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STUDY TITLE: THE DOD REQUIREMENTS PROCESS AND THE

- 

- - CLAMOR FOR CHANGE

STUDY GOALS: To hig’hlight the criticisms of t}’re - DOD -requirements

process and identify some of the indications that a change may

be forthcoming.

\~~\
STUDY REPORT ABSTRACT

DCD Directive 5000.1, the services were de1e~ated the

.~ aut~iority for identifying needs and defining , developing , and

producing weapon systems to meet those needs. Against this

( bac’~~round , there has been a continuin~r criticism of how new

~,ystems become ~needed .
1 This study reviews the issues raised

j ~nd by whom . Also , this study takes special note of some of the

more recent pronouncement s by OSD officials as well as

~~~ -.“ 1ona l ac~;ions which might affect the requirements proce~~- .

KEY WORDS: - MATERIEL REQUIREMENTS BU DGET JUSTIFICATION S APPROPRIATIONS
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~~CE CUTIVE SUMMARY

While by law Congress has vested overall direction and.

control of DOD research and engineering with the Secretary of

Def ense , DOD Directive 5000.1 delegates the authority to the

services for identifying their particular needs and defining,

developing, and producing weapon Systems to meet those needs.

It is against this background of apparent decentralization of

authority (vls-a-vis the McNamara era) that a growing concern

from various quarters has emerged wi th  regard to the process

by which requirements for new weapon systems are generated .

Two of the more significant studies which dealt with the

DOD requirement s process were accomplished by the  Blue Ribbon

Defense Pane l , appo inted by the President , and the Commission

on Government Procurement , established by Congress. The

de f i c i enc ie s  noted in these and other s tudies  appear to focus

on the failure to consider the affordability and priorities

related to defense  mi s s ion  needs in DOD lon~ -ran~ e p lanning .

One problem associated with this shortcoming Is that Congress

does not have an overall visibi)lty of defense needs which

in tu rn  lead s to Con~ ressiona l debate on specific new weapon

syster ’ s r a t hr ~r t h~in de~’ense  needs and p r i o r i t i e s .  A second

problem related to the lack of long-ra n~’e planning and the

coordination of needs by OSD is the tendency for divislonary

in terservice  r iva l ry . Additionally, the competition for roles

and m issions between services often results In t h ~

I I
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overspecification of system charact eristics too early in the

conceptua l phase and the unnecessary dupl icat ion of  miss ion
• capabilities. The extension of these problems results in

higher unit costs for new systems . In the face of l imited

resources and current budget allocation practices , higher . -
.

- 
- unit costs leads to declining force levels.

There may not be unanimous acce ptance of  the conclus ions —

• and. recommendations offered ; however , there seems to be

increasing indications that changes in the approach to long-

range planning within DOD are taking shape . ~3tatement s to

various congressional committees by current CSD officials

expounding on the introduction of Mission-Concept Pa pers and

Extended Planning Annexes are one such Indication. Adding

enforcement to the pressures for change is the budget reform

bill.riow in Congress. If passed , this bill would implement

the basic plannincr and pro gr am control framework recommended

by the Commission on Government Procurement . Such action would

add enforcement to the requirement for OSD coordinated and

controlled long-range planning for defense mission needs.

The auestion not yet answered is who will really

determine defense needs--the zt~rvices , CSD, or Congress?

-

iii

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



~~~~~~~~~~
- - ~~~~—-~~-----—-- -- —-—-----a- - - - — - — -~ -~~ s---——- - .-.~~~~~~ —-

I • 

- 

.

• ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The author is extremely grateful to Mr. R. N. Hall of

the Government Accounting Office (GAO). While on a leave

of  absence f rom the GAO , Mr. Hall - served-as- a--staff member - .

for the Commission on Government Procurement . With this

unique background , Mr. Hall was most helpful by sharing his

insight of the issues from all sides of the fence .

B~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



z L  -nfl ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -_~~- - . ..
~~~-_ ‘ - , - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - —~~~~~ 

—------ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Contents

Executive Summar3r • 1 • • • ~~~~~~~S •  . . . . . . .  .i i
Acknowledgement . . . . -

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . V

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 1

Significant Studies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
What is Wrong? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

What is Happening? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25
Bibliography . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . .2 ~

vi

-— -

~ 

-
- ~~~

-
-~~~~

- _ 1_ - . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ — - - . ~~~~. _ -_ - .~~ — -—— — — ~~



THE DOD REQUIREMENTS PROCESS

AND

THE CLAMOR FOR CHANGE 
-

- - -

Intro duc tion

One of the basic policies outlined in the 1958

Amendment s to the National Security Act of 194’7 which

strengthened the role of the Department of Defense (DOD) was:

To eliminate unnecessary duplication in the
Departmen t of  Def e n se, and particularly in the field
of research and engineering by vesting its overall
direction and con;rol in the Secretary of Defense.

While the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) has

retained the responsibility for assuring that major defense

systems programs are pursued in response to valid needs , the

DOD component s have been given the responsibility by DOD

Directive for identifying needs and defining , develcp1n~ and

producin~’ systems to satisfy those needs (1:2).

