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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes recommendations of the DOD Task Force to Improve Industrial
Responsiveness. In May 1981, Dr. Richard De Lauer, Under Secretary of Defense,
Research and Engineering, believing that the probliems of the tndustrial-base -were

serious and that the time had come to act, chartered a Joint Service Task Force

to propose changes to DoD policy to implement the key recommendations of a number of B ‘6__ .1

previously accomplished industrial base studies. The following paragraphs outline

the changes proposed by the Task Force: fl?i;}éjfz

The Defense Acquisition Process (See paragraph 2.1 of the report.)

o Established Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC):
reportable production related goals to increase program manager
focus on industrial resource constraints and productivity fssues
early in the acquisition cycle.

0 Required use of the most efficient production rates consistent
with resources available, The effect of variations in production
rates must be clearly defined and presented to DSARC principals.

o Developed a requirement for an Industrial Resource Analysis to
allow the program manager to identify the up-front resource require-
ments; including capital investments and timing of financial commit-
ments, required to have resources available to support initial production.

0 Required closer consideration of industrial preparedness planning in
peacetime production rate.and productivity improvement investment
decisions.

0 Required that Industrial Preparedness Planning (IPP) be considered
for all programs and that IPP funding requirements be clearly defined
and reported to the DSARC principals.

0o Proposed changes to the Defense Acquisition Regulation (DAR) to add
surge option clauses and an improved definition of Industrial Prepared-
ness Planning concepts.

0 Required increased emphasis on industrial base issues in advance procure-
ment planning and source selection.

iv




Industrial Preparedness Planning (See Paragraphs 2.2 and 2.3 of the report.)

0 Assigned responsibility for management and oversight of industrial
resource planning within the 0ffice of the Secretary of Defense (0SD)
and Department of Defense (DoD) components.

0 Integrated separate but related industrial resource programs under
a single resource oversight program.

0 Reauired that a composite Production Base Analysis be developed to
fdentify industrial base shortfalls and assist in determining priorities
for optimal allocation of DoD resources.

o Prescribed time phasing for planning and submission of Industrial
Preparedness Planning information to maximize its utility in
budgeting and resource allocation decisions.

0 Required DoD components to maintain critical item lists and that
a consolidated critical item list be maintained by 0SD.

o Prepared a proposed SECDEF policy statement on the Defense Industrial
Base to promote industrial base improvement initiatives and to highlight
the importance of the industrial base as an essential element of the
nation's deterrence.

National Resource Base {See paragraphs 2.4 through 2.6 of the report.)

o Developed a comprehensive DOD Guide entitled "Improving Productivity in
Defense Contracting.” This guide identifies the methodology and contrac-
tual approaches (including sample clauses) available for integrating
capital investment incentives and technology modernization (Tech Mod)
programs into DOD contracts.

o Developed proposed amendments to the Defense Production Act (DPA) of
1950 which would result in the following changes:

-- Title III - Proposed removal of current obstacles to use of Title
111 by reducing the Congressional review period for financial assis-
tance proposals and providing "up front" funding for such projects
(as opposed to annual OMB review, authorization and appropriations
for specific projects).

-~ Title IV (New Title) - Proposed requiring a continuous review of
local, national and sectoral defense labor problems, and recommen-
dation/implementation of proposed solutions. This review would most
1ikely be accomplished by the Department of Labor with major inputs
from DoD. Annual reports would be provided to Congress.. This amend-
ment also requires regular consultation with representatives of labor
on IPP issues.
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== Title VII - Proposed removal of unnecessary restrictions on the
convening of voluntary agreements with industry and provides for a
5-year extension of the DPA.

0 Tied together DoD programs which generate materials availability
information to assure 0SD visibility for consideration of corrective
action to "head off" material availability problems (including use of
DPA Title 111) before problems become severe.

o Fixed responsibility within QUSDR&E and DOD Components for exchange of
information regarding material availability and shortages.

o Updated the manufacturing technology (MANTECH) guidance to consolidate
current MANTECH policy and establish procedures fo. closer coordination
among the Services.

The changes developed by the Task Force are shown in the Tabs 4 through 15 to
this report. These changes are proposed, as of the time of this report, and
will require OSD and DoD Component review before becoming DoD policy. The Task
Force efforts represent a substantial first step in identifying some of the
most seriously needed changes to defense policies affecting the industrial base.
1f accepted for implementation, they should result in significant improvements
in industrial responsiveness. However, vigorous action and top management

emphasis will be required to insure rapid and meaningful implementation of the

proposed policy changes.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

The capability of the defense industrial base to economically produce
and respond to peacetime, surge and mobilization defense production
requirements on a timely basis is a major element of our national strength
and deterrence. A number of studies conducted over the past two years

have highlighted the deteriorating condition of the industrial base, its

diminishing ability to respond in times of crisis, and the danger that
this problem poses to our national security. These studies have been in
general agreement that:

0 Current Department of Defense programs do not adequately
address the industrial preparedness and industrial respon-
siveness issues.

0 Current Defense acquisition procedures do not promote
maintenance of a sound industrial base which can be
responsive to peacetime, surge and mobilization needs.

In May 1981, Dr. Richard De Lauer, Under Secretary of Defense/
Research and Engineering, believing that these problems were serious and
that the time had come to act, chartered a Joint Service Task Force to
propose changes to DoD Policy to implement the key recommendations of a
number of previously accomplished industrial base studies (Tab 1). The

composition of the Task Force, its Steering Group and Special Advisors

is shown in Tab 2.




1.2 Methodology/Approach

The Task Force used the Improvement Triad from the DoD Action Plan
to Improve Industrial Responsiveness as the framework for orienting its

efforts (Figure 1).

MATERIALS
PRODUCTIVITY

SKILLED LABOR

NATIONAL
RESOURCE
BASE
DEFENSE GUIDANCE
AND FUNOING

STABLITY

PROCUREMENT
LAWS AND
REGULATIONS

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL
ACQUISITION |PREPAREDNESS
PROCESS PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT

PRODUCIBILITY ' PLANNING

Figure 1 - The Improvement Triad

Specific recommendations and findings from nine reports (Tab 3) were
reviewed to determine the more important policy changes needed. The Task
Force maintained contact with other 0SD offices involved in implementing
the DoD Acquisition Improvement Program to ensure coordination and to
avoid duplication of effort.

The Task Force established a systems approach of addressing major
issues identified in the Improvement Triad and following these issues, as
appropriate, through individual directives and groups of directives.

The Task Force made a concerted effort to ensure that responsibilities
for enhancing industrial responsiveness were defined and assigned to
appropriate levels. Direct management responsibilities were assigned

to program managers, and oversight and coordinating functions were assigned

to the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the DoD components.
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The result was an integrated series of proposed policy revisions

‘or enhancing industrial responsiveness, each of which addresses one or

r more elements of the Improvement Triad. The directives and other

documents revised or developed, and their relationship to the Improvement
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Triad, is shown in Figure 2. .
SECDEF POLICY STATEMENT
. RESOURCES - —]
- ACQUISITION 4 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS —————]
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| SOuUnCE DAR MANVECH  PRIORITIES INDUSTRIAL
as SELECTION REVISIONS AND PREPAREDNESS
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MAJON DEFENSE “IMPROVING AVARABILITY orA INDUSTRIAL
SYSTEMS PRACDUCTION PRODUCTIVITY™ OF REVISION
ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT MATERIALS
PROCEDURES

Figure 2 - Documents Revised by the Task Force,
Showing Relation to the DoD Improvement Triad
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The changes proposed by the Task Force are shown in Tabs 4 through
In addition, the Task Force developed a SECDEF policy statement on
defense industrial base, which is not is shown. A one-page summary
he proposed changes has been included in each of the Tabs. Most of
e documents were informally coordinated with key offices while they
. being developed, and are now ready to enter the formal coordination

‘ess.

Defense Acquisition Process

A number of industrial base studies have highlighted the need to integrate
istrial base considerations into the acquisition process. One of the
ctives of the Task Force was to increase the program manager's involvement
ndustrial base issues related to his program. The goals of increasing
'ram manager involvement were (1) to insure use of efficient production
's consistent with resources; (2) to insure early identification of potential
luction problems, as well as opportunities for increasing productivity;

(3) to provide a closer link between peacetime acquisition production
ning and industrial preparedness planning.
To accomplish these goals, revisions were proposed to DoD Directive (DoDD)

.1, DoD Instruction (DoDI) 5000.2, DoDD 5000.34, DoDD 4105.62, and

Defense Acquisition Regulation (DAR) (Tabs 4 through 8). Specific ST

ges proposed were: N .2?
o To establish DSARC reportable goals and thresholds T
(production lead time, acceleration rate, production rate, PRI

and surge production rate) in order to increase program T
manager management focus on industrial resource constraints . ® » A!

and productivity issues early in the acquisition cycle.




0 To provide linkage between peacetime acquisition and surge/
mobilization production by requiring that Industrial Prepared-
ness Planning (IPP) be carefully considered when making produc-
tion rate decisions. The need for IPP funding must be clearly
defined and reported to the DSARC principals, along with projec-
tions of the impact of not providing such funding.

0 To require use of the most efficient production rates, consistent
with resources available. The effect of variations in production
rate must be clearly defined and presented to the DSARC principals.

o To develop a requirement for an Industrial Resource Analysis to
allow the program manager to identify the up-front resource require-
ments (including capital investments) and timing of financial
commitments required to have resources available to support
initial production.

o To add surge option clauses and improved definition of Industrial
Preparedness Planning concepts to the Defense Acquisition Regulation.

o To place added emphasis on industrial base issues in advance procure-
ment planning and source selection.

