acquisition process is that the mission need should be approved

by the head of the department and that the need should be stated in general

rat her than eyetea..oriented terms.



III. THE ACQUISITION PROCESS--ThEN AND NCM

A. Pre—M~~~ ~~viroz~~ nt

Prior to the present versions of DoDD 5000.]. and 5000.2, the conceptual

phas. was initiated at the discretion of the individual service and the work

was typically performed by advanced planning groups without a formal SPO

organization or program manager. Often this phase was carried out in

response to a Required Operational Capability (h oc) which had been sub-

mitted by an operating command and validated by the Air Staff. The hOC

normally would be defined in terms of a particular system with certain

desired characteristics specified (e.g., a Mach 2.0 fighter capable of

target acquisition at 150mm and aerial combat up to 65,000 ft. altitude, etc.).

Under this system it was possible that after years of work and expenditure

of considerable funds, the SECDEF would be asked by the service for a

decision at mJ .etone I. The decision would either approve the entry into

the validation/demonstration phase of a single solution to the original hOC

or, in effect , reject the requirement. It was this kind of situation which

was critie.iaed 1~ the studies mentioned in Section II and which led to the

r vised OSI) directives.

B, Post J(ENS ~~virozaent

The environment ta uncertain; however, important sections of DODD 5000.1

a~ 5000.2 are rep ci~~~—’ ~~~ b. *ovids a common data base for later dis-

cussions of the impact wbis~ t~~. )~ IjS may have on the Air Force acquisition

process.

1. I~.s.ion Area 4iu’3ys.s

see. ~~e Est&med ass

Oontizvasua analysis of assigned mission respon sibiliti es
in the severe]. mission areas to identify deficienciss in the

5



current and projected capab ilities to meet essential mission
needs and to identify opportunities for the enhazx~ement of
capability through more effective systems and less costly
methods. Mission area analysis should conform with short ,
aid, and long range planning guidance. The objectives of
mission area analysis are to identify capability deficiencies
and assess the relative values of operational needs. (1:21)

and are required in the new directive

DoD Components are reap onaible for a continuing analysis
of mission areas to identif y mission needs and to uef the,
develop, produce and deploy systems to satisfy those needs.
Mission needs shall be stated in terms of the operational
task to be accomplished and not in terms of performance or
characteristics of systems to accomplish the mission. (1~ 2)

2. Mission ~~ement Need Statement

The system acquisition process is ....initiated with the
approval of a mission neea.......U~:2)

At such time as the Secretary of Defense requests or
a DoD Component Head percei ves a mission need to exist and
determine s that a new capabili ty is to be acquired to meet
the need , the DoD Component Head shall subeit a statement
of the mission need to the Secretary of Defense and request
approval to proceed to identify and explore alter netive
solutions to the mission need. The considerations to
support the determination of the mission need shall be
documented in the Mission Element Need Statement (HENS). ( 1*:3)

The format of the HENS can be f ound in Appendix A to this report.

This format was appended to a 1 April 1977 letter si~~ed by Secretary Brown

to the Secretary of the Navy. However, 5000.2 summarizes the HENS as follows:

?tLasion ~aement Need Statement (MENSJ. The HENS tall be

used to describe the mission and to justify the initiation of
a new major system acquisi tion. The document shall be submitted
to the Secretary of Defense by the Component Head for tue Mile-
stone 0 decision. The HENS shall be not more than ten pages
and shall accomplish the following:

0 Iden t ify the mission area and sta te the need in terms of
the mission element task to be performed. The mission
need shall not be stated in terms of capabilities, and
characteristics of a hardware or software system.

6



0 Assess the projected threat through the time frame the capabiitty
is required.

o Identity the existing DoD capabilit*’ to accomplish the mission.

o Assess the need in terms of a deficiency in the existing capability,
a projected physical obsolescence, or a technological or cost
savings opportunity.

O State the known constraints to apply to axrjr acceptable solution
including operational and logistics consideration s, requirements
for NATO standardization or interop.rability, limits on the
resource investment to be made , timing, etc . These constraint s
will constitute bounda ry condition s for the exp1~ ’ation of alter-
native solutions.

O Assess the impact of not acquiring or maintain ing the capability.

0 Provide a program plan to identi fy and explore competitive alter -
native systems extending through to the next Milestone decision.
Include the planning to establish a system program office. (5:3..14)

3. Milestone Zero - Program Initia tion

When a mission need is determine d to be essential and recon-
ciled with other DoD capabilities , resources and priorities, the
Secretary of Defense will approve the mission need and direct one
or more of the DoD Components to systematically and progressively
explore and develop alternative system concepts to satisfy the
approved need. (~s3)

At this point there is a commitment only to identify and ex-
plor e alterrmtive solutions but no commitment to ax~y specific
solution. (~ s6)

le. Program Office

When the Secretary of Defense approves program initiation
of Milestone 0, the DoD Component shall assign the program
mana ger for a major system acquisition. The program ~~nager
shall be given necessary assistance to establish a stroz~
system program office to achieve the program objecti ves . H.
shall be given a charter approved by the DoD Component Head
stating the program amnagor ’s r.aponaibilit~ , mathorit1y and
accountability for program bjeot ivas. (h iS)

5. kaimess ~~ienta tion

A major task of the program manager, following Milestone 0
approval, is to develop and tailor an acquisition strategy for
the total program. The strategy •frnl l be directed to program