It is against this background of apparent delegation of

authority (vis-a-vis the NeNamara era) that a growing

concern from various ouarters has emerged with re~’-ard to

the prccess by which requirement s for new weapon systems

are generated.

This paper is an attempt to bring together the issues

and ht~ hlIght some of the signals which might indicate a

chanwe in the DOD req~ lrement s trocess. The approach used

will he to present the more si i’~~cant cr~ t1c1~ ms of the

1
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requirements process slnce 1970 and identify some of the

recent indications that a change may in fact be forthcoming .

While no unique terms wil l  be used in th is  paper , the

drawing together of various point s of view inevitably leads

to some confusion over the use of common terms. In this case

the words “needs , ” “goals/objectives , ” and “ requirement s”

may take on d i f ferent  meanings . For examp le , one study

- 

- 

identifies four different meanings for the word “require-

ment s’~ as used in the system acquisition process (2~3).

The reader is cautioned to consider the differences ,

sometimes subt le , in how these words are used,

The scope of this paper is primarily bounded in two

dimensions . The first is in real time and the second is

relative time. The issues presented will he those raised

during the period between July 1970 to the Spring of 1974’.

In relative time , the thrust of this study will deal with

the “front end ” of the acquisition cycle although it will

not be possible to dissect the issues raised from the

implications for the total acquisition process.

To offer some insight to the major sources of informa-

• tion , the organIzation o~ this oaper starts with t-he

• background of the  more significant studies of the DOD

acquisition process before proceeding with the criticisms

voiced concerning the actual process. Next , an assor tm ent

of evidence that the criticisms are hein~ heard will be

presented followed by a ~urn~ crv ~e c t i o n .

2
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Significant Studies

As previously stated , th i s  section provides some

background of two of the more sigrificant studies of the

DOD acquisition process which have given part icular attention

to the requirement s process.

Significance in th i s  case is related to the  l ikelihood

of influencing the activity being studied. While there

have been numerous studies and investigations of various

aspects of the acquisition process , most tend to slip over

the “front end ” of the process and deal mainly with the

issues and mechanics of developin~r and procuring systems

given they are needed . Additionally, studits within the DOD

at any level tend to be reactive rather than innovative.

That is , such studies deal mostly with investigating ,

adapting to , and res~ond~ng to Issues raised from outside

the DOD. -

Perhaps ~ne of the most influent ial studies shaping t he

current DOD policies was accomplished by the Blue Ribbon

Defense Panel, Appointed by ?resident Nixon and Secretary

Laird in July 1969, the Panel was given a broad charter to

stud’,’ the or~ an iza~ jon , str’~cture , and or~ ret~ en of t h e  ) C ) .