Industrial Preparedness Program - Planning

Many recent studies have concluded that the Department of Defense Industrial
redness Planning (IPP) program has been ineffective. Responsibilities
been diffused among many offices, emphasis given to the program by each
ce has differed, and the interest shown by industry has generally waned
o lack of funding and follow-through on correcting problems which were
ified.
The Task Force noted that many IPP improvement actions were already
way within 0SD. The Task Force proposed major revisions to
4005.1 and DoDI 4005.3 (Tabs 9 and 10) to:
o Fix responsibility for management and oversight of
industrial resource planning within 0SD and DoD component
levels.
0 Integrate separate-but-related industrial resource manage-
ment programs (IPP, Manufacturing Technology, industrial plant
and equipment, materials management, etc.) under a single
resource oversight program.
0 Require development of a DoD composite Production Base Analysis,

in conjunction with the Services, to identify and address
industrial capabilities and shortfalls.
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INDUSTRIAL BASE STUDIES CONSIDERED

DoD - Action Plan for Improvement of Industrial Responsiveness
0SD - Carlucci Memo: Improving the Acquisition Process (30 Apr 81)

"The Ailing Industrial Base: Unready for Crisis," Committee on Armed

Services, U.S. House of Representatives (31 Dec 80)

Defense Science Board Study Summer 1980 Study on Industrial Responsive-

ness (Jan 81)

GAO Report - DoD's Industrial Preparedness Program Needs National

Policy to Effectively Meet Emergency Needs

HQ AFSC "pPayoff 80" - Executive Report on Manufacturing Technology

Investment Strategy

USAF Advisory Board Ad Hoc Committee on "MANTECH" program (Dec 80) ;}l&jﬁi?ﬂ

GAO Report -~ Follow-up on Use of Numerically Controlled Equipment to

Improve Defense Plant Productivity (17 Jan 79)

Lawrence Livermore National Lab (LLNL) Project: Machine Tool Systems
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It will be necessary for the Joint Service Team to call on the functional
expertise of personnel within each Service and DLA for short-time periods.
I ask that each Military Department and DLA extend their full support

for this as well. Little, if any, travel is contemplated; however, each
Department or Agency is requested to provide travel and per diem funding
as required.

1 request your strong support and best people for this effort. Nominations
of team members should be furnished to Lt Col Doherty, the Pentagon,

Room 4C283, ext. 54167, within the next five working days. He will then
schedule the first meeting of the Joint Service Team. The agenda for

the first meeting will include discussion of the objectives, schedules,

and organization of the Jdoint Service effort.

I consider this initiative an extremely important element of our overall
efforts to improve the productivity and responsiveness of the Defense
Industrial Base. I ask for your full cooperation and support.




THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301

RESEARCH AND

ENGINEERING 20 MAY 1981

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND
ACQUISITION)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND
SYSTEMS)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (RESEARCH, DEVELOPMEMT
AND LOGISTICS)
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

SUBJECT: Improving Industrial Responsiveness

One of the key concerns of this administration is the ability of our
Defense Industrial Base to respond to DoD's peace-time and potential
national emergency requirements. During the past few years a series

of Industrial Base studies have provided policy change recommendations
intended to strengthen Industrial Base responsiveness. Many of those
recommendations are sound but remain unimplemented. I want to implement
those having merit. To facilitate expedited action in this vital area,
1 am directing formulation of a Joint Service Team to insure implemen-
tation of selected recommendations contained in recently completed major
Industrial Base studies, as well as implementation of those decisions
relating to industrial responsiveness contained in the April 30, 1981
DEPSECDEF memorandum, subject: Improving The Acquisition Process. This
effort will be accomplished on an incremental basis with compietion

in six months.

Both the DEPSECDEF and I will monitor the progress of this Joint Service
Team. This effort will require full cooperation of the Services, the
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), other DoD organizations and Federal
Departments. The Air Force has been asked to lead the Joint Service Team.
Lt Col Doherty, AF/RDC, will serve as team leader. 1 am requesting that
each Service designate three qualified individuals and DLA one individual
to serve on this Team. Team members must be capable of developing proposed
policy and coordinating actions within their respective Service and within
other Departments and Agencies. The Team should also plan to obtain the
views of appropriate “ndustry associations as needed. The Team will
report to the DoD Senior Level Steering Group on Improving Industrial
Responsiveness. Resultant implementation actions will be in a form
that can be provided to the necessary action agency for final approval
and implementation.
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- Continuation of proposed efforts to establish a coherent long term
industrial base improvement program with definition of objectives

and priorities for resource allocation.
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3. CONCLUSIONS

The Task Force efforts represent a substantial first step in identifying
some of the most seriously needed changes in defense policies affecting
the industrial base. A broad series of substantive changes have been proposed
which should positively impact acquisition strategies, management of industrial
resources and industrial preparedness planning. If implemented these changes
should have a significant impact on improving industrial responsiveness.
and defense production efficiency. However, vigorious action and top
management emphasis will be needed to assure rapid and meaningful imple-
mentation of the proposed policy changes. Implementation will also
require education, organization, manpower, analyses and funding.

The transition plan shown in Tab 16 has been proposed to assist in
the orderly transition of responsibility for the final processing and
implementation of the proposed directives. In addition, the Task
Force developed a list of study recommendations and issues which could
not be addressed by the Task Force due to time constraints, but which
were candidates for future implementation action. Some of the more
significant recommendations for future action include:

- Pursuit of changes to Cost Accounting Standard (CAS) 409 to revise

guidelines for charging accellerated depreciation to government
contracts in light of the Economic Recovery Act of 1981.

- Expanding sources of funding for Technology Modernization (Tech Mod)
programs which have a high potential for increasing productivity.

- Revisions to the priorities and allocation directives to make these
programs more effective. The Task Force did not propose any major
revisions to these directives because of the pending revisions to this
program by the Department of Commerce.

- Revisions to directives on industrial plant and equipment. These
directives were not pursued, due to limited time and the pending
DAR cases on this subject, however, substantial revisions to these
directives are needed to accommodate more up-to-date acquisition,
custodial and utilization policies.

10
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The DoD Task Force developed a proposed DoD Guide entitled "Improving
Productivity in Defense Contracting" (Tab 15). In addition, the Task Force
worked with the Manufacturing Technology Advisory Group (MTAG) Executive
Committee to update DODI 4200.15 (Tab 14). These documents are described
below:

o A comprehensive DoD Guide was developed to identify
under one cover the methodology and the contractual
approaches (including sample clauses) available for
integrating capital investment incentives into DoD
contracts. The DoD Guide also provides definitions
and procedures for establishing Technology Modernization
{Tech Mod) Programs.

. o DoDI 4200.15 was revised to clearly define MANTECH objec~

. tives, management and structure funding procedures, and
to incorporate other recommendations from GAO reports, the
"payoff ‘80" study and the USAF Ad Hoc Advisory board report.
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-- Defense Contractor Energy Shortages and Conservation (DoDI 4170.9)
-~ High Dollar Value Spare Parts Breakout Program (DoDI 4105.60)

s
)
.
.
.
»
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2.5 National Resource Base - Skilled Labor

Problems associated with shortages of skilled labor are particularly

complex and very Yittle is known about what to do about these problems.

A AAACYY PP

More than half of the skilled tool makers in this country will retire

within the next 8 years. Industry is producing about 25% of the journeymen needed

each year to replace those lost through attrition. There is also a serious shortage

of engineers and technical personnel. There is a projected shortage of 49% in

industrial engineering over the next 10 years. These trends will impact

defense industry costs and capabilities. To assist in remedying the problem the

DoD Task Force proposed an amendment to the Defense Production Act which would

add a new Title IV dealing with labor (Tab 13) which:

0 Requires continuous review of local, national, and sectoral
defense labor problems, along with identification and imple-
mentation of proposed solutions. Annual reports would be
provided to Congress. It is anticipated that these surveys
would be performed by the Department of Labor, with major
inputs from DoD.

0 Requires regular consultation with representatives of labor on
defense labor and industrial preparedness issues.

2.6 National Resource Base - Productivity

Capital investment in technology modernization and new equipment makes

a major contribution to productivity growth. In past years DoD has attempted

to provide incentives to contractors for capital investment to improve

productivity, but defense related industries lag behind other industries in

making such investments. Contractual incentives and other techniques for

improving productivity need to be more clearly defined for use by contracting

and program management personnel.




................................

In 1981, stockpile purchases resumed for the first time in 20 years.

However, Title III remains unfunded and unused. Numerous problems have

been identified wit.. specific Defense Production Act (DPA) authorities,
as well as with inadequate implementation of existing authorities.
Excessive constraints have inhibited the use of Title IIl authorities

which permit financial assistance to expand productive capacity and supply

----

for critical raw materials or for other purposes. The Task Force prepared

the following proposed amendments to the Defense Production Act and T
proposed changes to DoDI 4210.4 and DoDD 4400.1 (Tabs 11 through 13):

o Proposed amending the DPA‘s Declaration of Policy for
applicability to the present day environment.

0 Proposed removing unwarranted obstacles to approval and
funding of Title II1 financial assistance proposals, by
providing an "up-front" source of funds for such projects n
(as opposed to annual OMB review, authorization and appro- .
priation of specific projects) and reducing the Congres-
sional review period, while increasing the requirements
for substantive review and justification of Title III
proposals.