7



execution and the achievei~ nt of program oojectiv. a in an
economical, effective and efficient mann r. (4,6)

lie shal l direct the program to include ma~d.nium use of
effective competition for achieving pro gram objectives
throughout the system acquisition process. (4s6)

~ zstness planni ng should ~ thaaize early competitive
exploration of alternatives to avoid premature commitments
to solutions that may prove costly and marginally effective.
The solicitation for proposed solutions shall be in terms
of mission needs and not explicit system character istics
and shall provide complete infor mation including the mission
task and the operating environ ment and threat to enable all
sources to respond fully to the need. (5:6)

8



IV. CURRENT STA UWCOI~~~ NS

A. N~~S Status

The impact of the MENS on both the 080 and Air Staff can, at this date,

be summed up by the w~ -ds “confusion and uncertainty”. No one is quite sure

who will do what to wham and when it might be done. This is probably under-

standable since it has been less than a year since the concept of the MENS

was introduced and since it is such a fundaFental change. Relatively few

people outside of those with direct responsibility for implementing the

changes even 1a~ow that a 1~ NS requirement e~d.$tS. However, the amount of

oce~ nni cation between those with such responsibility has been quite low

so far judging by ~~~‘- interviews. I found I was acting as a change agent

by passing information between the principals.

There have besn a few MENS written in a rather ad hoc fashion, but

the~y are mostly of an experimental nature. The first such lIENS suheitted,

a Navy document on a V/STOL aircraft , was signed by the outgoing S~X~I~ F

on Inauguration I~~ and disappiroved several months later by the present

S~~DgF. That disapproval letter mentioned an 14118 (Mission Need 3tateaent)

as well as a )I~ i8 and included an outline for each. This i~i.rther ~~ddied

the waters since 5000.1 aM 5000.2 do net mention an 1018. Apparently,

the Navy su~~~tted the V/STOL need statement prior to the publication c~

DoDD 5000.1 and the 14118 was its wsy of complying with 0140 circular A-109.

According to a recent 080 memo, however, the 1048 can be treated as a nen

•ntity. ~~l.y one Air Force lIENS, regarding modifications to the E~-135,

has been sent to DI~ &1 as of this date, and th&t was in draft form.

There s been considerable congressiona l pressure for application

of the )~~I$ to mon programs than would be str ictly necessary under DoDD 5000.1.

9



That directive requires a lIENS when DCPe are produced at Milestones I, II,

and III as well. as when the need is first identifisd. The purpose of a 1~~4S

su~~ .ssion at these later dates is to re~e~~m4 ne th. need in li~it of

chAnging circumstances. It appears that as a result of the congressional

interest , the requirement will be expanded on a ons-time basis to include

ime~diate MEJ~ submittals on programs which are alr.acbr in the conceptual

phase.

B. Mission Area Analysis

)t~aaion Area Analysis (MU), from which most HENS will emerge, are

proliferating tlwoughout the Air Staff and the comm.r 1.~~ An office under

the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Dovelopeent (AP/EDU) has been

actively working in this area for over a year, and HQ Air Force Systems

C~~~~nd (Apse) has an active group. Some com~nda appear to be quite

enthused over the concept. The focal point on the Air Staff for MA is

the 1~puty Chief of Staff for Plans and (~ erationa (Al/b ). An ad hoc

task group in Al/IC is working on an Air Force Planning Guidance Document

which will set up standardised mission areas and sub areas as imi]. as

standan4 formats for mission area analysis worksheet.. The purpose of

the standardisation is to allow all elements throughout the Air Force to

.aail,y ocumunicate and compare the results of their MA findings.

Though quantitative analysis will certainly be performed, several

persona interviewed said that such of the need analysis will be through a

ju4gr~~tal, highly subjective process. The basis for the analysis, literaUy

a breaking into part.”, ii what Al/b is doing in producing the standardised

arsas and worksheet formats.

10



It i. important to note tha t the re sults of a MAA could show d.fici-

encies which are entirely cone etable within the authority of the local

coemander and r.quire no formal need statement or development activity.

Th. problem mi~~t be resolved by changing tactics, procedures, or force

distributions, The value of Mission Area Anal~yrsis may be far more than

as an input to the JWNS. It will, in i~~ opinion, produce benefits just by

further clari~ring and structuring the thinId~ng processes of a.].]. involved

in force planning.

C. Air Force Requirements Processing

The Air Staff is iii the process of preparing an update to AF~t S7-l

which previously governed the old Required (~ ea tional. Capability (ROC).

(As of a 1 October 1977 message to the field, the term ROC is no longer

used. It has been replaced by the Osneral C~erationa1 Requirement (O(~ ).)

Although APR 57-1 is not expected to be signed for 14-6 months, the general

outline of its present draft provisions suggest that most of the lIENS

processing procedure has been thoroughly conceptua].ised. If the process

reeain~ as presently envisiomed, it will follow these steps:

When a mission need is recognized by an aper~ ~.ng 00~~~nd via

)tLssion Area Analysis, a GOR is prepar.d and coordinated with Ars~r and

Navy co~mterparts in the field as well as with AFSC and Logistics Command.