The members selected were zenerally unfamiliar with the

operations of the DOD and were chosen with the view of

bringing a fresh look on the sub 1 oct. ~he origina l t-anel

was comprised of 16 rnemh ers chaired by r-r . Gilbert ;~~, Fitzh~~-h ,

____________

~ 

~~~~~~~
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then Chairman of the Board for Metropolitan Life Insurance

Company . Thus , the final re por t wh ich was completed one

year later in July 1970 is often referred to as the “Fitzhugh

Report .” As an interesting side note , one of the panel

members was Mr. William P. Cle~ ent s, Jr. , the current Deputy

secretary o~’ Defense , At that ti~”e he was the Chairman of

the Boar d for SE D CO , Inc .

While the Blue Ribbon report gives impetus to many of

the DOD policies of the early seventies , the study by the

Commission on Government Procurement (CCGP), completed in

December 1972, reinforces much of what was contained in the

Blue Ribbon Pan el Repor t and promises to be an even greater

influence for the  fu tu re .

Created by Congress in 1969, the COGP was given a broad

charter to ~x qr ~ine the proc~ rer~en
4; process of the Federal

Government arid riot lust DOD. However , as the Commission

.4 found , t h e  acqulsittc- ri of ~rajor s~-ster~s within the D~~) was 
-

among the most irnpcr tant and controversial areas. Perhaps

as a result of the bread chart-er , additiona l time , and depth

• of staff the Cor~~Issicr~ ~‘‘1dv w~ s at le to take a more

integrated and in der t h  view of th~ ~icquisitton process ,

covering all tne ~--i r~ic sters lnc1~;d~ rL- the Initial statement

of need through the eventual use of a system.

The CCCP was composed of twelve memb ers representing

the executive and legislative branches ~tnd private industry .

The Ch~tlrran was -~r. Perktrt s ~-~cG~~ re , a consult~int ann

- .-~-—— -- —-— ---- ~~~~ — —---- —----—- — - ~~~~~ --
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corporate director. Congressman Chet Holifield served as

the Vice Chairman. One significant change to the membership

occurred in 1972 when Senator Layton N. Chiles, Jr. replaced

Senator Henry M. Jackson who resigned. Senator Chiles has

become an important link between the product of the COGP and

the Senate. In 1973 Senator Chiles became the Chairma n of

the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Fe dera l Procuremen t. This sub-

committee , created by Senator Sam J. Ervin as Chairman of

the Senate Committee on Government Operations , serves as a

focal point for procurement reform by ccnt inuinz an inve .~t1-

gation of the COGP recommendations and developing a legi:~lative

program to implement changes. A similar link between the

CCGP and the House of Representatives is through Congressman ’

Fiolifield , Chairman of the House Committee on Government

Operations.

— The potential significance of the CCC? is also found in

the process by which the Commission ’s recommendations are

being handled. The COG? report contained l4’9 recommendations

of which 12 dealt with the acquisition of major systems.

• Lead agencies within the ~xecut1ve i3ranch have been identified

and task groups established to propose policy and implertentin~

actions. The Govern’:~~nt tecount jn~ Cff1c~ (~~~~~ ) is m onltcr ing

the overall process and making quarterly reports to Congress,

The third such report was submitted in January 1974.

rn
5 
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While this section identifies two of the more significant

studies possibly affecting DOD acquisition management policies

of  the seventies , these studies do not stand alone in pointing

to shortcomings of the process by which the requirements for

new weapon systems are generated.

6
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What is Wrong?

In a keynote address to a recent National Security

Industrial Association symposium , an industry executive

voiced a rather pinpointed criticism :

Let ’s call a spade a spade. Our real problem
stems from the desires on the part of both industry
and government to extend the technical state of the
art beyond what is necessary ; to specify requirement s
which may never be encountered and to protect against
every cont ingency. . . . The question in many mind s
is whether the word has gotten through to Pentagon
middle management , much of it in uniform , where the
struggle to tush forward tridividual programs
often overlapping, overspecified . . . frequently
takes on an interser vice, or ever personal
character. . . . Many of the reouirement s are abso-
lutely essential to meet the threat. They cannot be
eliminated regardless of the cost . But we can define
the threat and we can determine what portion of our
resources we can allocate to meet that threat and we
can design our product to do the j ob w i t h  the  resources
provided . We can because we must (3:165).

This address touched on three of the major areas In

which most of the issues appear to fall. They are :

• P1annin~Interservice Rivalry
Over Specification

A point not always apparent is that these areas of concern

are not independent. In fact , there appears in many argu-

ments a casual relation between plannin~ (or ]ack thereof),

interservice rivalry , and over specifi cation .

The Blue Ribbon Panel noted that there was no organiza-

tional element within C~ D t hat, was charged with the respon-

sibility for broadly supnort1n~ the Secretary of Defense in

1on~-— range r n l a n n ir :  wr ~~ch ~. ~~ t , .- r -~ t es  “i— assessment s ,

7
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techno logical pro jections , and fiscal planning (4~ 31). The

Panel also found a major weakness in the Planning , Program-

ming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) to be a lack of tie-in

with the decision making process on research and individual

weapon system developments. Most major programs were taken

independently of the PPBS and only considered the projection

of  such costs a f te r  program approva l (4~ 114).

• The GAO , in the third of a ser ies of annua l re por ts to

Congress , has noted that many of the problems of weapon

systems acquisition stem from the lack of long-range planning.

There is question as to whether , in the conceptual
stage, sufficient consideration is given to establishing
the impact of one weacon system proposal on other
pro grams , on the total force structure of a service
or DOD , or on the possible ceiling on dollar
resources (5 :1),

As previously stated , one of the most indepth studies

of the acquisition of major systems by all government

agencies was conducted by the CC- P. The Commission also

found many problems traceable to the ~~nner In which s’Jor

systems get started. Within the current process the needs

arid coals for individual new acquisition efforts are set by

agency component s (the services) with no formal decisions by

the a~ er .cy Lc~id (GecDef) to coord inate ency— :~ide mission

needs and budgets. The lack of long-range planning and

formal overall review of needs arid goals has certain imp li-

cations for Congress. As stated by the CC F:

P
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Without a clear understanding of the needs and
• goals for new prowrams , Congress is unable to exercise

effectively its responsibilities to review expenditures
and the allocation of national resources. . , ,
Congress should have an early and comprehensive oppor-
tunity to debate and understand any agency ’s miss ion
needs and goals for new acquisition efforts, and the
opportunity to discuss the relationship of proposed
mission capabilities to current national policy and
the allocation of resources in accordanc e with
national priorities ( 6 : 7 7 ) ,

Imp lications for the DOD were also touched on by the

- 

- 

Commission. Much of the continuing debate in Congress over

specific programs arises from the situation that a new major

system does not emerge for congressional consideration until

after a variety of system candidates have been eliminated

and a preferred system has evolved through RD T &E funding

which has only fragmented congressional visibility. The

consequence as stated by the Commission is:

When a major system does emerge for congressicna l
consideration , all the Issues of needs , goals , ottions ,
and defense caratilities surface , hut the debate then
can become too oro t r acte~ or fall off to focus on the
merits and faults of the particular system (6:106).

In late 1972, within CSD, there was an acknowledgement

that there were significant short ccmi n~ s In linkin~ the

Defense Systems ~cquisIt1on Review Council (DSARC) and PPBS

processe s. yore specif’lcall-t. it was recognized that the

eigh t year pro~-ra~mln; horizon was insufficient to provide

guidance for RDT&E and procurement planning . Also , DS~ RC

recommendations were ~enera1ly made with lim ited opportunity

for evaluation of’ individual weapon system s requirement s in

the cont 2xt of ‘c’-al fsrc~ r1~Lsn 1n~- ‘
~~~ 

-i th~ resources whi ch

_ _  _ _ _ _  
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could realistically be made available for performing

specified DOD missions . Although Area Coordination Papers

• (ACPs) were considered as being closer than any other existing

documents to providing long-range planning guidance, the ACPs

were found to be inadequate in addressing force implications ,

resource consumption and allocation , and development priorities.