0 Proposed amending DPA Title VII to remove unnecessary
restrictions on the convening of voluntary agreements with
industry and providing for 5-year extension of the DPA.

o Fixed responsibility within OUSDR&E and Services/DoD
Agencies for exchange of information regarding materials
availability and shortages.

0 Provided for single 0SD committee oversight of five separate
materials availability programs to (1) maintain a coordinated
assessment of materials availability problems; (2) anticipate
serious bottleneck or dislocation problems which could impact
defense production and (3) take appropriate action to head off
or deal with availability problems (including use of DPA Title
I111) before problems impact production. The material related
progrags that would be reviewed under the proposed change
would be:

-- Priorities and Allocations (DoDI 4400.1)

-- Industrial Preparedness Planning (DoDI 4005.3)

-- Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Materials
Shortages (DoDD 4005.16)

.........
--------
.........

..........




Prescribe schedules for planning and for submission of
planning information to maximize their utility in budgeting
and resource allocation decisions.

o Establish a procedure for 0SD, in conjunction with other
agencies, to monitor the impact of existing, new and proposed
laws and regulations on peacetime, surge and mobilization

- defense production.

0 Require that Critical Items Lists be developed by each service
and a composite 1ist be maintained by 0SD.

2.3 Industrial Preparedness Planning - Guidance and Funding

The Task Force prepared a draft policy letter to accompany the recently
prepared Defense Guidance and to indicate the importance of the industrial
base in our national security posture. This letter has been placed in

0SD coordination and therefore is not included with this report. The

draft letter emphasizes:

o That a responsive defense industrial base is an essential
ingredient of the nation's deterrent posture.

o That industrial base enhancement efforts are important
not merely for surge and mobilization contingencies,
but also for achieving efficient production of peacetime
programmed systems.

o That failure to implement industrial base improvements
will not result in maintaining the status quo, but will
rather result in continued degradation of our defense
posture.

2.4 National Resource Base - Materials

Since approximately 1973, problems with materials availability
have multiplied and threatened to affect national security. Both the

Defense Science Board 1980 Summer Study and the report of the Defense

Industrial Base Panel of the House Armed Services Committee pointed to 'f;: _
(1) the need for the U.S. to maintain an adequate National Stockpile of g §§E§E§Q;
strategic and critical materials, and (2) the need to more effectively } éi;iésgfé
utilize the authority of Title III of the Defense Production Act (DPA). / ’\j;“\“\“
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Revision of DoD Directive 5000.1

(Major Systems Acquisition)

This general policy directive was already undergoing
revision to incorporate recommendations from the Carlucci
plan. The TFIRE addition to DoDD 5000.1 establishes the
basis to incorporate industrial base considerations in

the acquisition process. (This approach is further
implemented in DoDI 5000.2, which TFIRE modified to formally

infuse industrial preparedness planning considerations in
the acquisition process.)

The key TFIRE recommendations are:

- to require achievement of economical production
rates

- to require consideration of industrial base issues
at DSARC Milestones I and II.
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January 5, 1982
NUMBER 5000.1

Department of Defense Directive

Msjor System Acquisitioos

References: (a) DoD Directive 5000.1, "Major System Acquisi-
tions," (hereby canceled) 3/19/80

(b) OMB Circular A-109, "Major System Acquisitions,”
4/5/76

(¢) DoD Instruction 5000.2 "™ajor System Acquisition
Procedures" (Reissuance, date TBD)

(d) through (g), see enclosure 1

A. REISSUANCE AND PURPOSE

This Directive reissues reference (a) and updates the statement
of acquisition policy for major systems or major modifications to
existing systems, within the Department of Defense. This Directive
also implements the concepts and provisions of Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-109 (reference (b)).

B. APPLICABILITY

The provisions of this Directive apply to the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (0SD), the Military Departments, the Organi-
zation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (0JCS), and the Defense Agen-
cies. As used in this Directive, the term "DoD Components” refers
to the Military Departments and the Defense Agencies.

C. OBJECTIVE

The policies in this Directive are intended to assure the effec~
tive and efficient acquisition of major defense systems to achieve
the operational mission objectives of the U.S. Armed Forces in
support of National Policies and Objectives.

D. ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES

1. Each DoD official who has direct or indirect responsibility
for the acquisition process shall be guided by the policies and
objectives of OMB Circular A-109 for Major System Acquisitions.

2. Effective design and price competition for contractual
requirements shsll be obtained to the maximum exteant practicable to
ensure cost effective defense systems which are responsive to mission

requiresents.

3. Improved readiness and sustainability are primary objectives
of the acquisition process. Resources to achieve readiness will
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receive the same emphasis as those required to achieve schedule or performance
objectives. As a management precept, operational suitability of deployed
weapon systems is an objective of equal importance with operational effective-
pess. (The terms "operational effectivesss" and "operational suitability" are
defined in DoDD 5000.3 (reference (d)).

4. Reasonable stability in acquisition programs is necessary to carry out
effective, efficient, and timely acquisitions. To achieve stability, DoD
Components shall:

a. conduct effective long range planning

b. consider evolutionary alternatives in lieu of solutgons at the
frontier of technology; e.g. PrePlanned Product Improvements (P°I) to reduce
risk.

c. realistically estimate, budget, and adequately fund procurement,
(research and development as well as production) logistics, and manpower for
major systems.

d.___plan to achieve economical rates of production, maintain surge
capacity, and conduct realistic mobilization planning.

e. develop an acquisition strategy at the inception of each major
acquisition which sets forth the objectives, resources, principal management
assumptions, extent of competition, proposed contract types, and program
structure (e.g. development phases, decision milestones, test and evaluation
periods, planned concurrency, production releases) for that specific system
and tailors the prescribed steps in the major system acquisition decision
making process to this strategy. When the acquisition strategy is approved by
the DoD Component, changes shall be made only after assessment and considera-
tion of the objectives of this Directive and of the impact of such changes on
the program.

5. To promote efficiency in the acquisition process, authority will be
delegated to the lowest levels of the organization at which a comprehensive
view of the program rests. Responsibility and accountability must be clearly
established. In particular, the Service Program Manager must be given author-
ity and resources commensurate with the responsibility to execute the program
efficiently. Reviews, such as those by the Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC), are means to evaluate the information required for a decision
which higher level authority has specifically reserved and not delegated to
the program manager. Reviews are not ends in themselves and will not be used
to request data other than that which is required as a basis for higher author-
ity decisions.

6. A cost effective balance must be achieved among acquisition costs,
ownership costs of major systems, and system effectiveness in terms of the
mission(s) to be performed.

7. Cooperation with United States allies in the acquisition of defense
systems will be maximized to achieve the highest practicable degree of stand-
ardization and interoperability of equipment and avoid duplication of effort.

.........
.......
-------------
------



Mobilization requirements will be a factor considered in evaluating opportuni-
ties for international cooperation. (See DoDD 2010.6, reference (e))

8. Although a proper arms-~length business relationship with industry must
be maintained in order to protect the public interest and to foster competi-
tion, a strong industrial base is necessary for a strong defense. The proper
arms-length buyer-seller relationship should not be interpreted as adversarial
by either industry or Government; and technical collaboration with industry
must be maintained to achieve major system acquisition objectives and meet
technological challenges. The impact of DoD acquisitions on the industrial
base must also be considered both for the near term and long range implica-
tions.

E. POLICY

1. General. The provisions of this Directive and OMB Circular A-109
apply to the acquisition of major systems within the Department of Defense.
The management principles and objectives in this Directive should also be
applied to the acquisition of systems not designated as major. Responsibility
for the management of system acquisition programs shall be decentralized
except for the decisions specifically retained by the Secretary of Defense in
this Directive. The program Manager should have the authority, resources, and
reponsibility to efficiently execute the program for which he is repomsible.

2. Specific

a. Apalysis of Mission Areas. As a key to a focus on planning, DoD
Components, OSD, and OJCS shall conduct continuing analyses of their assigned
mission areas to identify deficiencies in' capability or more effective means
of performing assigned tasks. From these mission analyses, a deficiency or
opportunity may be identified that could lead to initiation of a major system
acquisition program.

b. Altermatives to New System Development. A system acquisition may
result from an identified deficiency in an existing capability, a decision to
establish new capabilities in response to a technologically feasible opportun-
ity, a significant opportunity to reduce the DoD cost of ownership, or in
response to a change in National Defense Policy. Development of a new system
may be undertaken only after assessment of alternmative system concepts includ-
ing:

y"f. s n‘. LA
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(1) Change in United States or NATO tactical or strategic doctrine.
(2) Use of existing military or commercial system.
(3) Modification or improvement of existing system.

c. Phases of the Acquisition Process. There are distinct phases in
the acquisition of a mew system. Normally, these are: concept exploration,
demonstration/validation, full scale development, and production and deploy-
ment. These phases are to be tailored to fit each program to minimize acquisi-
tion time and cost consistent with the need and the degree of technical risk
involved. For major system acquisitions, the Secretary of Defense will make




the decisions described in paragraph d below. The SecDef decision milestones
) will be tailored to match the selected acquisition strategy. In keeping with
the principle of controlled decentralization, the mission need determination
A has been incorporated into the PPBS and the production decision has been

: delegated to the DoD Component, provided that established thresholds are met.
DoD Components shall adhere to this principle by delegating authority to the
lowest organizational level feasible. Milestone decision points shall be
identified in the acquisition strategy for each major system acquisition.

d. Secretary of Defense Decisions. The Secretary of Defense will
make the following decisions in the acquisition of major systems:

(1) Mission Need Determination. The mission need determination
is accomplished in the PPBS process based on a Component's Justification of
Major System New Starts (JMSNS) which is to be submitted with the Program
Objectives Memorandum (POM) in which funds for the budget year of the POM are
requested. The SecDef will provide appropriate program guidance in the Pro-
gram Decision Memorandum (PDM). This action provides official sanction for a
new program start and authorizes the Service, when funds are available, to
initiate the next acquisition phase.