APSC will add a program plan which will include costs, time, manpower, and

appropriate System Program Office (SPO ) plan s. The GOR, in the format of

the ~~~~ is then submitted to 1~ USA? for review by the Requirements Revisw

Ck’oup (ERG) which will make a reco ndation concerning the validity of the

G~~ and apprcprl.st. follow-on sottona. Mmebers of the R1~ represent the

rssesrch and d.v.loçment, logistics, co~~~nications, intelligence, and

U



operations functions on the Air Staff. 17/10 will play a major role in

validating the need through examination of the mission area analysis that

was performed to identi4 the need. This role is given to 17/10 because

it chairs a number of groups doing continuous mission area analyeis in

support of docu nte ranging from the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (J80i’) to

the Program Objectives Memorandum (P011). If the RRG validates the need

and estimates that the approved (XE is likely to fall into the “major

system” category defined in D0DI) ~O00.1, a )~ NS will be prepared and for-

warded to the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Research and Development

(SAPRD) • ( SAFED is now the Air Force Acquisition £~cecutive,) Approval

by SECDI!? would be required before alternative solutions could be studied.

If the program costs are estimated to be between $~O and $7~ million for

RDT&Z or $200-300 million for production, an Air Force )O~NS (AFM~1S) will

be written and approval by the Secretary of the Air Force would be required

to Initiat, the program. This program lould be an Air Force Designated

Acquisition Program (AYDAP) and will be reviewed by an Air Force Systems

Acquisition Review Council (AFSARC) at Mileston es I , II , and III.

A Potential Problem Areas

There are a number of ar eas related to the lIENS that require further

analysis and/or clarification if the intent of A-109 is to be fulfilled.

1. Piecemeal ~~NS

It is possible ~~4er the directives issued to submit a IWNS

which addresses the need to solve one problem in a Mission Area

but not one or more closely ~‘ 1at.d problems in the same Mission

Area. 8i~~ os. a lIENS wer generated to take care of a valid need

caused by obsolescence in some Mission Area. If the X~2~S is
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4.
approved, a Syst.na Program Office (SPO) will be chartered to

look into alternative Bolutions to meet that need. Of the

solutions examined, one or more which look most attractive will

be recomeended at Milestone I. The reconnendation, however, could

easily change somewhat if the ~~NS had been defined to include the

other related needs. And yet, unless the Mission Area Am].yses

and QOR procedures are unusually well integrated and coap].ete, it

is likely that COltS will be submitted which, though valid and wortby

of an approved lIENS, will reflect either only part of the problem

or, if written differently, would solve two parallel or complimentary

problems.

2. Combination lIENS

The other aide of the coin is squally troublesome. Suppose

Mission Area Analyses define ten closely related needs in the future.

Should one or more than one XE~~ be written? Assume that our criteria

i.e cost effectiveness. If we had one solution, we could test the cost

sensitivity of adding additional rsquirementa (or needs) to the origi*al

o~s end therefore determine how aar~’ needs could reasonably be met by

one solution. However, in the case of the lIENS, there is no solution

defined as yet. Th. number of needs which can eptimelly be met will

dapend on the preferred olution. Unfortunately, the preferred solu-

tion depends on the aabsr of needs which aat be met. Some msane

ast be found to move us out of this circular logic problem in such

a way that our limited resources are effectively utilised.

L (~portuniti s

Pbr years, p.opl. in and around the wsepona system acquisition process

have coapllsin.d about the N3.~~~ g~~h . .~%j~~~N of tIm proce ss. How much of that
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lengthening is real and how much is illusory is debatable. However, few

would argue that it is not long or that a short er process would not be

beneficial--all other things being equal. Therefore, it i. plsaaaut to note

that the introduction of the lIENS may provide an epportunit~r to mac e a

substa”2 tial contribution to a shortening of the cycle. When Milestone 0

occurs, a program can be started . However, sufficient funds under the

present process will not be available due to: 1) the $2 Milton limit on

R1)T&E reprogrw~ i ng and 2) th. understandable reluctance of the Services

to go to Congress for supplemental appropriations for a new start . Therefore,

a new program will normally wait to be funded through the PPBS cycle.

~~pending on when Milestone 0 occurs in the PPBS sycl e, this will moan that

funds cannot be obligated for another 21 to 33 months--an average of over

two years. However , if funds were avail able for 1~ Iestone 0 starts in each

service as a routine measure, a long pert of that two years could be shaved

off the acquisition lifeaycle. Of course, there are reasons to believe that

Congress m ight not be amenable to such an arrs~~smisnt. I would suggest ,

however, that this area holds such promise that it merits further consider a-

tion within 050 and within the Services.

7. Misconceptions

I must o~nclude, based upon several of the interviews conducted and on

various c~’att position papers reviewed, that there are a number of “misconceptions

surrounding the lIENS concept. Th. word is in quotes since it is rsal3~- only

the 8~QI~ P who will ultimately decide what is and what is not a proper inter-

prstatios St DoDD 5000.1 wd 5000.2. 8inoe these interpretations have not

bs.n made, bowevsr, I offer below, along with the “misconceptions”, ~~ own

interpretations 0! these directives as a starting point for further reflection

and debate .
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1. lIENS and the Technolo~~ ~aae

An argument has been advanced that tk~e ?~ I~ pro vides sorely

needed guidance to the technology base to make sure that technology

dollars are being spent unearthing solutions to DoD needs. ~~~s

argument appears to rest on several qumstionable assumptions * a) there

is a time lag between the production of a 1IE?~ and the initiation of a

program sufficient to allow for results from a technology effort, and

b) that the M~N5 can be sufficiently focused so that the number of

solutions is limited and, therefore , the number of related technology

areas are limited.

even if normal PPBS procedures are followed, the lead time

from a lIENS approval to significant funding e~~enditurea will be

on the order of two years. The amount of technology output or

leadtime gained (especially when one allows for technology re-

direction time) is therefore negligible. Other de1i~ e between lIENS

pro duction and program initiation can be assumed that would allow

sufficient time for technology work. These delays are addressed

below in succeeding “misconceptions” and are judged to be unlikely

to occur .

