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A Users Guide to The Requirements Generation Process

Executive Summary

This handbook in intended to assist the Requirements Officer in the preparation of requirements documents.  It provides condensed information from collection of references to help ensure the successful development of requirements documentation.

Specific references pertaining to the requirements generation process as well as pertinent acquisition related topic are listed the back of this guide.    The user must read and be familiar with those instructions and use this document as a reference aide.

Please contact us with any questions, or comments regarding improvements in organization, accuracy, and content of this guide.  

We may be reached at:



Chief of Naval Operations










Requirements Validation Branch (N810)



2000 Navy Pentagon (Room 4D663)



Washington, DC 20350-2000

Phone: (703) 693-9009

Unclassified e-mail:   
hilarides.william@hq.navy.mil







reed.jeffrey@hq.navy.mil







aakre.thor@hq.navy.mil
uhl.john@hq.navy.mil







schweizer.david@hq.navy.mil
Classified address extension: …@cno.navy.smil.mil
Some Common Requirements Acronyms
ACT



Acquisition Coordination Team

ACAT



Acquisition Category (I, II, III, IV)

ACTD



Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration

ADM



Acquisition Decision Memorandum

AO



Action Officer

AOA



Analysis of Alternatives

APB



Acquisition Program Baseline

ASD (C3I)

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence)

ASN (RD&A)
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development & Acquisition)

CAIV



Cost As Independent Variable

DAB



Defense Acquisition Board

DIA



Defense Intelligence Agency

DPG



Defense Planning Guidance

DRPM



Direct Reporting Program Manager

CJCS



Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

CRD



Capstone Requirements Document

FFRDC


Federally Funded Research & Development Center (e.g. CNA, IDA, RAND, MITRE)

FOC



Full Operational Capability

IOC



Initial Operational Capability

IPT



Integrated Process Team

JPD



Joint Potential Designator

JRB



Joint Requirements Board - Precedes the JROC (Service reps are 2 Star level)

JROC



Joint Requirements Oversight Council (Service reps are Vice Chiefs - 4 Star level)

JRP



Joint Requirements Panel  - Precedes the JRB (Service reps are O-6 level)

JWCA



Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment

KPP



Key Performance Parameter

MDA



Milestone Decision Authority

NCCA



Navy Center for Cost Analysis

MAA



Mission Area Analysis

MNS



Mission Need Statement

MOE



Measures of Effectiveness

MOP



Measures of Performance

ONI



Office of Naval Intelligence

OPTEVFOR

Operational Test & Evaluation Force

ORD



Operational Requirements Document

OSD



Office of the Secretary of Defense

OT&E



Operational Test & Evaluation

PEO



Program Executive Officer

PM



Program Manager

POM



Program Objective Memorandum

PPBS



Planning, Programming and Budgeting System

Pre-JROC


Precedes the JRB (Service reps are O-6 level)

RDTE



Research, Development, Test & Evaluation

RO




Requirements Officer

SYSCOM


Systems Commands (e.g. NAVAIR, NAVSEA, SPAWAR)

TEMP



Test & Evaluation Master Plan

TOC



Total Ownership Cost

USD (A&T)

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition & Technology)

VCJCS


Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

1. The Requirements Generation Cycle


A.  Overview



An acquisition system is typically rooted in the Navy’s Mission Area Planning process.  This process is designed to convert Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) strategies to Navy tasks by identifying deficiencies of the current force to perform the described task and, eventually, identifying possible remedies to resolve the deficiency.  These steps can be summarized as the transitions of strategies-to-tasks, tasks-to-needs and needs-to-solutions.



The Navy’s first choice to resolve a deficiency in a task is the relatively low cost of identifying a non-materiel solution such as a change in doctrine, organization, tactics, or training, etc (DOTmLPF).  If it is determined that a materiel solution is required to meet the need (i.e. something has to be bought), a Mission Need Statement (MNS) is generated.