(2) Milestone I. This first SecDef major milestone decision is
concept selection and entry into the the demonstration/validation phase. This
decision is based on a System Concept Paper (SCP) prepared by the DoD Com-
ponent. The Milestone I decision is a validation of the requirement, based
upon preliminary evaluation of concepts, costs, schedule, readiness objec-
tives, and affordability. It provides authority to proceed with the demon-
stration/validation phase and to develop the system sufficiently to support a
Milestone II decision. A review of the acquisition strategy may be substi-
tuted for a formal Milestone I review for those programs not requiring a
discrete demonstration/validation phase. The Milestome I decision shall
establish thresholds and objectives to be met and reviewed at the next mile-
stone, the acquisition strategy for the recommended concept(s) (including the
nature an' timing of the next SecDef decision point), and a "not to exceed"
dollar threshold to carry the program through the next milestone.

(3) Milestone II. The second SecDef major decision is program
go-ahead and approval to proceed with full scale development. The production
decision at Milestone III is delegated to the DoD Components, provided the
thresholds established at Milestone II are wet. The production decision may
be redelegated to the lowest level in the organization at which a comprehen-
sive view of the program rests. The timing of the Milestone II decision is
flexible and depends upon the tailored acquisition strategy approved by DoD
Components and the SecDef at Milestone I. In a traditional approach, Mile-
stone II would occur at the point where a program transitions from demonstra-
tion/ validation into full scale development. In some cases, however, it may
be desirable to delay this decision until some additional development effort
bas been accomplished in order to provide a better definition of performance,
cost, schedule, producibility, industrial base responsiveness, supportability,
and testing to reduce risk and uncertainty prior to the commitment to a major
increase in the application of resources toward full scale development. In
the case of a delayed Milestone II decision, any full scale development con-
tracts eatered into prior to Milestome I] will be written in such a manner
that the program can be terminated at Milestone II at minimum cost to the
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Government. Whatever timing for Milestone II is selected in the acquisition
strategy, it is anticipated that both Component's and OSD reviews will be held
in reasonable proximity so that program managers will not be required to pass
the same milestone more than once. In any event, it is generally desirable to
maintain design competition up to the Milestone II decision point, or beyond,
if it is determined to be a cost effective acquisition strategy.

The Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE) will advise SecDef on all of the major
milestone decisions. Normally, the DAE will be assisted by the Defense System
Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) at Milestomes I and II. He may call for
program reviews at any time during the entire acquistion process. Program
reviews are for the purpose of providing specific information to the DAE on a
particular aspect of an acquisition program. They are more limited in scope
than DSARC reviews and do not necessarily serve as a basis for a SecDef decision
recommendation.

e. Designation of Major Systems. The Secretary of Defense shall design-
ate those systems which are to be managed as major systems. Normally, this
shall be done at the time the new start is authorized in the PDM. The decision
to designate any system as major may, after consultation with the appropriate
DoD Component, be based upon:

(1) Development risk, urgency of need, or other items of interest
| to the Secretary of Defense.

(2) Joint acquisition of a system by the Department of Defense
and representatives of another nation or by two or more DoD Components.

(3) The estimated requirement for the system's research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, procurement (production); and operation and support
resources. A JMSNS is required for all acquisitions for which the DoD com-
ponent estimates costs to exceed $200 million (FY80 dollars) in RDT&E funds
and/or $1 billion (FY80 dollars) in procurement (production) funds.

(4) Significant Congressional interest.

f. Affordability. (DSARC/PPBS Interface). Affordability, which is a
function of cost, priority, and availability of fiscal and manpower resources,
shall be considered at every milestone and during the PPBS process. The order
of magnitude of resources the DoD Component is willing to commit and the
relative priority of the program to satisfy the need identified in the JMSNS
will be reconciled with overall capabilities, priorities, and resources in the
PPBS. System planning shall be based on adequate funding of program cost. A
program normally shall not proceed into concept exploration or demonstration/
validation unless sufficient resources are or can be programmed for those
phases. Approval to proceed into full-scale development or into production
shall be dependent on DoD Component demonstration that resources are available
or can be programmed to complete development, to efficiently produce, and to
operate and support the deployed system effectively. Funding availability
shall be reaffirmed by the DoD Component prior to proceeding into production
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and deployment. Tc¢ avoid creating program instability, funding changes shall
not be introduced without assessment and consideration of the impact of these
changes on the overall acquisition strategy for the major system to be acquired.
Specific facets of affordability to be reviewed at milestone decision points
are set forth in DoD Imstruction 5000.2 (reference (c)).

8. Acquisition Time. Minimizing the time it takes to acquire materiel
and facilities to satisfy military needs shall be a primary goal in the devel-
opment of an acquisition strategy. Particular emphasis shall be placed on
minimizing the time from a commitment to acquire an operationally suitable,
supportable, and effective system to deployment with the operating forces in
sufficient quantities for full operational capability. Commensurate with
risk, such approaches as developing separate alternatives in high-risk areas,
early funding to design in reliability and support characteristics, lead time
reductions, through concurrency experimental prototyping of critical components,
combining phases, pre-planned product improvement, additional test articles,
or omitting phases should be encouraged. In those cases where combining or
. omitting phases are appropriate, concurrence shall be requested from the
Secretary of Defense. In addition, administrative delays associated with
briefings and reviews at various organizational levels shall be minimized.

h. Tailoring and Flexibility. The acquisition strategy developed for
each major system acquisition shall consider the unique circumstances of
individual programs. Programs shall be executed with innovation and common
sense. To this end, the flexibility inherent in this Directive will be used
to tailor an acquisition strategy to accomodate the unique aspects of a parti-
cular program as long as the strategy remains consistent with the basic logic
for system acquisition problem solving and the principles in this Directive
for business and management considerations. The acquisition strategy should
normally contemplate narrowing the number of competitors to eliminate concepts
no longer considered viable as the acquisiton process proceeds. This narrowing
of competing alternmatives shall be accomplished without interrupting the
remaining contracts and it need not be timed to coincide with milestone deci-
sions. However, competition for each phase, including, where appropriate,
plans for design competition in the early phases and price competition in
production, shall be described in the acquisition strategy.

i. Test and Evaluation. Throughout the acquisition process, emphasis
will be placed upon verifying actual performance through test and evaluation.
The procedures of DoD Directive 5000.3 will be integral to all systems acquisi-
tion planning and decision-making.

j. Readiness. Readiness goals and related design requirements and
activities will be established early in the acquisition process, and will
receive emphasis comparable to that applied to cost, schedule, and performance
objectives. Logistic supportability shall be considered early in the formula-
tion of the acquisition strategy and in its implementation. Projected or
actual achievement of readiness objectives will be assessed at each milestone.
(See DoDD 5000.39, reference (f)).

3. Documentation for Milestoue Decisions

a. Mission Need Determination
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Justification for Major System New Start (JMSNS). Each major
system acquisition program requires a JMSNS to be reviewed by the Office of
the Secretary of Defense in the POM review before the new start is included in
the DoD budget submission. DoD Components shall prepare JMSNS to document
major deficiencies (or opportunities for improvements) in their ability to
meet mission requirements when it is planned that such deficiencies be corrected
by the acquisition of a major new system or a major modification to an existing
system. Joint JMSNS shall be prepared to document major deficiencies in two
or more DoD Components. OSD and the OJCS may also prepare JMSNS in response to
mission area deficiencies. Joint and OSD/0JCS JMSNS shall recommend a lead
DoD Component to the Secretary of Defense. The JMSNS is described in enclosure
2 to DoD Imstruction 5000.2 (reference (c)).

b. Milestone I

System Concept Paper (SCP). The SCP provides basic documentation
for use by Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) members in
arriving at a recommendation to the Secretary of Defense. The SCP is de-
scribed in enclosure 3 to DoD Instructiom 5000.2 (reference (c)). The
SCP will identify program alternatives based upon initial studies/analyses
of design concepts; alternative acquisition strategies; expected operational
capabilities; industrial base capacity; readiness, support, and personnel
requirements; and cost estimates. The Test and Evaluation Master Plan
(TEMP), as described in DoDD 5000.3 (reference (d)), will outline the test
and evaluation program.

c. Milestone II (and Milestone III, if SECDEF decision is required)

Desision Coordinating Paper/Integrated Program Summary (DCP/IPS).
The DCP/IPS summarizes the DoD Component's acquisition planning for the system's
life-cycle and provides a management overview of the program. The DCP/IPS is
described in enclosure 4 to DoD Instruction 5000.2 (reference (c)). The Test and
Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) as described in DoDD 5000.3 (reference (d)) will
define the test and evuation program for the full scale development phase.

d. OSD Staff Information Requirements. DoD Components' appropriate
staff elements will work with the OSD staff so that OSD can maintain current
vigiblity over matters such as cost, supportability, test and evaluation, indus-
trial base responsiveness, and production readiness throughout the acquisition
process.

e. Secretary of Defense Decision. Secretary of Defense approval of
the JMSNS is accomplished in the PPBS when the major system new start is
spproved by the SecDef in the PDM. Changes, if any, from the DoD Component
approach directed by the Secretary will be documented in the PDM. For a Joint
Program JMSNS and all program Milestones, a Secretary of Defense Decision
Memorandum (SDDM) documents each SecDef decision, establishes program goals
and thresholds, reaffirms established needs and program objectives, authorizes
exceptions to acquisition policy (when appropriate), and provides the direction
and guidance to 0SD, OJCS, and the DoD Components for the next phase of the
acquisition.