Ideally, a conceptual phase based upon a lIENS will look at a

wide range of solutions . This is one of the main objective s of such

a document. Within each type of solution there wily be a wide range

of technologies that are applicable. It is difficult to see,

therefore , bow a MK1L~ imprcvvss the pres ent situation, from a

technolo gy base focusing viewpoint, since now a single solution is

often pursued.
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Mission Area Analysis may, however , help to focus technolo gy

if it is done in the proper timeframe. For example, Air Force

14&A efforts in support of HENS production will focus on one, four,

and nine years in the future. If s1mi-l~r NAA efforts were dorwi for

apprepriately longer leadtL mes (15-20 years) to structure technology

efforts , positive results could be anticipated.

2. Pre Milestone Zero Delay

It baa been suggested that a normal practice e.c a service may

be to prepare a draft HENS, process it through to the service secretary

end then refrain from passing it onto the SECDEF for an extended

period of time. The purpose of such a delay would be to allow suf-

ficient technology work to be performed or to allow the range of

solutions to be narrowed somewhat through exploratory or Idyanced

development work. Both reasons are somewhat at odds with the intent

of establishing a lIENS requirement in the first place.

P~~’fur *ing e~q lorato ry or advanced development work in direct

preparation for the satisf action of a mission need is prohibited in

DoD!) 5000,1. This is work tha t should be done after Milestone ~~,

Also, the assumption that sufficient technology work needs to be

performed assumes a solution to the need is alrea4 defined which again

is at varia nce wL th the directive. Therefore , it is i~~ assumption

that if the service secretary agrees that there is a valid need and

he is willing to set aside a sufficiently large portion of his resources

to satisfy it , then he wiu forward the HENS xpeditioualy to the

SEODEF.
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3. Post Milestone Z~ero L~ Lay

It has also been suggested that a normal practic e of a service

secretary may be to deliberately avoid program initia tion once the

HENS has been approved at Milestone 0. Once again, the technology

base is said to be able to focus on such approved needs during the

waiting period. This waiting p~~iod is postulate d to occur because

of a lack of funds in the out-years which is another way of saying

lack of pr ioril3’ for the programs. In the author ’ a opinion, this

assumption is at odds with the r equirement that the ssrvioe secretary

estimate his funding constraint o~ the sat isfaction of the need

before be suhai ts a ~~NS for approval.

dhen the service secret ary requests the SF~CDEF to approve the

program initiation to satisfy the need he sets up a not-to-exceed

fup ding wedge for acquisition and ownership costs. Since this wedge

moat naturally come from the total funding estimated to be available

in the out-years , he has, by his own HENS submission, consciously

allocated sufficient funds to not only start but hopefully to c~~~1ste

the project. (~ s other reason cited for a post Milestone 0 delay is

an assumptiowi that the service secretary will submit needs without

funding wedges in the hopes that a growing volume of unfunded needs

will convince OSD to provide more tota l funding in the out’-years.

This ii unlikely to occur , in ~~ r opinion, since a HENS without a

fw~~-ng wsdgs ans that the service secretary aets a low priority

in this major potential program. Such a lIENS is unlikely to be

mpprov.d.
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~~. Widened Rorizons

The final 0miscorE eption~ to be treated is that the lIENS

allows top level service or OSD management a broad perspective

on the needs of the service or of all the services respectively.

The major needs of the military services could be viewed on a

comparative basis from the OSD level. Theoretically, this could

be done. Presumably, it would have a positive effect on the

fniu~ ling of funds to where the needs are the greatest. ~bwever,

to view needs on such a comprehensive basis means that all the

relevant data would have to be available at one time, cono erning

all needs over the period of interest--perhaps 10-20 year s in the

future. This would require Mission Area Analyses cozE en~ing all

missions of all services , being done for all, relevant time period s

every year with HENS being produced on a schedule similar to the

PPBS. Obviou sly, we are far from thi s level of competence at

present. I feel , therefore , that rather than a wide bcrison, the

SECDEF may anticipate seeing a bit of the view each time he focuses

on a o1.ar ~iy defined need in the form of a HENS.
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V. POTENT IAL CI1&NGES IN T}~ AIR F(RCE ACQUISITION PRWESS

So far, we have examined the background which led to the development

of the lIENS, and then the relevant sections of the DoD Directives on the

subject. Next we looked st potential problem areas, opportunities, and

ulmiac once ptionasi regarding the lIENS. This section deals with the basic

purpose of this reports lbs answer to the question, ‘1What are the potential

changes which the introduction of the lIENS n.y have on the U~AF system

acquisition process?” The most important and difficult change that most

be made in the acquisition process is in the attitudes of our people. Because

it is not until attitudes change that behavior changes. The lIENS requires

a basic change in behavior. Though I have not sensed niich hostility to the

new requirements, it is a different approach than moat of us are u~~d to,

It is like describing the mission of a strategic bomber without reference

to the aircraft. For some experienced, operationaUy-oriented persona this

might be a difficult concept to internalize. For a systems analyst, an

experienced program manager, or a graduate of the Defense Systems Mnagement

College, the attai~~ ent of a goal (satisfaction of the operational need) is

the end result of a f~m11(ar process which can be instantly conceptualized

without reference to a hardware solution (the bomber).