The MNS documents the deficiency in terms of operational capabilities.  It lists the Defense Planning Guidance documents to which the need responds, refers to a mission threat analysis, the potential materiel alternatives and the constraints related to infrastructure support that may impact on satisfying the need.   The MNS is prepared prior to Milestone A, and is validated and approved by the DCNO for Resources, Warfare Requirements and Assessments (N8) or by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) based on its Acquisition Category (ACAT), discussed later.  For additional information on the JROC and its processes, see CJCSI 5123.01, CJCSI 3170,01 and CJCSI 3137.01.
The acquisition cycle consists of three milestones (decision points) and four corresponding phases (illustrated in Figure 1), which span the life cycle of a program.  A milestone precedes each acquisition phase and represents the point in the cycle at which a designated Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) considers the future of the program.   Specific documentation is require at each milestone, to include Missions Need Statements (MNS), Operational Requirements Documents (ORD), Acquisition Program Baselines (APB) and the Test and Evaluation Master Plans (TEMP), which are updated and approved at the appropriate milestone.  The documentation is dictated by statue or regulation, while the specifics of format and content may be delineated in instructions.  At each milestone, new/revised goals are established which the program must meet in order to reach the next milestone.  Milestone decisions (e.g., cancellation of the program or continuation to the next phase) are documented in an Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM) signed by the MDA.
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    Figure 1 – The Acquisition Cycle

A new program is placed in an Acquisition Category (ACAT), generally based on the dollar value for Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E) and procurement (in FY00 constant dollars), but is also dependent on complexity and level of desired oversight.  These categories - broken down by sub-categories below - were established to facilitate decentralized decision making, while complying with Congressional mandates for appropriate oversight.  ACATs are defined as follows:

ACAT I – Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP) as designated by USD (A&T), or a program designated ACAT I by the MDA.  Estimated to have an eventual total expenditure for RDT&E of more than $365M or more than $2.190B for procurement (Information System ACAT I programs have different cost requirements as specified below).

ACAT ID – The MDA is USD(A&T).  The “D” stands for the Defense Acquisition Board (DAB), which advises the USD(A&T) at major decision points.

ACAT IC – The MDA is the Department of the Navy Acquisition Executive, ASN(RD&A).  The “C” stands for DOD Component.

ACAT IA – The “A” stands for Major Automated Information Systems (MAIS) or programs designated by ASD(C3I) to be ACAT IA.  Monetary value for ACAT IA differ from other ACAT I items, in that they require more than $378M Lifetime Cost, $116 Total Program Cost, or $32M Single Year Cost.  Subcategories exist as follows: 

ACAT IAM – The “M” stands for MAIS.  For these programs the MDA is ASD(C3I).

ACAT IAC – The “C”,  like for ACAT IC programs stands for DOD Component.  In the Navy’s case, ACAT IAC are programs for which the MDA is ASN(RD&A).

ACAT II – Major System Programs that do not meet the criteria for ACAT I, and have  an estimated eventual expenditure for RDT&E of more than $140M or more than $660M for procurement.  The MDA is ASN(RD&A).

ACAT III – Programs that do not meet the criteria for ACAT I or ACAT II and involve combat capabilities.  The MDA is designated by ASN(RD&A) and shall be at the lowest appropriate level.  Normally a System Command (Such as NAVSEASYSCOM or NAVAIRSYSCOM), the Program Executive Officer (PEO), or the Direct Reporting Program Manager (DRPM).

ACAT IIIA –  As for ACAT IA,  these are Information Technology (IT) programs, but are those that do not meet the monetary threshold for being designated ACAT IA, but are estimated to require more than $30M total program cost or $15M in any year.  There are not ACAT IIA programs.  The MDA is ASN(RD&A).

ACAT IV - Programs that do not meet the criteria for ACAT I, ACAT II or ACAT III and do not involve combat capabilities.  This category is defined by SECNAVISNT 5000.2 series, and applies to USN/USMC only.  It is considered to be a subcategory of ACAT III by the Joint Staff and other services.  The MDA is designated by ASN(RD&A) and shall be at the lowest appropriate level.  Normally a SYSCOM/PEO/DRPM.



ACAT IV(T) – Requires Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E).


ACAT IV(M) – Does not require OT&E.

AAP – Abbreviated Acquisition Programs are considered to be non-ACAT programs per SECNAVINST 5000.2 series.  While strictly speaking, AAPs are an additional subcategory of DOD designated ACAT IIIs, SECNAV has obtained specific permission to define the AAP category and institute reduced requirements due to the minimal amount of money involved.  The MDA is designated by ASN(RD&A) and shall be at the lowest appropriate level.  Normally a SYSCOM/PEO/DRPM.