F. RESPONSIBILITIES

1. The Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) shall advise
the Secretary of Defense on milestone decisions for major systems and such
other acquisition issues as the Defense Acquisition Executive determines to be
necessary.

2. The Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE)

a. The Under Secretary of Defense Research and Engineering is desig-
nated DAE and shall:

(1) Be the principal advisor and staff assistant to the Secretary
of Defense for the acquisition of defense systems and equipment.

(2) Serve as a permanent member and the Chairman of the DSARC.

(3) 1In coordination with the other permanent members of the
DSARC:

(a) 1Integr- e and unify the management process, policies,
and procedures for defense system acquisition.

(b) Monitor and assure DoD Component compliance with the
policies and practices in OMB Circular A-109, this Directive, and DoD Instruction
5000.2 (reference (c)), and DoD Directive 5000.3 (reference (d)).

(c) Ensure that the requirements and viewpoints of the func-
tional areas are given consideration during staff and DSARC deliberations, and
are integrated in the recommendations seant to the Secretary of Defense.

(d) Ensure consistency in applying the policies regarding
NATO RSI for major systems.

b. The DAE is specifically delegated authority to:

(1) Designate action officers who shall be responsible for the
processing of the milestone documentation and who shall monitor the status of
major systems in all phases of the acquisition process.

(2) Recommend the lead Component for multi-Service acquisition
programs and provide guidance as to when in the development cycle tranmsition
to single Service management will occur.

(3) Issue instructions and one-time, Directive-type memoranda in
accordance with DoD Directive 5025.1 (refereance (g)).

(4) Obtain such reports and information, consistent with the
provisions of DoD Directive 5000.19 (reference (h)), as may be necessary in
the performance of assigned functionms.

(5) Conduct program reviews as appropriate.
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3. The Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering (USDRE) shall
responsible for policy and review of all research, engineering development,
chnology, test and evaluation, procurement, and production of systems covered
this Directive and shall ensure integration of the Acquisiton Process and
e PPBS. The USDRE shall:

a. Monitor, in conjunction with the USD(P) and the Director, Program
alysis and Evaluation (PA&E), DoD Component procedures for analysis of mission
eas.

b. Coordinate review of JMSNS provided by DoD Components in the POM
- determine whether major system new starts should be included in the PDM.

c. Coordinate, together with Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp-
'oller) Assistant Secreary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics
[RA&L) and Director, PA&E, the interface of the acquisition process with the
'BS.

4. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USDP) is a permanent
mber of the DSARC and shall:

a. determine whether system requirements as defined in the JMSNS
re consistent with policy and planning provision of the Defense Guidance;

b. advise the Defense Acquisition Executive on the international
splications (including co-production) of any new systems development;

¢. monitor, in conjunction with USDRE and Director, PA&E, DoD component
rocedures for analysis of mission areas.

5. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
ogistics) (ASD(MRA&L)) is a permanent member of the DSARC and shall:

a. Be responsible for policy om logistics, facility construction,
nergy, eanvironment, safety, and manpower planning for new systems throughout
heir life cycle.

b. Ensure that logistics planning is consistent with system hard-
are parameters, logistic policies, and readiness objectives.

c. Monitor DoD Component procedures for planning and providing post
roduction support to meet system readiness objectives.

d. Coordinate, together with the USDRE the ASD(C) and the Director,
ASE the interface of the acquisition process with the PPBS.

6. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) (ASD(C)) is a permanent
ember of the DSARC and shall coordinate, together with USDRE, ASD(MRA&L), and
irector, PA&E, the interface of the acquisition process with the PPBS.

7. The Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) is a permanent
ember of the DSARC and shall: -




a. Monitor, in conjunction with USDRE and USD(P), DoD Component
>cedures for analysis of mission areas.

b. Evaluate cost-effectiveness studies prepared in support of mile-
»me decisions for major system acquisition.

c. Coordinate, together with USDRE, ASD(C) and ASD(MRASL), the
terface of the acquisition process with the PPBS.

8. The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), or a representative desig-
ted by CJCS, is a permanent member of the DSARC.

9. The Service Secretary or his designee is a permanent member of the
ARC for major acquisitions involving his Service.

10. The principal advisors to the DSARC are listed in DoD Instruction
0.2 (reference (c)).

11. The Head of Each DoD Component shall manage each major system acquisi-
>n assigned by the Secretary of Defense and shall establish clear lines of
thority, responsibility, and accountability.

D Component Heads shall also:

a. Appoint a DoD Component acquisition executive to serve as the
incipal advisor and staff assistant to the Head of the DoD Component.

b. Establish a System Acquisition Review Council at the Component
vel to advise the Component Head on designated acquisition programs.

c. Ensure that a program manager is assigned and that a program
nager's charter is approved as soon as feasible after mission need deter-
aation and resource allocation in the budget.

d. Ensure that the program manager's tenure is of sufficient length
provide continuity and management stability.

e. Establish management training and career incentives to attract,
tain, motivate and reward competent program managers.

f. Provide a program manager the necessary assistance to establish a
rong program office with clearly established lines of authority and reporting
rnnels between the program manager and the Head of the DoD Component. Where
actional organizations exist to assist the program manager, the relationship
the functional areas to the program manager shall be established.

g. Limit reporting requirements for the program manager to the minimum
quired for effective oversight.

h. Monitor major system acquisitions to assure compliance with OMB

rcular A-109, this Directive, DoD Instruction 5000.2 (reference (c)), and
D Directive 5000.3 (reference (d)).
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i. Manage, when designated lead Component for multi-Service
quisisitons, the program under the policies and procedures used by that
rvice. The program manager, program manager's office, and functional
ements of each participating Service will operate under the policies, e
ocedures, data standards, specifications, criteria, and financial accounting Sl

the lead Component. Exceptions, as a general rule, will be limited @ = = = = ————
- those vhere prior mutual agreement exists, or those essential to satisfy e

bstantive needs of the participating services.

j. Designate a single major field agency, separate and distinct
‘om the materiel developing/procuring commands and user representative
vmmands, to be responsible for the conduct of operational test and evaluation.
1is agency will report the results of its independent operational test and S
raluation directly to the Military Service Chiefs and Service Secretaries. RN

12. The Program Manager shall be responsible for acquiring and fielding
in accordance with instructions from line authority) a system that meets the i
proved mission need and achieves the established cost, schedule, readiness, L
d affordability objectives. .9

13. Directed Decisions by Higher Authority. When a line official above
ke program manager exercises decision authority on program matters, the
ecision shall be documented as official program direction to the program o :
anager and a copy shall be available to the DAE. The line official shall g ° ;
e held accountable for the decision. RS

ORDER OF PRECEDENCE

This Directive and DoD Instruction 5000.2 (reference (c)) are first and
econd in order of precedence for major system acquisitions except where
tatutory requirements override. All DoD issuances shall be reviewed for
onformity with this Directive and DoD Instruction 5000.2 (reference (c)) and
hall be changed or canceled, as appropriate. Conflicts remaining after 90
ays from issuance of this Directive shall be brought to the attention of the
riginating office and the DAE.

EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTATION

This Directive is effective immediately. Forward one copy of implementing
ocuments to the Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering
ithin 120 days.

11
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Encl 1 (5000.1)

REFERENCES, continued

DoD Directive 5000.3, "Test and Evaluation" (date TBD)

DoD Directive 2010.6, "Standardization and Interoperability of
Weapons Systems and Equipment within the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization,”" March 5, 1980

DoD Directive 5000.39, "Development of Integrated Logistics Support
for Systems and Equipments," January 17, 1980

DoD Directive 5025.1, "Department of Defense Directives System,"
November 18, 1977

DoD Directive 5000.19, "Policies for the Management and Control of
Information Requiremeats," March 12, 1976
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5000.2 (Encl 2)

nterest of the Government to do so, DoD research and development centers

ay be assigned development tasks to facilitate a major system acquisition.
oD research and development centers may be used as a technical arm of the
rogram management office. Typical assignments may include <tions such as
tudies, analysis, technology development and assessment, systems engineering,
isk and cost reduction efforts, design review, development test and evalua-
ion, and other technical tasks considered appropriate by the program manager.
‘are must be exercised to avoid individual or organizational conflicts of
nterest.

9. Industrial Resource Assurance. The capability of the industrial base
0 economically produce defense systems on a timely basis is a key element ol
he acquisiton process. Required actions by industry or Government to improve
ndustrial base responsiveness will be incorporated into the acquisition . oo
trategy. In addition to manufacturing producibility of a design, program ra
anagers should devote specific attention to the capability of the inaustrial e
ase and availability of resources to meet required production acceleration
nd peak rates (DoDD 5000.34, reference (f). FEarly assessments and incre-
ilental refinements should be made to determine existing and required capacity
0 produce efficiently both at prime contractor and key subcontractor Jevels.

urge acceleration rates and values should be identified by Milestone I and e e
inalized by Milestone IT in accordance with DoD Directive 4005.1 (reference .. :.:._.:

g). Industrial resource capacity emhancement planning should be reflected
n SCP and DCP/IPS documentation.