The discussion below cover s a wide ran ge of possible b~~acts grouped

into six ra ther arbitrary areas:

O Changes in the Procurement Process

0 Changes in SF0 Orientatio rVStruc ture

O Changes in ftsaource Allocation

O Change. in User Involvement

0 Change s in Schedule

O Changes in Structure
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It is not suggested that all of these changes will necessarily occur

soon. It will be over a year from the 18 January 1977 DODD ~OOO.l publication

date when the revised Air Force Regulation S7-l is signed . It will be in

that second year before major commands get used to the new GOR process and

before some new programs are approved. Finally, it may be several years

before the 1~.ssion. Area Analysis process is working smoothly.

Of course, aar y of the changes discussed below may not occur at all

( since they are basically p~r suppositions ). It should be noted, however , that

the introduction of the lIENS will tend to move things in the direction of

the changes suggested,. In other words, the forces favoring change are

already in motion. The inporta nce of this secti on to the service or OSD

exeoutive is that it makes one aware that these changes are now possible .

If they are viewed as desirable, they should be actively facilitated rather

than passively observed. If they are viewed negatively, they had better be

actively opposed for they ~~~~ occur as a natural result of the HENS .

A. Changes in the Procurement Process

According to DODD S000.2, the RFP should be structured so that the

lIENS will be the central part of the conceptual phase statement of i~rk.

This has quite serious implications . First, it is going to be a major task

to set up the boundaries, constraints , applicable specs and standards, and

the desired schedule so that they can be easily ad~~ted to ax~r reasonable

solution or set of solutions which may be offered. However, the task of

putting together a source selection plan with adequate evaluation criteria

viii ~~ ~Ll~i be ~vsn more difficult. The criteria naist be general enough

to evaluate widely varying concepts bet still aoa.how point out pr operly

those concepts with the highest “va]ne”. I predict that this area will cause
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major problems unless they are anticipated and satisfactory solutions pre-

pared before we have to face them with our first “HENS RFP ’. In addition,

the evaluation team cannot be organizationally structured by WBS elements.

There are none, not even at level 1.

The companies that bid may not be confined to the aerospace industry

giants which we are so used to working with (and who know our way of doing

bosiness). A think tank may have the best proposal or a small high-value

technolo~ r conpaz~r in Oklahoma. For example s

Competent industry and educational institutions regardless
of size shall be the primary sources for the e~q loration of
competitive aystem design concepts to satisfy approved mission
needs. Govermuent laboratories , federally funded research and
development centers and other not-for-pr ofit organizations may
also be considere d as sources. (i4 s~ )

It is also possible that large companies may team with unu sually

~ma11 partners or may acquire a wider than normal ran ge of technical e~~er-

tine in-house. After all , an entirely feasibl e solution set for HENS

#UZ may include a high powered laser , a space borne ~ysteii, an IRBM, and

a cruise missile launcher, This wide r ange of potential solutions will,

in n~r opinion, open up the competitive process by providing opportunities

for innovative contributions to the national defense from a large cross

section of enterprises.

B. Changes in SF0 OrientatioxVstructure

It is entirely possible that the number of integrated as opposed to

matrix or s~~~-matrix t~yp. ~~item Program Offices will increase as new

programs are started under the I(~NS cone.pt. DoDD S000.1 states that “the

program manager shall he given necessar y assista nce to establi sh a strong

iy ste* progrma office” . Th~~gh there is soms disput, on this point, the

stron gest program -~~ageaent office organization is generally conosded to
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be a vertical or integrated one . But, aside from the directive, the ta ak

itself tends to support such. a structure. In order to be able to manage

concepts over a wide spectrum of solutions , the PW) cannot afford to depend

on functional specialists who may be experienced almost exclusively in space

operations , or monitions , or aircraft design. This is the type of support

a ~~pioa1 matrix organization in the Air Force would provide. zither a wide

spectrum of specia list s smist be incorpora ted in the SF0 or a number of super-