  For more information on ACAT levels refer to section 1.3 of part 1 in SECNAVINST 5000.2.
An Analysis of Alternatives (AOA) is designed to examine a broad spectrum of potential alternative solutions to the mission need described in the MNS.  An AOA may be service-specific or Joint.  The AOA identifies one or more possible alternatives to the MDA for further development, based on cost and effectiveness.   For more information see Section 2, of Annex A to Appendix II of SECNAVINST 5000.2B.

Once the best alternative is selected, the resource sponsor writes the ORD.  The ORD addresses specific performance and related operational parameters of the proposed system and discusses how the system will be operated and supported.  The ORD is prepared during Acquisition Phase A, and is required to be validated and approved prior to the next designated milestone (usually MS B).  The validation and approval authorities are dependent on the ACAT level, and explained in the next section.

The TEMP identifies and integrates the overall structure and objectives of the test and evaluation program.  It also identifies responsibilities, resources, and schedules to be accomplished prior to future milestone decision points.  The TEMP is updated priort to milestones as requirements document are revised.  The TEMP is prepared by the System Program Director and validated by the Navy’s acquisition executive, ASN (RD&A).  For more information on TEMP procedures and format, see SECNAVINST 5400.15A.

B. Validation vs Approval

After your keystone requirements documents are written they will be submitted through a validation and approval process that begins with required staffing internally and among the other services.  The Validation of a MNS confirms that the need exists and cannot be satisfied by a non-materiel means.  For ORDs/CRDs, it confirms that the capabilities provided by the concept and system will fulfill the mission need.

Approval of a document follows validation.  Approval of a MNS means that the mission need is accepted as being valid.  Approval of an ORD/CRD means operational performance parameters and their thresholds and objectives are formally accepted as the materiel solution to the need.  However, obtaining approval of a “requirements” document (MNS, CRD, ORD) does not mean that the milestone has been achieved.  Milestone decisions are made only by the MDA. 

The validation and approval authorities of a MNS or ORD is generally based on the ACAT level, or potential ACAT level of the program which would be based on the document.  Navy approval authority resides with the CNO (for ACAT I) or with the DCNO for Resources, Warfare Requirements and Assessments, N8 (for ACAT II-IV).  As a general rule, documentation for ACAT I programs are validated and approved by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC).  However, JROC has the authority to delegate approval authority to the CNO, and in rare cases, may relinquish validation authority.  As an additional note, some ACAT II-IV programs may be designated as JROC Special Interest items, which are treated as ACAT I items with JROC oversight.


C.  Where to get Help



The Department of Defense Acquisition Deskbook (DAD) is a ready reference guide that includes all the actual acquisition related documents within the Department of Defense and the individual services.  It contains a very dynamic search engine that will allow you to search by key words and it will give you a full list of documents in which your word or phrase is found.  The deskbook is available on the Internet World Wide Web at “http://www.deskbook.osd.mil”.  



Additionally, you may call the Requirements Validation Branch (N810) with any questions related to your program development.  We can set up individual meetings and program reviews to ensure that your program is on the right track.  Our phone numbers and e-mail addresses are in the Executive Summary.

2.  Sponsorship
Requirements documents are authored by OPNAV Action Officers (AOs).  In some cases MNS drafts are generated by the fleet and forwarded to the OPNAV staff (N810) for solicitation of sponsorship.  Based on the subject and the scope of the effort, your Division may be asked to accept sponsorship of a MNS.

Many “JOINT” sponsored programs exist.  A lead service is designated as primary sponsor for any JOINT program, and is responsible for ensuring the required paperwork is completed and paperwork reviews are conducted to support the program.  Program documentation for JOINT programs require closer coordination in the review process to ensure every partnered service can follow the specific guidelines required to approve the document.  In those cases that Navy is the lead service, the requirements documents are treated as if they are Navy documents, with minor differences in coordinating reviews.  Details of these cases need to be discussed with N810 for adequate understanding.

In addition, there exist some Air Warfare related U.S. Marine Corps programs that are supported by Navy Air Warfare resources.  As the true resource sponsor, these programs require Navy endorsement prior to final approval by the USMC.  These programs are known as “Blue In Support Of Green” programs.


A.  Responsibilities

A Requirements Officer (RO) is designated for a program within a division and acts as the program advocate.  By accepting sponsorship of a proposed mission need, a division becomes responsible for all the document generation and staffing (administrative sponsorship) and for the financial support of the program (fiscal sponsorship).  When formally requested by N81, your division should review the acceptance of sponsorship and respond to N81 in writing accepting or rejecting fiscal sponsorship.  It is the sponsor’s responsibility to initiate the staffing of requirement related documents for review and eventual approval.   