Alt hough tasked ‘by OSD to examine the process by which

• requirements are determined for major weapon systems , the

Logistics Management Institute (LMI) found reason to shift - - .

their attention after beginning their study .

it becam e apparent that the issue is not how
are requirements generated , but what mechanisms are
there for relating the generation of requirement s to
national policy and the resulting future defense
budget plans (2:2).

To substantiate their point , L~I noted :

There are no means (within DOD) for rev1ewin~- th e
total potential expenditures if all ma lor weapon systems
are brought to production or of ~akin.~ choices rIrconr-
major weapon systems in the light of a restricted
defense bud c’et . iThere is no frame of reference for
determining whether a system ’s development is within
or beyond the future resources of the DOD (2:19).

A summation of the concern for the current planning ,

pro~ ramm ln~ , and allocation system for defense was perhaps 
-

‘

best stated by a critic also ci’~cted by the CC-~P .

None of the reforms that Packard (former Dep Sec Def)
has instituted will mean anything unless better decisions
are made on what major systems to buy unless more contro l
is exercised over how the servicr’s alloc ate their f~:n1s .If we reduce the costs o 4’ -aceuirh~~ a we-arcs , hut decide
to buy one ill—designed for a sreolfie m ission , or one
wel1_desigre~ 1’or a surer~ )nous m~ ss1cm , or ~f we buythre’~ djffeye y w’-~i~ ’rs w~~c~r e ~~ mim ,~ : f f ’ ~~ce • we h’r-c~
~r q s t e i  m o n ey  (7:ll;~).

_ _  
_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~
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~~ cept for an occasional res t r ic t ion on how much can be

spent in a spec ial miss ion area , the COGP found that OSD

allocates a share of th e total defense budget to each service

rather than to a set of specific defense missions. The root

of th is  practice stems from the lack of long-range planning

for defense needs by miss ion areas, The result as seen by

the COG? is that each service determines its own needs and

goals for acquisition programs within its own view of defense

missions and priorities. The Commission observed :

(Each service ’s view of defense missions and
pr ior iti es) do not necessar ily corr espond to t he
perceptions of’ the other services or of’ CSD,
frequently resulting in destructive interservice
rivalry and overlaps in mission capabilities .
Interservice rivalry has caused special complica-
tions for system acquisition programs because these
programs have become the principle means by which the
services can preserve and enlarge their roles , budgets,
and inf lu ence ( 6 : 7 6 ) .

One of the previously quoted critics stated the situation

more blunt ly :

Whenever each of the  services is permitted to
allocate its funds in ways it sees fit , the overal l
oütcotie is usually duplication , ~oldp1ating , and an
unbalanced defense posture. What is ;:cod for the
Army , navy, and A ir Force , separately, is not

• necessari ly good for  the  defense as a whole  (7:111).

• After he left office , Rr. Packard was asked by

Secretary Laird to provide him a personal report which has

become known as Packard ’s “Farewell Report .” In t h i s

report the former Deputy Secretary of Defense states:

ii
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The divisionary forces which pressure the decisions
• on what pro~ram s to undertake are numerous and powerful.With in  the Pentagon there is ccmpetition ‘between the

four services--the Army , Navy , A ir Forc e, and Marine
• Corps--and frequently , between parts of a service.

The compet i t ion  is not only for  the allocation of
overall Department funds, but it goes on through the
questions of roles and miss ions , and there is a strong
tendency for each one of the services to want to be
in on everything (8:211).

• Although not explicitly pointing a finger to interservice

rivalry , the Blue Ribbon Panel did note that the requirements

process is highly service uni lateral .  W i t h  the requirement s

of combatant units being processed through respective service

channels rather tha n through the  operational channels of

U n i f i e d  and E peci f ied  Comniand s , the  requirement s are often

screened and f i l t e red  before reaching CSD. In the Panel’ s

words:

There Is an apparent irahility of service staf’-”
element s to divorce themselves fr om their own service
interests in estah1ishin~- priorities for requirements .
It is evIdent that  the needs of the user in the field
often ta~~ second ulace to weaucns develorsents
considered most impor tan t  to the  pa r ticu l a r  se rv ice  for
the protection or expansion of Its assigned roles and
missions (4:68).

While ma rvr have pointed to the costs of interservice I
• rivalry , the CCGP did recognize the value of meaningful

• compet ition if ’ mr o p e r ly  con t ro l l ed . A~ a rreface to one

part of a recommendation the Commission Report states;

A com preh ens ive revI ew of def ens e m iss ions an d
need s for new acqusitior. pro~ r-ars on an agenov-wIdr’
basis init ially would a’ ert ion whether service rivalry
and the ov~ riap In roles end car—a t’I1~ t1es of the
milI tary services could ic used to find better systems
~o r e” t  d ’ - ”~ r se ‘~ ‘~~1 s. I f  cc:’ - ~ i b r  ~o rr”~ t nn

r~ r ”~ cr s .o ex ict , i s s? ’,cl ld t~ o v” r t  and
ri:rpc’sefn] (t~:l0” ) .