generalists will have to call upon specialist s scattered all over the country

~~~b as the Aru~r does now. In ~ r opinion, the super-generalists will be in

dAmaM in either case.

A subset of these generalists will likely be business-oriented

professionals --people who are used to thinking in terms of meeting the

needs of the marketplace and optimizing the profit (effectiveness) regardless

of the product. Business orientation , actual ly a1rea~ r being str essed

within AFSC for SF0 personnel , will become even more valuable in the more

competitive atmosphere generated by a response to a broadly defined M~18.

SF0 managers will have to function even more like general mana gers or execu-

tives than technical a erts.

According to some of ii~ r sources , a new task of the SF0 is likely to

be that of need validation durin g the conceptual phase. To do its job

right in the conceptual phase , the SF0 will have to take a second look at

the Mtssion Area Ana1~.ysia which kicked off the ?(EMS initial ly. It will also

have to look at whether present equip~~nt in the Air Pbrce or other services

can fill th. bill or whether modification to or increases in aLoh equipment

will sstiafy the need. Since the P11 will have been ohart.r.d to investi-

gate alternativ, solutions to the mission need rst1~~ then to develop, say,

a _- aircraft, he and his peop~.e er. ach less likely to Menttfy themselves
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withalong tera development projec t. As such, thay ar e more likely to

report that the deficiency does not actually .xi.t or that a solution can-

not be found within the fund1j~ *vedg&I allowed. In ~~~‘ opinion, the

prob.bil i~~ is increased that the ~~th io&l FM who scuttles an ua,ort1~

progx~ m nay finally ~~~rge in real lit..

C. Changes in Sesource Ailocstion

The new acquisition directive clearly calls for resource constraints

to apply to the solutiun. In the past, we have put design and schedule

constraints on a ~yatem and have made bounded cost estimates on a solution

to the problem. But , making coat estimates in a )~ NS environment is quite

a different matter. First , we do not know the solution s and, second, it

is too early to know their costs even if we could define the solutions.

And yet, the HENS calls for resource constraints. According to Pentagon

sources, the constraint is actua lly meant to be a “not to exceed” planning

wedge . It appears that this is a very subtle point and one which is easily

missed. This wedge should be the Service Secretary ’s estimate of how much

it is worth to him in total future acquisition and operation costs to meet

the need. It may approximate, for e cai~ le, what it costs bin to meet that

need1 today over some period of time. Maybe the system proposed at Mile-

stone I will be one tenth of that wedge and, if so, fine. If it is twice

as mach *e solution should, by definition , be unacceptable since meeting

the need has already been judged to be wort h only so mach to the service.

• In other *,rds, afforda~i1itq of th. solution is the key to this constraint.

If this wedge is to be ~n4 qgful when a number of M~Nb (and non major

programs am vaU) have been approved end are in the con~.ptual phase,

resource allocation most extend further into the future than it present ly

~~es. ~~~4entaUy, the ME)~ resource constraints a~pl.y to m~~.rs of
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people and their a ld.lls as well as to dollars.

Interesti ngly, those who are most effectively can~trained bi the se

controls are the people in industry who could propose a host of solut ions

to the need. They irs given, theref ore, total resource guidelines (both

acquisition and ownership) within which they auat propose their solutions.

D. Q~a~~es in User Involvement

According to knowledgeable sources , it is probable that there will

be a greater user invol.yi.ent in the front end of the acquisition process

then there is at present, This can already be seen by the way in which

the DCS/Plana & (~ erationa, £7110, has moved into a key role in require-

ments validation. This is m~ erea which had been left to the R&D part of

the Air Staff in the past.

Th. widespread usage of Mission Area Analysis will increase the

involvement of the operational. comeands in the requirements process.

Once having identified a need through a rigorous process and having seen

it approved as a I1ENS, it is likely that user interest will continue to

be high ill the way to Milestone I. The SPO is likely to need the user

more .mpecialiy in the area of operational concept development. A different

aperationa l Concept nay be needed for each of the ‘~~~~ ous solution s tha t

id.U be studied.

Z. Schedule Chan1ea

There is a potential for both an ~rtenaion and contraction of the
* acquisition process. What effect the HENS is likely to have on program

sohei~~ias is one of the most difficult predictions. Ibwevsr, it is easy to

predict that, due to initial confusion, the su~~1 sd an and çproval. of the HENS an

the funding of new programs are bow d to hi at a mach slower pace for Øhils
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than the start of new conceptual phase programs woul d have been under the

old process. This will undoubtedly lead to both pro gram mid funding gaps

and peaks in years to come. This could be alleviated , of course , by 8lowixig

down some programs or accelerating others during the transition period .

}lowever , the forego ing is only conceptual speculation and, in az~ cases

the effects should be transito ry.

Son have speculated that the NEWS process could turn into as complex

and time consuming an activity as a DSMC. Now here I feel there is a

potential for the process to go either way, although the probabilities are

not on the side of complexity--at least at the OSD level. For e~~~~le,

although the MENS is required to be coordinated through the JCS and through

the OSD staff , this is hardly a new task for the Air Staffer . Some papers

can age considera bly in the process of achieving concurrence if one requires

consensus. Consensus, however , is not a prerequisite for su~~4 esion of the

HENS to the SECDEF. All that he requires is the paperwork and the staff

inputs to aid him in his decision making. The acquisition directive re-

quir.s a constrained ten-page HENS and no briefings or council meetings are

r.quired. The process appears to have been set up to be gai~~1~~1y simple

at the 060 level with inputs being ned. b&sioally at the initiative of the

service secretary. The na.jorit~ of the pro cessing time will proba bly be

spent in the GC&~/H~ I5 validati on proce ss between the using oc~~~zxi, AP3(~, and

the Air Staff. Thi. is not likely to be mach different froze today’ s tile-

line for a major l~)C.

There is a possibility that the acqu isition pro cess could be shortened

bscaise of the high level interest (8ECDEF signature), structured begiMing,

and requirement for a strong pro~~am management office. Compared to put
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practices , the conceptual phase may move along rat her smooth ly.

F. Structural Changes

As noted earlier, the Program Manager will be assigned when Mile-

stone 0 occurs, along with a strong program office. Present practice is

often to wait until sometime prior to Milestone I before appointing a

Program Naiager with a small SPO cadre. The ~~nagement order introduced

into the acquisition process by th~.s one change could be very significant

in the mithor ’s opinion.

Since funds caxmot be spent on conceptual programs until Milestone 0

(with the e~~eption of the technolo~ r base) I would e~q ect that a large part

of Advanced Plans work in various AlSO product divisions will be transferred

to conceptual phase program offices • Advanced Plans type work may also now

begin to emphasize Mission Area AnaLysis and (XI related efforts.

Another change involves the Air Staff structure and is related to the

MENS but also to the creatio n of the APSARC. An AFSARC program of a size

which does not require DSARC review put s the Air Staff functional elements

in a different situation relative to that program. No longer does the

pro gram have to be defended from “them” on the 030 staff. There is no

ac an ene~~- determined, or probab ay more likely perceived to be deter mined,

to kill, ~~~~~ stretch out, dilute, or divert ‘our program’. 1~~ common

~~~~~~ motivation is replaced by that of a oc on goal--to field systems

which nest valid needs within a ressonabis time period .t affordable costs.