10. Facility Construction. Facilities required to support development, O .
esting, training deployment, and continued operation of major defense systems LT
‘an become critical elements in the acquistion process. Early identif-
cation and definition and continued refinement of such requirements are .
ssential to assure that they will be programmed, funded, designed and com- <o
leted in proper coordination with major defense system acquisitions. Maximum
ractical use should be made of existing facilities through direct use, upgrading,
r modification. Lead times for programming facility conmstruction must consider
‘eal estate acquisition and environmental requirements and the time required
‘or design, contracting, and construction. In the case of systems supporting RSNy
ATO missions, consideration must be given to current and future eligibility Oy
‘or NATO common funding and the technical criteria and standards which will
pply to facilities funded by NATO. (DoDD 2010.6, reference (h))

11. Programming and Budgeting.

a. The R&D and procurement of major systems should be funded at
evels necessary to protect the acquisition schedule established at the time
he program is baselined (Milestone II). In general, only changes which are
lictated by changed requirements or development problems should be made.
'rogramming and budgeting for major system acquistion shall provide for ade-
uate funding to support the acquisition strategy; including sufficient funding
‘or system design and system cost competition, readiness and support, test
ardware, and technical and economic risks over the entire acquisition cycle.

b. Changes which would invalidate a milestone decision must be recom- " g
iended to the Defense Resources Board for explicit comsideration of their RISORSSARY
mpact on military capability and total resource requirement. Service -

P
_______
...........




Cm e e e P S
ST, o e s = i e e e gacy - y P o e 4 Py
- . - - - . - A - Bl v e 0 - . B b Vel i S ko) ;!

5000.2 (Encl 2)

ances of the program. Proposed exceptions to applicable DoD Directive and
istruction shall be identified in the acquisition strategy as it evolves.
lvice and asistance should be sought from business and technical advisors
id experienced managers of other major system programs.

b. The acquisition strategy is the conceptual basis of the overall
lan that a program manager follows in program execution. It reflects the
inagement concepts that shall be used in directing and controlling all elements
[ the acquisition to achieve specific goals aund objectives of the program and
> ensure that the new system satisfies the approved mission need. The acquis-
tion strategy encompasses the entire acqusition process for the basic system,
re-planned product improvements, and post production support. The strategy
hall be developed in sufficient detail, at the time of issuing solicitations
or the concept exploration phase, to permit competitive exploration of alter-
ative system design concepts. Additionally, sufficient planning must be
ccomplished for succeeding program phases, for those considerations which involve
esign, competition, provisioning and support economies, and production source
vailability.

c. The acquisition strategy shall evolve through an iterative process
nd become increasingly definitive in describing the interrelationship of the
:apagement, technical, business, resource, force structure, support testing,
'‘quipment standardization, and other aspects of the program. Normally, the
vaselining and definition of a program will requirements (JMSNS) to functional
‘haracteristics (Milestone I) to an allocated functional baseline (Milestone
I) to a production baseline (Milestone III).

d. Acquisition programs shall be executed with innovation and common
iense. The flexibility inherent in this Instruction will be used to tailor
10 acquisition strategy to accomodate the unique aspects of a particular
Jrogram, as long as the strategy remains consistent with the basic logic
for system acquisition problem solving and good business and management princi-
>les, such as those identified in reference (b).

8. Participating Activities.

a. The Department of Defense shall use all appropriate participants
in the acquisition process to obtain the most efficient and effective systems
>btainable within available resources. Organizational entities shall include
commercial organization, federally funded research and development centers,
jovernment research and development centers, colleges, and universities to
the full extent that their capabilities and expertise can contribute the the
acquisition objectives.

b. Use of Government or Not-For Profit Organizations. When Government
Laboratories, federally funded research and development centers, educatiomal
institutions, and other not-for-profit organizations submit altermative major
system design concepts for consideration, care shall be taken to exclude such
proposing organizations from participating in the evalution process. If
further exploration of an alternative system design concept submitted by one .
>f these organizations is appropriate, that concept may be made available to

~
industry to propose in subsequent continued development stages. Where no e

competitive capability exists in the private sector or when it is in the best
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5000.2 (Encl 2)

(1) Comparison of program resource estimates with latest PPBS
projections (including the extended planning annex).

(2) 1ldentification of the relative ranking for this system and
the DoD Component's other major systems in the same mission area and gemeral
time frame in the latest program or budget submission.

(3) _Analysis of variation in unit cost (recurring hardware, flyaway,

and procurement) with production rate (Milestones II and IIl if Milestone III

if a SECDEF review). Analysis shall allow comparison of baseline and enhanced
(projected effect of manufacturing technology:_technology modernization, and
producibility programs) production separios. Production rates for cost com-
parisons shall include projected surge rates reflected in acquisition planms.

(4) Identification of potential offsets necessary to provide the
resources to execute the remaining phases of the program where program cost
estimate provided to the DSARC exceed latest budget projections. Where joint
programs are involved, offset identifictionas shall not be limited to the lead
DoD Components.

5. Timeliness. An objective of any acquisition is the achievement of Ser-
vice Operational Capability (deployment in operationally significant quantities
rather than one or a few I0C units) within the time dictated by the need or
threat. When technical, cost, and supportability risks are low or when the
urgency to counter a threat transcends high technical, cost, and supportability
risks, DoD Components should give consideration to minimizing acquisition time
by planned concurrency and industrial base capacity enhancement. The degree
of concurrency should be based on the extent of potential savings in aquisition
time balanced against techmical, cost, and supportability risks, and urgency
of the mission need in each acquisition program. To achieve timely deployment,
consideration may also be given to accepting system performance growth after
deployment. Programs with planned concurrency shall be adequately funded at
the front end and give special attention to R&M, personnel, and support require-
ments to balance readiness risk which could result from a shortened acquisition
time. Alternative acquisition strategies for a given for a design concept may
be proposed at Milestone I. A discussion of risks and costs associated with
each strategy shall be provided. Administrative delays associated with briefings
and reviews at various organizational levels shall be minimized.

6. Balanced Management Objectives. Management objectives for major
system acquisitions include reduced acquisition cost, shortened acquisition
time, and improved weapon support and readiness, in addition to system effec-
tiveness. The overall objective is to field and operate defense systems which
meet mission needs. An appropriate balance must be achieved among management
objectives and documented in the acquisiton strategy for each major system
acquisition.

7. Acquisition Strategy

a. An initial program acquisition strategy shall be developed by the
cognizant DoD Component for each major system acquisition when a new start is
proposed. The acquisition strategy should be tailored to the unique circum-

o At aente Sath k. 4

.....



M Al i i e SLaE N it Mgt Miafh Sandh Mm-St
I T e T s

5000.2 (Encl 2)

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

1. Mission Analysis. Mission analysis is any assessment of current or
projected U.S. military capability to perform assigned missions. Mission
analysis shall normally evaluate the interplay of threat, capability, operations
concepts, survivability, sustainability, and other factors such as environmental
conditions which bear on the missions of the Components of the Department of
Defense. The primary objective of mission analysis is the identification
of deficiencies, so that appropriate corrective action can be initiated,
or technological opportunities that may be applied for improved mission effec-
tiveness or reduced cost.

2. Operational Requirements. Materials, supplies, equipment and services
acquired by the Department of Defense shall contribute to or support the oper-
ational requirements of the military forces in execution of missions essential
to the national security objectives and military strategy. Operational require-
ments should be prioritized based on their effectiveness in furthering policy
objectives.

3. Long Range Planning and Program Stability. Since most major system
acquisitions extend over several budget cycles and may exceed the Five Year
Defense Plan (FYDP), major acquisition programs should be nominated by the
Components for the DRB designated stable programs list. Stable programs will
generally not be decremented or subject to offset actions during budget pre-
paration as a result of cuts to be distributed. Stability applies to all
facets of the acquisition program and includes ancillary equipment as well as
personnel required to attain full operational capability. Stable programs
will be prime candidates for multi-year contracts.

4. Affordability

a. The ability to provide sufficient resources to execute a program
in an efficient and effective manner is a fundamental consideration during
DSARC and Service SARC milestone reviews. Further, the Defense Resources
Board (DRB) must evaluate changes proposed in the PPBS which would invalidate
earlier SECDEF decisions. Proposals to proceed into the next acquisition
phase shall be accompanied by assurance that sufficient resources are or can
be programmed to execute the program as directed by the Secretary of Defense.

b. The DoD Component shall describe in the JMSNS the general magnitude
of resources it is prepared to commit to acquire and operate a system to
satisfy the need. At Milestone I, affordability considerations shall be used
as a factor in determining the selection of alternative concepts. At Milestones
II and III, a favorable decision shall not be made unless the system's projected
life-cycle costs, including product improvement and other modificatins, are
within the amounts reflected in the latest FYDP/Extended Planning Annex (FYDP/
EPA) or unless compensating changes are made to other items in the defense
progras.

¢. The DoD Component briefing presented to the DSARC at Milestones I
and II shall include the following affordability considerations:
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E. EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTATION

This Instruction is effective immediately. DoD Components shall forward
one copy of implementing documents to the Under Secretary of Defense for
Research and Engineering within 90 days.