I?
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The Comm ission ’s recommendat ion would have OSD assign the

responsibility for r~ scc s d :  ~g to statement s of needs and

goals to more than one s er i lc e  when miss ion responsibi l i t ies

overlap. Thus, competitIon between services would be formally

recognized with each offering alternative system solutions

(6:109).

As previously related , in most cases there is a

- 

- 
perceived casual relationship between the deficiencies

found in the acqu i s i t i on  of weapon systems which are at tr i-

buted to the requirements process. For example , the Blue

Ribbon Panel concluded that over-sophistication of systems is

a result of arbitrary force level ceilings . That Is,

whenever a service is limited to a particular number of

operational units of a partic lar kind , the weapon systems

the service will seek to develop and procure for equippiri~

those units will be the most advanced and sophisticated that

technology can provide (9:16). The CCGP has inferred such

ceilings result from the manner the defense budget is allo-

cated between services as opposed to mission areas.

• There is also a su~~-estion of a link between interser—

vice rivalry and over-sophistication. Although not supported

by formal documentation , the COG? deduces that when one

serv ice initiates a new system wh ich falls into an area of

overlap of assigned roles and missions with another service ,

the other service occacionally may ~mplic1tly compete with

t the or1~~1natin~ design concert . When this occurs there is a 

-- - -- —- ~~~ - ---- . --—— ——--~~~——-~~- ---—-- — 
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tendency for one service to distinguish its system from

that of a competing service. This in turn of fers a mot iva-

tion to achieve technical comp lex i ty  when it minimizes

apparent interservice competi t ion so as to gain OSD

approval (6:119) . Another observer , wi thout  i den t i fy ing  a

cause or reason , charges there is an inherent bias of the

mil i tary  services towards goldplatlng (7 :99 ) .  A pparent ly

- 

- 

the former Deputy Secretary of Defense was aware of th i s

inclination. As Mr. Packard said in 1971:

Many of our new weapon programs have been in
trouble from the  very beginning because of a tendency
toward over-ambition for what is wanted , and over-
ambition on what is thought can be done (10~6).

Aside from the possible casual relation of over—sophis-

tication via lnterservice rivalry and the issue of long-range

plannin~ , other problems have been associated with the

current requirements processes of the services. This part

of the current pattern as described by the CCGP is that:

The initial statements of need currently used by
the military services to start acquisition programs
do not separate operationa l need from systems so~utionand do uct prescnt proc-ram - c -i ~~ indcu cndently of a
particular system (6:9P).

Most of the document s used ‘s~ the services as initial

atem ’~--ts c~’ mee r l - have tI~ li’s whbcti lnd~ cate they are

statement s of operational problems to be solved (e.R.,

Required Operational Capability). While the contents of

these documents do in part discuss the oporatioral ~rohlem ,

the m-a ,~or port len of such document s is usually a detail ~

lZi
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discussion of a preferred system including fairly specific

• performance and system related characterist ics.

The LMI confirms this description of the current

requirements process and offers the following explanation

of how the process generally gets started .

an existing system is found to be , or expected
• to be , deficient ; and another system is proposed to

remedy the deficiency . The proposed system then
becomes the focus of discussion , and requirements and
characteristics become attached as the system design
evo lves. If al terna tives are cons idered, they
are compared with the requirements attached to the
proposed system (2:8).

One of the implications of this approach reported by LMI is

that the decision to develop a replacement weapon system is

almost exclusively based upon perceived deficiencies in

existing systems (2:10). The Blue Ribbon Panel also took a

critical view of the formalized requirement s document s and

projected another Implication.

Nission carabilities are spelled out in detail .
In addition , cc I~ ur~ t Ion characteristics such as
maintainabilit y, relIability, weir-ht , etc. are
usually specified. Requiremerts issued in this
manner severly limit the ingeuuity of would-be
developers (9:15).

It is just such constraints on new systems that drew

particular attention of the COG?. While recognizing scme

restric~~~ ns :‘or practIcal system solutIons nay he necessary ,

the Comm iss ion foun d many exam ples of where the concentration

of the initial requirement s document s was on the product

rather than its purpose. Examples cited of appropriate

l i m i t at i o n s  Inc luded  k inds  of t c r c - e t s , envircnm~ rta) ccn~~ tious , H

15



—----- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ____ IT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

tact ics , and capabilities of the using and support ing

organizations . An example cited as having inappropriate

limitations Included conditions fcr a twin-engine turbojet

aircraft with a specified take off distance , cruise

speed, dash speed , and weight . It is just such

“statements of need” by the services that the Commission

attributed a part of the explanation for increasingly large,

expensive new systems. Additiona l implications were

stressed by the COGP. First is that focus on a particular

system can lock-in on a technical approach that Is far too

ambitious (6:99,100). In such a case the consequences for

either success or faIlure would be costly not only in dollars ,

Failure could jeopardize national security provided the

• “perce ived ” need did in fact exist . A second implication

expressed by  t he  CCGP is that the  earl y and de ta i l ed  l o c k — i n

of systems can provIde difficulties at time of the first

agency head decision in the acquisition process (6:121).