‘~~~~ program’ becomes ~ program” and the st aff should tend to be more

ó3.ctive, maize critical, mare questioning than under the farmer arrang~~ nt.

Though the above was rely a potential sdencio, I found that these results

are alrea4 occ~wing aecor ding to Pentagon sources. (ki APSAEC on]y $ogrema
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the staff is working more like a top level staff. The introd uction of the

M~~~ will probably accelerate for conceptual phase progra ms this positive

t r nd  am os there is mach less of a tendency to become attached to an

acquisition effort when there is no concre te identifiable prc~ram, but

rather a number of potential solutions . A functional staff n~ aher who

p1~ ys devil’s advocate with a potential solution rather than a ‘gold watch ”

will be looked upon as constructively participatin g rather than sniping.

I fee]. that there 411 be more objective in-house criticism resulting in a

more professional , less biased decision process. And AFSARCS run well. wili,

according to OSD sources , tend to negate the need for DSARCs even on maj or

programs. The end result, therefore, could well be greater decentralization

as well as a restructuring of the staff roles at }~ USAF.

I will predict that another effect of the I4ENS is likely to be a

change in attitudes on both Air Force aM 031) staffs regarding how people

view new acquisition programs and al so how the staffs the refore int errela te .

Today the staffs are focused on solutions and are organised around them.

The introduction of tim ME)~ is going to make this orientation somewhat

meaningless at least for those programs in the conceptual phase . The two

staffs may find that thq- are working together better than before because

• they new hay, the smae objective—ta apet the need. Rather than the DSARC

b.ing a test of brute fore. as it so often ii (Col. Jones of AP/---- and

• his biases in favor of Prog ram I va~ W. ~~~th of ASW— and ~~J h ues

against Program 1), the picture could change to one of cooperation in the

sear ch for the best solution to th. s. d.
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p VI • aETROSP~~TIVE

Besides c Liance with 0MB Circular £ 109, what was OSD trying to

acco~~1iah Lu 1~ DD ~0OO.l and ~0OO.2? I believe the iit.nt was to de-

centralize authority to the Services. I also believ the intent was to

change the attitudes of people throughout the weapons aystem acquisition

organisations. Changed attitude s are necessary so that the desired

behavior--more efficient manag~imnt of resources by focusing on the need

rather than the solution --would follow. Throughout these directives the

Services are exhorted to take the initiative :

o They are encouraged to e~~ d ‘m their wission needs in an
orderly and continuou s proce ss (4:2)

o lilkaen needs surface , they are asked to estimate their worth
agai n~t the background of all other future service needs
in terms of acquisition and ownership resource allocations (5:4)

o To prepare a short , reasoned document with an action plan
for the Service to car ry out i.t approved ( ;3.4i)

o To establish a strong program office (li:5) with a profe~—
sionally competent and chartered program manager (1~sS)

o To avoid diverting the Program Manager from his chartered
duties through excessive reviews and reports (5~7)

o To avoid overdirecting the PM by requiring, in effect , that
line officials above the P14 exercise their decision
authority in writing (~st6)

o To follow busize sslike methods in fosteri ng real comp.tition
in a search for creative solutions (4:6)

O To review the r.aulting solution in the Service’s own SARC (1413)

and Zin*11y to:

o Request permission of the SECDRF to inter into the vaUdat ion/
ds.onstrstjon phase with one or more of the rec~~~sndad
solutions 0o3)

The resulting spectrum of solutions gathered in an orderly, business-

like, logical, and hopefully ti~~ly w~.r will give the S~ DEF a degree of
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fi~~ih{1 ity he kiss never had before. He no longer baa to choose between not

meeting the operational need or accepting a single service-backed solution.