Enclosures ~ 6

1. References

2. Management Considerations
. Design Considerations
Justification for Major System New Starts (JMSNS) - Format
System Concept Paper (SCP) - Format
Decision Coordinating Paper/Integrated Program Summary (DCP/IPS)
- Format
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f. Action Officers. The action officer appointed by the DAR for each
major system is the lead OSD staff person in the DSARC process. and must coordi-
nate both OSD issues and DoD Component positions. Action officers may be
appointed from any OSD functienal organization and shall:

(1) conduct planning meetings,

(2) process the SCP and DCP/IPS,

(3) present the OSD staff brief to DSARC members,
(4) coordinate SDDMs,

(5) ensure that the comments and recommendations from all 0SD
offices on DSARC and Program Review related documents prepared by the Components
are integrated into one coherent set of views, and that differences among OSD
elements are clearly identified as issues.

g. OSD Staff - Functional elements of the OSD staff, (such as test &
evaluation, cost analysis, logistics, production engineering, and standardiza-
tion) will maintain continuous surveillance throughout the acquisition cycle.
They will work closely with program offices and their Component staff counter-
parts.

h. Program Reviews.

(1) 1In accordance with reference (b), the DAE may call for a Pro-
gram Review at any time in the acquisition of a major defense system. Program
Reviews are narrower in scope and less formal than a full DSARC milestone
assessment of the total program.

(2) Wwhen the DAE calls for a Program Review, the DoD Component in-
volved shall be notified in writing by the DSARC Executive Secretary not less
than 30 days prior to the Program Review: when and for what purpose the Review
is scheduled; and the documentation to be provided the DAE prior to the Review
(incl;ding topics to be addressed, due date, and receiving element of the OSD
staff);

A Y
(3) A program review typically requires working group meetings
between OSD staff elements, such as CAIG, MRASL, T&E, R&E, and the Component
and program manager's staff. In some cases, formal briefings on Military
Service independent cost analyses or test and evaluation programs may be
requested.

(4) Any direction resulting from s program review which changes
a goal, threshold, or ather direction previously approved in an SDDM, shall be
documented in a new SDDM.




ation and a comprehensive summary of the program. When a Milestone III
(Production Decision by SECDEF) is required a DCP/IPS shall be prepared to
describe program changes since Milestone II and to establish new thresholds.

(2) Format. See enclosure (6).

3. Cost effectiveness analysis will be performed by the components to
support Milestone I and Milestone II and will be provided to the DPA&E along
with the draft SCP or DCP/IPS.

4. Notwithstanding any other DoD issuance, additional requirements for
information to be considered by the DSARC, beyond that required by this
Instruction, shall be issued only by the DAE.

(5) Secretary of Defense Decision Memorandum (SDDM)

(a) The SDDM documents the Secretary of Defense's milestone
decision, including approval of goals and thresholds for cost, schedule, per-
formance, supportability, test and evaluation, standardization, exceptions to
the acquisition process, and other appropriate direction. The SDDM may also
be used, when appropriate, to document a SECDEF decision on a Joint or 0SD/
0JCS JMSNS.

(b) The action officer shall prepare and coordinate a SDDM to re-
flect revised thresholds and updated program direction resulting from threshold
breaches or projected breaches reported by the DoD Component. Programming and
budgeting decisions will normally allocate the resources required to implement
SDDM directions. Howeéver, where a change is made by programming or budgeting
decisions which offset threshold or program direction contained in the pre-
vious SDDM, the action officer shall prepare and coordinate a new SDDM within
40 workdays after submission of the Presidential Budget to Congress. In the
case of Congressional direction, the SDDM shall be prepared and coordinated 40
workdays after the legislation is enacted.

e. DSARC Executive Secretary. The DAE shall designate a permanent
Executive Secretary who shall:

(1) maintain and distribute periodic status reports concerning
DSARC actions.

(2) make administrative arrangements for meetings,
(3) assemble and distribute necessary documentation,

(4) maintain a central reference file for current program
documentation,

(5) control attendance at DSARC meetings,
(6) staff JMSNS and prepare POM issue papers when required, and

(7) document DSARC recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.
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(b) Scope. A Justification for Major System New Start (JMSNS) <o
is required vhen the new start meets the criteria in reference (b). When the -
mission anmalysis conducted by the DoD Component results in the Component's R
decision to initiate a new major acquisition, the JMSNS shall define the e
deficieacy or opportunity such that there is a reasonsble probsbility of

satisfying the need by the acquisition of a single system. The definition

of a broad architecture of systems to counter projected threats in a mission -l-lillln
ares is part of the continuous analysis of mission areas rather than a part of ,'.

a specific acquisition program. Hardware solutions to the need shall not be -
defined in the JMSNS since it is the function of the concept exploration phase
to identify alternative concepts for satisfying the mission need. JMSNSs are
not required for technology base programs, regardless of size.

- (c) Pormat. See enclosure 4.

(d) Processing. A JMSNS shall be submitted not later than the
POM submission in which funding is included for s major system new start. When o et
the DAE plans to recommend that the proposed new start not be endorsed by SECDEF,
s POM issue will be initiated by the DSARC Executive Secretary. .

(e) Documentation of SECDEF Decisions. When a JMSNS is in- Tl
cluded in the POM and SECDEF endorses the nev start as proposed, the Program RNORDESE
Decision Memorandum (PDM) documents the endorsement. When the DoD Component's e s
recommendation is modified, changes shall be documented in the PDM. When a
Joint or 0SD/QJCS JMSNS is submitted, the SECDEF decision may be documented
in an SDDNM. .

2. Milestone I and II (and Milestone III if a SECDEF decision is required)

(a) Milestone I - System cdncggf. Paper (SCP).

(1) Purpose. The SCP is used to summarize the results of the
concept exploration phase up to Milestone I and to describe the DoD Component's
acquisition strategy, including identification of concepts to be carried iato
the demonstration and validation phase, and ressons for elimination of other
concepts. T :

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

(2) Ongoing Programs. Major system acquisitions which were
initiated prior to the effective date of this Instruction and which are pro-
posed for a.delayed Milestone II decision must have an SCP, containing the
sppropriate acquisition strategy, approved by the DAE prior to entering the
full scale development phase.

(SS Format. See enclosure (5).

b. Milestone II (snd III if a SECDEF decision is req
sion Coordinating Pap Integrated Program Summary

(1) Purpose. The DCP/IPS consists of two documents which provide
different levels of detail for consideration by the DSARC. The DCP is a top
level summary document which identifies alternstives, thresholds, and costs.
The IPS will not repeat data in the DCP but will provide more specific inform=




c. Milestone Review Process

(1) Milestone Planning Meeting. When it is considered desirable
by either OSD or the Component staff, an informal milestone planning meeting
to identify program issues may be held before Component submission of draft
documentation.

g (2) Draft Program Documentation. Draft documentation shall be

- submitted by the DoD Component to the DAE three months before a DSARC meeting.

. The action officer shall ensure that copies are made available to DSARC members
and advisors and to their staffs. The DAE shall transmit formal comments to the
DoD Component two months in advance of the scheduled DSARC meeting. Every effort
shall be made to resolve major issues before the DSARC meeting.

(3) Final Documentation Update. A final update shall be submitted
by the DoD Component to the DAE 15 workdays before a scheduled DSARC meeting.

(4) Component Staff Briefings To OSD. Component staff briefings
shall be conducted not later than 15 work days before a DSARC review on the
Component independent cost estimate for the CAIG and on test activity, results,
and plans for DDT&E. If requested by OSD, additional briefings shall be con-
ducted on manpower and logistics activity for the DWSIG and on chemical or
nuclear survivability and endurance for AE and DNA.

(5) OSD Staff Reports and Briefing to DSARC Members. The following
DSARC advisors shall submit written reports to the DAE 6 workdays before the
DSARC metting: CAIG, DDT&E, DIA, DWSIG (if requested), and DNA (if requested).
DSARC members will be briefed by the OSD staff 5 workdays before the DSARC
meeting. A final list of issues to be addressed by the Component at the DSARC
will be distributed by the Executive Secretary following this meeting.

(6) DSARC Meeting. Components are responsible for presenting pro-
gram status and addressing the OSD issues at a DSARC meeting. Such presenta-
tions should not exceed one hour. The OSD staff will present its reports and
will identify unresolved issues. Following these presentations, DSARC members
will determine in executive session the recommendations to be made to the
Secretary of Defense.

(7) Post DSARC Action. The SDDM shall be issued to the DoD Com-
ponent within 15 workdays following the DSARC meeting.

d. Program Documentation

Program documentation for major defense systems shall be in accord-
ance with the instructions below. Data elements shall be standardized in
accordance with DoD 5000.11 (reference (d)) and DoD 5000.12-M (reference (e)).

(1) Mission Need

TV

(a) Purpose. Major System new starts are considered in the
OSD Program Objective Memorandum (POM) review on the basis of justifications
1 provided by DoD components.
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D. PROCEDURES .

1. Major System Designation. The Secretary of Defense shall designate
certain acquisition programs as major systems in accordance with reference (b).
The Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE) may recommend candidate programs to
the Secretary of Defense at any point in the acquisition process. The DAE is
authorized to withdraw the designation of "major systems" when changing circum- . . V......
stances dictate but shall advise the Secretary of Defense before such action
is taken.

2. Major System Listings. The Executive Secretary of the Defense System
Acquisition Review Council %ﬁSARC) shall update and distribute a list of cur-
rently designated major systems at least quarterly.

3. Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC). The DSARC, as the
top level DoD corporate body for system acquisition, shall provide advice and
assistance to the Secretary of Defense. The following subparagraphs set forth
organizational and procedural elements of the DSARC process.

a. DSARC Membership

(1) Members of the DSARC are identified in reference (b).