In most cases there are no really competitive alternatives

to the proposed sys tem leav ing  OSD w i t h  hardly more than

the choice of accep t , cancel , or come hack l a te r.

- The pràh lems as o u t l i ne d  I n  t h i s  s ec t ion  are i n t e r —

related , and ;~hIle limit ed by t he score  of t h i s  e f f o rt t o

the “front end ” of the acquisition process , the implications t

reach much farther into the acquisition cycle. Figure 1

summarizes these problems ‘and implications.

16
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What is Happening?

In the wake of a multitude of studies , reports , and

surveys a seemingly unlimited list of solutions have been

proposed for the purported ills of the defense systems

acquisition process. The question here is what signals , if

any , are there that might indicate a change to the current

process. Since this paper is limited to the “front end ” of

the process , the comments contained in this section will

focus on some of the emerging activities which appear most

likely to affect how new systems get started . If it is

reasonable to assume , as presented in the pc-evl cus section ,

that  most of the issues raised are trace-1~~ e to the early

planning stage , then that subject wc-~l d t e  the likely area

to concentrate .

What then is beln~- said or done wh lcb ~~~~~ pe~ r.t to a

change in ~he plannini- for d e f en s e ?  S u r y r i n l n m l y  o n ly  a

cursory rev iew d isc loses  t h in  suh 1ec~ is a c t iv e ly  under

consideration at many levels.

Alth ou----h his stay as Secretary of Defense was brief ,

?~r. Richardson confirmed t hat indeed chan —en within DCL) ;-:-~re

• at least hein~ cc-n ‘~~~mted. in a n q t e m e r t  to ~-he Sen a t e

A ppropr1~ t1ons Committee in Y~ rch 1973, he sald.z

As Secretary of’ D e r en s e  I i n t e n d  to ~ ive  c1c~- ’~a t t e n t i o n  t o a l l  o f l- ;-‘avs in w hi ’-h  ~-;e ~~~~~ prov ’-
cur  ~a~ en~ ac ’q 1~-~ t i o r  r- r o c r n r . D e D u t ;  ~ ‘~~ r ’~ an - .-
W i l l i a m  F .  S I c n r r :s , Jr . a rid I , t c~~-t n.-r w1~ h ‘he a

Service ~~~r ar1-’n ~~~~~ ~he S~~’--.- 1 e ~ 7 1 1~~e 5 , ar’~ now

L. - - -  • - - - —
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reviewing concrete measures to improve our planning and
procurement proôesses. For example , as one step in
this direction we have extended the planning horizon
beyond the current 5-8 years, in order to assess the
longer-term costs  of proposed new weapons systems , and

• their potential impact on the future size of the force
structure. E~v doing so we believe it may be possibleto improve the near-term allocation of our R&D and
procurement resources ( 1 1 : 2 5) .

With a nearly complete turnover of the leadership within

DOD during the past year , one might question whether the

thrust of Mr .  Richardson ’ s statement has been lost in the

shuffle. One indication that a revision to the DOD planning

process is still active Is found in Secretary Schlesinger ’s

A nnual Report to Congress which was released in March 1974 .

In his  report , Secretary Schlesinger referred to a study

completed within the CSD in December 1972 and noted

principal changes in long-range planninc- were underway .

We are nrenarin~ three experimental 1-:issior,
Concer PaDer3 (:-:CPs) on strate~-ic cfferise ,
con t i r l en t al  a i r defen se , and t h eat e r  a i r  de f ense.
These papers ~re rlannIn~ documents desi~-ned toprovl~~e an ‘~r~~erntandIn~ of the broad functional and
fiscal context- into which proposed new svnten’s should
fit durinr their development , acauisitior, and
operat iona l l i f e .  The MCPs include assessment s of
the threat , resources currently projected as available
and mn or d e f i c i e n c i e s  in p r o j e c t e d  opera t iona l
capabili t i e s  ( 1 2 : 2 2 2 ) ,

The Secretary ’s l ist ,  of uses of ECPs for  the  procurement  of

new weapon : v n 4
~~m n I nc lud” d :

Early identification of new technolo~’— ,- required
• E st i n a t l n ’  resource a l l o c a t i o n  and ~~-a 1 1qb 1 1 1 t v
• Sc h e d i : l ln -  wear o n sy s t em  d e ve l c u t e nt .  a n i  repl a ce-

ment , m cm i! I n ~- ‘o rce i mp i  lea ’ ic ns 01’ r’-’w
develot -ent. s (l:~:2-~3).

- 1 10
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While Secretary Schlesinger ’s re por t str esses M CPs ,

some of the mechanics being considered for tieirig together

these document s and the PPBS were r ecently di scusse d by

Dr. Currie , DDR&E , in a series of reports to key congres-

sional committees, In these reports , Dr. Currie also stressed

the push for long-range planning and affordability. He noted

NCPs would soon replace ACPs and further reported that

during the past year the military department s had been

requested to prepare , as a pilot effort , projecticns of

planned force structure for the FY 1980-89 period based on

fixed assumptions of budget a’Ta1la’t~ lity and threat scenario.