3.  Mission Need Statement (MNS)
A.  Purpose


Identification of deficiencies and opportunities is a continuing process that is normally accomplished by a Mission Area Analysis (MAA).  This analysis looks across Service or DoD component boundaries for solutions.  The process may also begin with the identification of opportunities to exploit technology breakthroughs that provide new capabilities, reduce ownership costs, or improve the effectiveness of current equipment and systems.

Identified deficiencies or opportunities are called mission needs.  This analysis should determine if the need could be satisfied by a non-materiel solution.  Nonmateriel solutions include changes in operational doctrine, concepts, tactics, training, or organization.  If the need can be fulfilled by a non-materiel solution, the sponsor should refer it to the appropriate OPNAV division for action.  If the MAA determines that a materiel solution should be pursued, the deficiencies or technological opportunities should be translated into a MNS expressed in broad operational terms.

B.  Format
The MNS document format is contained in CJCSI 3170.01 series and is outlined below.  SECNAVINST 5000.2B directs that all programs, regardless of ACAT level, should adhere to this format.   All reviewer, including N810, use this format to audit your document for content.  We recommend you use it as a checklist.   Topics or sub-topics that are underlined should appear exactly as shown in the actual MNS.  Unless underlined here, there is no set format for sub-paragraphs (bullets, lower case letters paragraphs and parenthesized numbering).

Do NOT exceed 5 pages.

1.  Defense Planning Guide Element.

a.  Identify the major program planning objective or section of the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) to which this need responds.

b.  If applicable, reference the Joint Intelligence Guidance and DoD or Navy long-range investment plans.

2.  Mission and Threat Analyses.  

a.
Identify and describe the mission need or deficiency.

b.
Define the need in terms of mission, objectives, and general capabilities. (Do NOT discuss the need in terms of equipment or system-specific performance characteristics.)

c.
Discuss the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)-validated threat to be countered.  (May be service intelligence agency validated if non-ACAT I)

d.
Discuss the projected threat environment.

e.
Discuss the shortfalls of existing capabilities or systems in meeting these threats.

f.
Comment on the timing of the need.

g.
Comment on the general priority of this need relative to others in this mission area.

3.  Nonmateriel Alternatives.

a.
Discuss the results of the mission area analysis.

b.
Identify any changes in U.S. or allied doctrine, operational concepts, tactics,

organization, and training that were considered in the context of satisfying the

deficiency.

c.
Describe why such changes were judged to be inadequate.

4.  Potential Material Alternatives.  Do NOT evaluate these alternatives.
a.
Identify known systems or programs addressing similar needs that are deployed or are in development or production by any of the Services or allied nations.

b.
Discuss the potential for inter-Service or allied cooperation.

c.
Indicate potential areas of study for concept exploration including the use of existing U.S. or allied military or commercial systems or product improvements of existing systems.

5.  Constraints.

a.  Describe, as applicable, key boundary conditions related to infrastructure support that may impact on satisfying the need:

(1)  logistics support;

(2)  transportation;

(3)  global geospatial information and services support;

(4)  manpower, personnel, and training constraints;

(5)  command, control, communications, and intelligence interfaces;

(6)  security; and

(7)  standardization or interoperability within DoD components, NATO, and other allies and friendly nations.   

b.  Address the operational environments in which the mission is expected to be accomplished, including:

(1)  conventional;

(2)  initial nuclear weapons effects;

(3)  nuclear, biological, and chemical contamination;

(4)  electronic; and

(5)  natural.

c.  Define the level of desired mission capability in the above environments.

6.  Joint Potential Designator.

a.  Indicate the Joint Potential Designator (JPD) established through the validation

  process.  (In the draft, this most likely will be TBD).   Example:

US Army:

TBD

US Air Force:
TBD

US Marines:

TBD



Once you obtain the JPD assessment from the other services (via N810 during the initial document routing) replace the TBD with the actual JPD.

For Automated Information Systems (AIS), additional information should be included in the MNS as specified in CJCSI 3170.01 series.

C. Submission 

Once your MNS is written, submit it for staffing (see the Staffing section).   Generally, an initial 06-level staffing is conducted for review and comments.  After resolving 06-level comments and incorporating changes into the draft MNS, the document is staffed for a Flag-level review and endorsement.