(2) The appropriate Deputy Under Secretary for Strategic or Theater
Nuclear Forces; Tactical Warfare Programs; or Communications, Command, Control
& Intelligence; the Deputy Under Secretary for Acquisition Management; the
Director, Defense Test & Evaluation; and the Chairman, Cost Analysis Improvement
Group, are permanent advisors to the DSARC and will participate in all DSARC
reviews.

(3) The DAE may request ad hoc advisors such as the Assistant to
the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), Deputy Under Secretary (International
Programs and Technology), Deputy Under Secretary (Research & Advanced Technology),
Director (Weapons Support Improvement Group), Director (Defense Intelligence
Agency), and Director (Defense Nuclear Agency), to particpate in DSARC reviews
which include issues requiring expert advice in one or more of the areas repre-
sented by them.

b. DSARC Reviews. The DAE is responsible for convening formal meet- R _
ings to facilitate the decision process. DSARC reviews shall normally be held {Z§3;;;j
at Milestones I and II. As long as a program is managed within the goals and
thresholds established at Milestone II, no further review by the DSARC is con-
templated. If thresholds are breached the DAE shall be notified, and a program
review or another DSARC review may be required.

(2) The Secretary of Defense may, upon the recommendation of the ;;}:f:iﬁ
DAE, choose to make his decision and issue a Secretary of Defense Decision oA

Memorandum (SDDM) without a formal council review when there are no substantial . e
issues. .




-
-
.
5
-
.

P N N

S A i T e N N L R AN R S A el B i

-
b

L]
fL=

NUMBER 5000.2

Department of Defense Instruction

SUBJECT: Major System Acquisition Procedures

References: (a) DoD Instruction 5000.2, "Major System Acquisition
Process," March 19, 1980 (canceled hereby)
(b) DoD Directive 5000.1 "Major System Acquisitions,"
March 19, 1980
(c) DoD Directive 5000.35, "Defense Acquisition Regulatory
System," March 8, 1978
(d) through (kk), see enclosure 1

A. PURPOSE

This Instruction reissues reference (a) to provide revised procedures for
Department of Defense use in implementation of reference (b).

B. APPLICABILITY

The provisions of this Instruction apply to the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (0SD), the Military Departments, the Organization of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (0JCS), and the Defense Agencies. As used in this Instruction, the
term "DoD Components" refers to the Military Departments and the Defense
Agencies, and the term "Military Services refers to the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps.

C. POLICY

1. The procedures in Section D shall be used for the review and direction
of major defense system acquisitions.

2. Enclosures 2 and 3 contain guidance concerning acquisition improvement
policy considerations to be applied in major defense system acquisitions.

3. Enclosures 4, 5, and 6 contain the format for program documentation.

4. DoD regulations. directives, and instructions that relate to the
acquisition process are part of the Defense Acquisition Regulatory System
(DARS) as stipulated by DoD Directive 5000.35 (reference (c)). The DARS
established uniform policies and procedures for the acquisition of supplies
and services by the Department of Defense. Program managers shall plan
acquisition programs in ‘accordance with the functional guidance in the DARs.

5. The provisions of DoD Diractive 5000.1 (reference (b)) and this In-
struction are first and second ... .rder of precedence for major system
acquigition except where statutory requirements override. Any Department of
Defense issuance in conflict with reference (b) or this Instruction shall be
changed or canceled. Conflicts remaining after 90 days from issuance of this
Instruction shall be brought to the attention of the originating office and

DA




Revision of DoD Instruction 5000.2

(Major Systems Acquisition Procedures)

This implementing instruction was under revision as a
result of the Carlucci initiatives. TFIRE proposed a
number of recommendations to the instruction to implement
recommendations of the Defense Science Board and others.
These recommendations had, in general, urged that IPP

and industrial base considerations be integrated in the
acquisition process.

The key TFIRE recommendations are: .

- To add goals and thresholds for industrial base
issues to the DSARC process. The program manager
is now clearly responsible for managing the industrial
base factors which affect his program.

- To require that the effect of variations in pro-
duction rate be clearly defined and presented to
the DSARC principals

- To require that any need for IPP funding be clearly
defined and reported to the DSARC principals, along
with projections of the impacts of not providing
such funding

- To require the establishment of surge requirements
for all programs. The decision on whether or not
to fund surge capacity can then be a rational,
documented decision of the DSARC process rather than
an afterthought of the production decision

- To define the method by which the industrial base
decisions will be made as an "Industrial Resource
Analysis" (which is further described in DoDD 5000.34).

These inputs are consistent with the TFIRE changes to DoDD
4005.1 and DoDI 4005.3. The result of the changes in these
two families of directives/instructions is a top-to-bottom
description of IPP responsibilities and the relationship of
IPP and industrial base concerns to the acquisition process.
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Secretaries must explain and justify to the Defense Resources Board differ-
ences between program baselines established at Milestone II and the quantity
and funding in the program or budget uander review.

12. Estimates. The validity of decisions reached at each milestone depends
upon the quality of cost, schedule, performance, and supportability estimates
presented at the milestone reviews. Although there is considerable uncertainty
early in the acquisition process, every effort must be made to use the best
available data and techniques in developing estimates. Bands of uncertainty
shall be identified for point estimates. Broad bands of uncertainty shall be
expected early in the acquisition process, with smaller bands developed as
the program matures and uncertainty decreases. Traceability of successive
cost estimates, to include adjustment for inflation and to segregate estimating
error from program changes, shall be maintained starting with program cost
estimates approved at Milestone I.

a. An initial life cycle cost (LCC) estimate structured with all
cost elements encompassed in the definition of affordability, shall be pre-
pared during the concept exploration phase for consideration at Milestone I.
An updated life-cycle cost estimate shall be provided for each subsequent
milestone.

b. Milestone I cost, schedule, performance, and supportability thres-
holds shall not inhibit tradeoffs among these elements by the program manager
in developing the most cost-effective solution to the mission need.

c. At Milestone II, firm design-to cost requirements shall be
established for the system or systems selected. For programs proposing
Milestone II after the beginning of full scale development, the goals and
thresholds established at Milestone I shall reflect the fact that full
scale development will be initiated without review or adjustment prior
to the planned occurrence of Milestone II. Program accomplishments shall
be evaulated against cost, schedule, and supportability goals with the same
rigor as the evaluation of technical performance.

13. Goals and Thresholds. Goals and thresholds shall be proposed by the
Component and approved by the Secretary of Defense for cost, schedule, perform-
ance, readiness, and supportability. Goals are values which will enable the
pew system to fully satify mission needs. Thresholds are values which describe
a minimum performance level or a maximum expenditure of resources for a new
system. Variances between goals and thresholds shall reasonably reflect
the degree of risk in an acquisition program at each milestone. Threshold
breaches require a reassessment of the program in terms of the mission need
and prioritization among other acquistion programs. Program managers are
responsible for reporting actual and projected threshold breaches promptly
to lipe officials and the DAE. Following this initial report, the DoD
Component shall provide the DAE with an assessment of the problem, a des-
cription of the action to be taken to resolve the problem and, if required,

a recommendation to establish new threshold values. Approved changes to
thresholds shall be documented in a SDDM. ,
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14. Joint Programs. When system acquisition programs involve more than
one DoD Component, the SDDM shall specify the lead DoD Component and provide
explicit guidance on the responsibilities of the participating DoD Components,
including threat support. The lead DoD Component shall establish the program's
objectives by promulgating a program charter after coordination with the other
participating DoD Components. Acquisition policies and procedures established
by the Lead Components shall be followed. The Lead Component shall conduct
internal reviews as required with the participation of the other Components.
This will reduce the extent of formal reporting as well as nonrecurring needs
for information.

15. International Defense Cooperation Programs: DoD Components shall take
action on the following areas and report progress at all milestone reviews:

a. NATO Rationalization, Standardization and Interoperability (RSI)
Program. See DoDD 2010.6 (ref h).

(1) Consider NATO doctrine and NATO member threat assessment. 1In
development of JMSNS, mission needs of NATO members shall be considered.

(2) During the evaluation of alternative system concepts, the DoD
Component shall consider all existing and development NATO member systems that
might address the mission need. Identify any performance characteristics that
cannot be harmonized with U.S. requirements or other constraints which preclude
adoption of a NATO member system. Determine testing requirements for systems
recommended for further development or acquisition.
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b. Other International Programs and NATO RSI programs:

During the evaluation of alternative system concepts, the DoD
Component shall:

(1) Consider all existing and developmental systems of friendly
nations that might address the mission need.
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(2) Determine whether a waiver of "Buy American" restrictions is -ﬂ\'
appropriate. -

sl

(3) Develop plans for further international cooperation in sub-
sequent phases of the acquisition cycle for items such as cooperative development, .
coproduction, subcontracting, and cooperative testing or exchange of test results.

]
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(4) Recommend U.S. positions on third-country sales, recoupment of
research and development costs, or sharing research and development costs, and
release of technology.

(5) In subsequent phases of the acquisition cycle, expand and refine
plans for international cooperation and develop plans for host nation inital or
joint logistics support, if applicable.
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16. Threat Definition. The effectiveness of a proposed weapon system in
its intended threat environment is a fundamental concern in the acquisition
process and shall be considered by the Components from the outset of an acquisi-
tion program. DIA will validate the intelligence used by the Components to
define the threat.

17. Alternative Concept Solutions. Alternative concept solutions to the
mission need shall be obtained competitively unless the Secretary of Defense,
in approving the program initiation, has approved pursuing a 