If the process is perf orme d in a timely manner, and it is in everyone a best

int r.ets to ensure that it is, the SECD~~ also has time on his side rather

than having it foreclosed by a lengtby conceptual phase.

~~~tber these goals will be met or not is unclear at this time. The

next aection suggests some action s that could be taken to increa se the

• probability that the proces s will work as intended.
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VII. RECOMMKNWTIONS

A. ~ rsad the Word

First , it would be useful if the office of the Under Secretary- of

Defense for Research and ~~girteering (formerly ODLR&Z) were to engage in

an educational program aimed at the OSD staff , the Air Staff , AFSC, and

the product divisions. The mechanics of the changes in 5000.1 and 5000.2

should be briefed along with the spirit of the changes. Rvery effort

should be made to carry on a dialogue so that misconceptions are cleared

up and the purposes and processes of these directives are apparent and

understood by all. A workshop format might be a useful device.

B. Funding

How wid when programs approved at Milestone 0 get fund s to start

defining alternatives is unclear in the directives .

DoD Component Heada are not authorized to coimnit funds
to the identific ation and exploration of alternative system
design concepts to meet a mission need prior to the approval
of a 1lE~~ by the Secretary of Defense and the completion of
action required by the Plann ing, Prograisning and aidgeting
~~stem (PPBS) • In selected cases the action to initiate a
new major cystem acqui sition program will require i~~ diateinitiation of effort to identify alternative solutions prior
to completion of the normal budget cycle. In such cases the
coalitions dictating the urgency will be suheitted to the
Secretary of Defense together with identification of initial
fwldirg required and the funding sources. (5:8)

If the above paragraph means that the new prog ram will normal ly be

enter ed into the next POX and will start when funds are ~~prcpriat.d by

Congr.ss, then the acquisition pro cess has been unwisely extended. If

it means that additions to the Poll will be su~plement.d in the inter im

period ~ some r.a4 source of funds , then that eo~n’oe should be set up

and funded adequately. A line item just fur this ~ rpeee might be ao eptable

to Oongress——esp.cia117 considering the alt.ruativss of px’olong.d d.lq.

-~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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0. ~treamli!ting

The 1~ NS review and approval process described in 5000.]. and 5000•2

coul d take place in a streamlined fashion or it could be lengtby,

ciabersoae,and filled with papervork--in effect, as imich effort as another

L~ AkW review. The t o r r  surely is in everyons’ s best interest. The

first few M~NS that are pr ocessed will set the precedents for those to

follow. I suggest every effort be ~~de to insure that those who will sub-

mit the HENS understand what is required and that OSD be sati sfied with

what was requested. Excessive staffing should be avoided .
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VIII . SUMMAItY

In suemary, it appears to the author that there is a great potential

for accomplishing the intent of A-l09 in focusing DeD system acquisition on

the search for alternatives rather than on the advocacy of a solution. The

HENS is likely to have r ather wide ranging effects on the organizational

str ucture and attitudes , the procure ment pr ocess, the requirements process,

and resource allocation. It is also likely to increase the rol e of the user

in the acquisition pr ocess, strengthen the Program Manager and. his SF0 and

orient that organization more towards the business side of the enterprise.

The HENS appears to have a potential for speeding up the process as well

as for slowing it down depending upon how the directives are implemented.

In addition , it appears that the intent of OSD, in the writer’s opinion,

was to decentralize the acquisition process while simultaneously increasing

the S~~DEF’ s f1.xibilit~y • The steps recoonended are: 1) providing education,

2) solving the funding delsy, and 3) insuring that the HENS review ind

approval cycle is accomplished expeditiously. Finally, it should be

r~~~mbered that the changes postulated are part of a process which is not

instantaneous but will take p~ace over the next few years. The success or

failur. of the HENS a~at aiait the jud~~~nt of time.
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OUTLINE FOR
MISSION ELEMENT NEED STATEMENTS

I. MISS ION

A. Missio n Are a. Identi f y the broad mission area . For Navy
mission elements the mission area will, normally be sea control and/or
sea power proj ection. Refer to the appro priate MNS .

B. Mission Element Need Task. Describe the specific mission
task in ter ms of func tions and capabilities . Relat e spec ifically to
higher—level overall mission area needs. Descri ptions in term s of
ba rd wari~ characteristics , or in term s of the need to replace some
existing system, are not appropriat e.

II. ThREAT

Assess the project ed threat against which the capability is
required through the t ime tha t the new capability would be in the f ield .
Quantify the threat in terms of numbers and capability , wherever possible .
Where appropriate , the threat may be divided into the target thr eat , the
targets (if any) agains t which the capabilities specified by this MENS
are to be directed , and the denial threat , the threat (if any) which may
ope rate to prevent the mission tasks from being accomplished .

III. EXISTING ~ND PLA~~ED CAPABILITIES TO ACC3~tPLISH THIS MISSION
ELEMENT NEED TASK

Identify the existing DoD and Allied capability to accomplish
the mission. Where other services or allies have no capability this
should be explicitly stated , in each case.

IV. ASSESSMENT

Assess the need in one or more of the following terms :

— Specific deficiency in the existing capability ;

• .— Technological opportu ni ty ;

• —— Inadequacy of forc e size to meet threat;

—— Opportunity for life-cycle cost savings;

— or others as appropriate.

A-I
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V. CONSTRAINTS

A. Development costs —— bud get wedges

B. Operational and procurement costs to include manpower based
upon a like recent buy of the same typ e capability

C. Logistics considerations

D. NATO standardization/commonality

E. Other budget wedges if in the new—ty pe/lar ge—cost category

F. Timing of need

G. Others as appro priate

VI.  IMPACT OF STAYING WI TH THE PRESENT CAPABILI TY

—— Ability to meet the pro j ected threat . Impact on combat
effectiveness .

— Cost of increasing quantit y of existing equipment to meet
threat.

—— Cost of O&S for existing equipment.

— Other impacts as ap plicable .

VII . PROCL\M PLAN TO IDENTIFY AND EXPLORE CO M PETITIVE ALTERNATIVE
SYSTEM CONCEPTS

A. List and briefly describe candidate competitive concepts
identified to date , if any . It should be explicitly stated that it is
intended to solicit the broadest possible range of qualified sources
for candidate system concepts and that all. concepts submitted will be
evaluated on their merits.

B. Plan for concept phas e , up to Milestone I.

C. Plan for establishing a system program office .

VILE. RESOURCES

Gene ral statement of man power , financial resources , and t ime
required to reach Milestone I review.
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