Validation and approval of  MNS documents follow the general rule as described in Section 1.

4.  Analysis Of Alternatives (AOA)
A.  Purpose

An AOA is normally prepared by an independent analysis activity (e.g., Center for Naval Analyses) for the Navy or other Service.  The program sponsor is responsible for the preparation of the AOA.  An AOA is intended to prevent the pre-determination of a solution to a need by providing an independent, scientific study.  Additionally, an AOA is intended to accomplish the following:

(1)  Aid decision making by showing the relative advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives being considered and showing the sensitivity of each alternative to possible changes in key assumptions (e.g., the threat) or variables (e.g., performance parameters).  Are any of the proposed alternatives of sufficient military benefit to be worth the cost?

(2)  Document acquisition decisions by providing the analytical underpinning, or rationale, for decisions on a program. It may evaluate the costs and benefits using current systems, improved versions of current systems, systems in development, and conceptual systems.

An AOA, tailored to the scope, phase, ACAT, and needs of each program, shall be conducted prior to and considered at appropriate milestone decisions, for all DON programs.  The AOA aids in resolving MDA issues, and provides the basis for establishing ORD thresholds and objectives for cost schedule and performance.

B.  Preparation Responsibilities

The cognizant PEO/SYSCOM/DRPM, or cognizant Deputy ASN(RD&A), and CNO, but not the program manager (PM), shall have overall responsibility for the AOA. N7 is designated as OPNAVs Executive Director.  The program sponsor shall propose a scope of analysis for the AOA.  At a minimum, the scope of analysis shall incorporate OSD (PA&E) guidance, identify the independent activity responsible for conducting ACAT I and II program analyses, a set of alternatives to be addressed, a proposed completion date for the analysis, any operational constraints associated with the need, and specific issues to be addressed.  Designation of an independent activity to conduct the AOA for ACAT III and IV programs is encouraged, but is not required.

The scope of analysis shall be approved at each milestone, as appropriate by:  ASN(RD&A) or designee and N7/8 for ACAT I and II programs; the MDA and N7/8 for ACAT III programs; and MDA and OPNAV program sponsor (flag level) or designee for ACAT IV programs.  See SECNAVINST 5000.2 series for further implementation requirements.

A director, responsible for the conduct of the analysis, shall be assigned for each AOA.  The director must have a strong background in analysis as well as technical and operational credibility.

For ACAT I and II programs (and certain lower ACAT level programs requiring additional oversight), an AOA IPT consisting of appropriate members of the core ACT organizations, where established, and any other organization deemed appropriate by the MDA, shall oversee the AOA.  The AOA IPT and the ACT shall be kept cognizant of the analysis development.  The AOA IPT shall be co-chaired by the cognizant PEO/SYSCOM/DRPM, or cognizant Deputy ASN(RD&A), and the program sponsor.  At a minimum, the AOA IPT shall receive a briefing of the analysis plan and the final results, prior to presentation to the MDA.

When CNO requests, the program sponsor shall be responsible for scheduling a formal briefing of the final results instead of  a formal report.  The AOA final results must be reviewed by N810 prior to submission for approval.  A written formal report or briefing shall be approved as indicated in the following table:

	ACAT I & II

	ACAT III
	ACAT IV

	N8 and ASN(RD&A) or designee  
	N8 and MDA
	MDA and Sponsor


C.  Format

The following format is extracted directly from the Defense Acquisition Deskbook and SECNAVINST 5000.2 series.  We recommend you use the format guidelines as a checklist for your own review.  Topics or sub-topics that are underlined should appear exactly as shown in the actual AOA.   Unless underlined here, there is no set format for sub-paragraphs (bullets, lower case letters paragraphs and parenthesized numbering below).

1. The Acquisition Issue

a.  Need.  

(1)  Describes the deficiency or opportunity in the MNS.

(2)  Shows derivation from Defense Planning Guidance.

b.  Threat.  

(1)  Describes projected enemy forces and tactics, including potential countermeasures.

(2)  Cites sources for the projections and areas of uncertainty.

(3)  References the System Threat Assessment Report.

c.  Environment.  

(1)  Defines expected operating environment (terrain, weather, altitude, etc.). 

(2)  Notes Allied contributions where relevant. 

(3)  References the applicable sections of the ORD.

d.  Constraints.  

(1)  Describes underlying assumptions regarding personnel, funding, and technical constraints.