Calling these projections “Extended Planning Annexes ,”

Dr. Currie spoke of the expectat ions of these  efforts. .

- We anticipate that this kind of ~ro~ ectIon willhighl igh t area s where deve lo rn ent , procurement  • f o r c e
and resources alt er r ~t t i -:e~ r iunr  be s t i a  led in ~r ea te r
depths . Ano the r  substar~~la i c o n t r i b ut i o n  of th in
pilot effort will ac-cure in itS havlri- established a
base f rom w h i c h  to  orier:.  f u t u r e  s t u di e s  of “ a f f o r —
dabi l it y . ”

Looking fu r the r  ahead in defense  p iann in ~r w i l l
give us the requ i red confidence that decisions made in
the  immediate  fu t u r e  w i l l  be ed on the best cho ices
available; it wil l provide Q-reater ansurance tha t
future procurem en-s and n’.-stem dericyments ~-‘Ill nro~’idethe necessary return or our r.’~i. lcna 1 in’.~cstnent ;s (l3:~-3),

~ 1 t h  thes~’ h1 --~ I c ]  rr nc-’~~- ~~~— “ ~ n ’ n cf  an c . d i r . d

horizon to defense p1arinin~ , is there any ind i cation of the

services ’ reac t ion?  One such Ind i cat i o n  ~s found in t h e

report of the  p r oj e ct  ACE (Accu1 si ~~ on Cc~ t Evaluation)

work shon .  Thin nr o i e~~t wan cn~~-~uc ’ r ’1 by t .he A i r  ~“orce

20
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Systems Command during 1973 with the purpose of exposing

opportunit ies  for reducing the  cost of weapon systems .

Eight panels were formed , one of  which deal t sp ecif ically

-with the “front end’ of’ the acquis i t ion process ( i . e . ,  user

needs). This panel took special note of the various studies

conducted outs ide the  Ai r  Force as well as the “new

document s ’s being promoted by OSD. The panel found only one

Air Force document that consIdered long-range (beyond

5-8 years) air power concerts , and this document did not

contain any relative priorities or budgetary data . As a

result of the Project ACE findings and recommendations , the

Air  Staff  is present ly  r ev i sing  the U SAF Planning Concepts

Document to include p r ic rit i e s .  RecognIz ing  the tn — service

context in which needs are likely to be viewed , the panel

concluded such action was r~ cessary for the Air Force to

effectively interface wIth the other services and the CSD

initiatIves (14:10 ,11). While this Is just one ind ication

that the si~-na1s are being heard at the lower levels , perhaps

a much significant and possibly far reaching event is in the

: offing .

The report of’ t he  COG? contaIned 149 r ecommendat ions .

of w h i c h  12 deal ’ w i t h  the  a c q u i s it i o n  of major sys t ems .

Of the se 12, two are of special interest to the subject. of

t h i s  report . The two recommendations are as follows:

21
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Recommendation C-i. Start new system acquisition
pro wrams w i t h  agency head statement s of needs and goals
that hav e been reconciled wi th  overall agency
capabilities and resources.

a, State pro gram needs and goals independently
of any system product. Use long term project ions of
mission capabilities and deficiencies prepared and
coordinated by agency component ( s) to set progra m
goals that specify :

(1) Total miss ion  costs wi th in  which  new
- 

- systems should be bought and used.
( 2 )  The level of miss ion capability to be

achieved above that of projected inventories and
existing systems. 

-

( 13) The time period in which the new
capabilit; Is to be achieved .

b. Asst~ n responsibility for responding tostatement s of needs and goals to agency component s
in such a way that e i ther :

(1) A sin~ie agency component I s  responsible
for developing system alternatlves when the mission
need is clearly the responsibility of one component ; or

(2) Competition between agency components
is formally recognized. with each offering alternative
system solutions when the mission responsibilities
overlap (6:109),

Recc endatlon C_ ?. f~etin con~ressional bud~ et
proceec~In~ s wIts an annual revir-w by the  appropriate
committees of a~ encv mIssions , cacabilities ,

L deficIencies , and the needs and 7oals for new
acquisition rrc~ rams as a basis for reviewing
agency bud~-ets .

A pro posed execu t ive  branch pos i t ion  has been fo rmula ted

— by an Interagency Steering Group (ISa) headed by Lt. Gen.

: Coffin , CDDR&E. rhe prorosed p o s i t i o n s  for  the  for egoing

r e c o m m e n d at i o n s  -ire :

Recommendation C-I. The ISO recommend s that the
Executive r~ranch arlorY. Recommendat ion  C-i as stated by
the Commission on tovern”~ent Procurement 5Ub~~ ct to:

(1) Each a~ enev jointly R :reein~ with its OMP
and Con~ ress1ona l ‘~nterr .arts on the identific ation
and definition of “mission ” area.

( - ? )  ~h ’~ rec~-’ ---n1 t lon tn~ t there ere lim ita ’:ions
in rr.;- :in_ - ~c n ~- — r a  ~

- “ i - s  Ic 0’ m i n s l o n  san.-it~ I t ’  ~-~r
deflclenctes , total m i s - c - t o n  c o S t s - , et c .  ( i L ~:9 ) .  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ - . 
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Recommendation C-2 .  The ISG recommends that the
Executive Branch adopt recommendation as stated. .

In its discussion of the second recommendation , the ISG

acknowledged the primary purpose of such an annual review

would be to provide Congress the opportunity to debate issues

concerning the allocation of resources in accordance with

• national priorities (15:13),

The f i r s t  recommendation is subject  to Execut ive  Branch

pol icy change, if any , while the  sec~ond may become a d r iv ing

force through Congressional action. As pointed out in the

beginning of th is  paper , Senator Chiles provides an important

link between the CCGP and the Senate. In March 1973,

Bill Number S.1414 was introduced to the Senate, The

purpose of t h i s  bill is to strengthen Executive Branch-

Congressional bud~et and pros-ran control. Thi s  b i l l  incor-

~orates , in essence , t h e  p lanning and control  f ramework

recommended by the  CCGP . The bill was reported out of

comm it tee  as a separa te  bi l l  and on ~2 March 1974 was

incorporated as an amendment  to a Senate hud~-et r e fo rm

• bill (S.1~ L4.1), The effectivity of this bill would be~ ln

with the FY—79 hur I~ -et cycle. Is lntr cdu c lr- the amendment ,

• S~~r at o r C’e i  les ’ r;urru-arv of sutp crt nel -id -d a s - t c~~~~y~~nt  t h a t

Secretary Schlesinger support ed the mission planntn~

framework as well as that i~ ha~ been endorsed by the

Intera c-ency S’ eer in~ Group. At the t i m e  of this wrItIn~ ,

the Eud~ et Reform Bill is In joint conference.
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This section contains just a few of the scattered

signals that changes and modifications to the requirements

process are likely to occur. It is far too early to

determine the magnitude and implicat!on s of such changes;

however , one point to watch would be the action taken

concerning pending legislation in Congress.
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Summary 
-

As stated at the outset , the purpose of this paper is to

bring together the issues and highlight some of the signals

which might indicate a change In the DOD requirements process.

In sutrnnary , two of the more significant studies completed

since 1969 which dealt with the  DOD requirement s process were

accomplished by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and the

Commission on Government Procurement . Although the f i r s t  of

these two s tudies marked the beginning of considerable changes

in 050 policies for weapon systems acquis i t ion  w i t h i n  DOD ,

the  second study may become a movln~ force  behind a f u r t h e r

evolut ion  of pol icies  a f f e c t i ng  the DCD requirement s process. j
-These s tudies do not stand alone in point i ng to the

shor tcomIn ~ s of the requirements process as currently

followed by the services. 2he na~or cririclsrn s appear to be

centered on a lack of lo n- -ra n~-e plann in ~- by wh ich  050

accomp lIshes a formal review and coord ina t ion  of the  needs

and ~-oals for  new a c q u i s i t i o n  proc-rams in the cont ext of

defense mission nee~is and affordability . This lack of 1on~--

ran7e plann .In ~ does not provide Conc-ress with overall
H• v 1sIb 1lP~ of de ” er r ”  e~’-~ -ar ’~ t~~yd.s- to erec ’:r -a~-e d tv~ s io nar ’,-

Interservice rivalry in the competition for limited funds to

protect their roles and missions. Such competition ,

especiafly I n  the  case of new a c q u i s i t i o n  pros-r am s , o f t e n

resu l ts  in t h e  emphas is  on system per forman ce  fe a tu r e s  and

25



— -  — -
‘~~~~~~~~~~ - ~•-~~~~— -~~ - - - - —~~~~~~~~~~. — , - — — —- —---- --~~~~~----- --- - ~~— - - — - ---— - -

characteristics too early in the conceptual phase. The

Implications of these problems are :

Congressional debate on specific systems rather than
defense miss ion needs ,

Unlimited duplication in mission capabilities,

Early focus on a single system approach ,

Limited options for  program approva l ,

- 
- . Rising un i t  costs , and

Declining force levels.

There seems to be increasing indicat ions  of a change in

the approach to long-ra n~re plannIng w i t h i n  the  DOD wh i ch - 
-

in turn should impact how acquisition programs come into being.

Such evidence is found In statement s to Congress by former

and current OSD o-rficlals. Of special note in these

s tatement s is the  pro nosed pur~ cse of’ ~ Iss1on Concept

Papers and Extended  P lanning Annexes .

The p o ss ib i l i t y  of a more far-.reach1n.~ chan~ e is the

budget reform b i l l  now In the  Congress. If passed , t h i s  b i l l

would implement  the  basic p lanninc -  and pro~ ran contro l

framework recommended by the Commission on Government

Procurement and would add enforcement to t h e  a c t i o n s  w h i c h

appear  t o be unde rway  w i t h i n  th e  DCD . -:

The quest ion for  tomorrow is WHO w i l l  d e t e r r n th e  defense

needs?--The services , 050 , or Congres s-?
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