(2)  Shows effects, at the margin, of changes in the assumptions.  

(3)  References the applicable sections of the MNS and the ORD.

e.  Operational concept.  

(1)  Summarizes the organizational and operational plan for the proposed system.  

(2)  Covers forces, equipment, doctrine, and tactics.  

(3)  References the applicable sections of the ORD.

2.  Alternatives
a.  Performance Objectives.  

(1)  Describes quantitatively the minimum acceptable operational requirements and objectives for performance of the proposed concept/system.

(2)  Shows the impact of changes at the margin in performance and mission satisfaction.

(3)  References the applicable sections of the ORD.

b.  Description of Alternatives.  

(1)  Describes the alternatives investigated in the analysis.

3.  Analysis of Alternatives
a.  Models.  

(1)  Identifies the models used in the analysis and discusses the reasons for their selection.

(2)  Documents the input data and assumptions.

b.  Measures of Effectiveness.  

(1)  Identifies the measures of effectiveness used; explains the rationale for their selection.  

(2)  Presents results for the individual alternatives.

c.  Costs.  

(1)  Shows life cycle and force costs for each alternative in constant and current dollars.  

(2)  Displays sunk costs (if provided) separately.

(3)  Shows manpower implications and program and budget status.

d.  Trade-Off Analyses.  

(1)  Shows uncertainties in the cost and effectiveness estimates for each alternative.  

(2)  Analyzes sensitivity of the results to changes in performance and schedule.  

(3)  Identifies possible cost and performance thresholds for each alternative.

e.  Decision Criteria.  

(1)  Suggests criteria for selecting among the alternatives.

4. Summary of Results

a.  Summarizes the major findings of the analysis.  

b.  Highlights factors affecting the acceptability and affordability of the alternatives, both individually and in relation to one another.

5.  Capstone Requirements Document (CRD) 

A.  Purpose

A CRD can be used to identify overarching requirements for a system, or several programs that form a system-of-systems.  It serves as a guide for future ORD development and a vehicle for program oversight.  The CRD acts as a bridge between the MNS and program ORDs, as it contains performance-based requirements that facilitate development of individual ORDs by providing a common framework and operational concept to guide their development.  A CRD is not required in most cases for ACAT II-IV programs.  CRDs are most useful when the AOA suggests that a “family of systems” (i.e., several ORDs) will be required to satisfy the mission need.

The requirements included in CRDs have overarching applicability to all ORDs for systems belonging to the CRD’s family of systems.  Specific crosschecks are required when preparing an ORD to ensure that all applicable CRD requirements are identified and implemented in the ORD.  Due to the complex nature of these crosschecks, it is the current JS policy to limit the generation of CRD.  The imposition of these limits will be implemented by controlling the authorization of CRD generation through the JROC process.  As a result, it is expected that no CRDs which apply only to service specific requirements will be authorized or recognized true CRDs.  In general, CRDs will be authored and maintained by a designated CINC which most closely owns the functional responsibility to which the CRD applies. 

B.  Format

The following format is extracted directly from CJCSI 3170.01 series.  SECNAVINST 5000.2 series directs that all programs, regardless of ACAT level, should adhere to this format.  Any topics or sub-topics that are underlined should appear exactly as shown in the actual CRD.  Unless underlined here, there is no set format for sub-paragraphs (bullets, lower case letters paragraphs and parenthesized numbering).  Comments in ITALICS are not part of the format.  These are comments added for clarification.  

Note that the CRD format differs from that of an ORD in that paragraphs 5 through 8 (from the ORD format) are not applicable.

1.  General Description of Operational Capability.

a. Introduction - Describe CRD analysis and development process and DOD components that participated.

b. Mission Area Description

- Summarize the mission need

- Identify all related documents that impact CRD (MNS or other CRDs) or are impacted by the CRD (other CRDs or ORDs already in existence. State if any other CRDs will be superseded or made obsolete by this CRD

- Identify the possible implications for change to joint doctrine

c. CRD Family-of-Systems - Describe the FoS/SoS concept.

d. CRD operational elements - Identify the operational elements that are required to support the CRD mission area

e. Operational Concept

- Define the CRD mission operational concept

- Define the C4ISR operational concept

f. Operational Suitability and Infrastructure Support

- Define General and Specific guidance for suitability and infrastructure support

- Define other Support considerations

2.  Threat.  

a.  Summarize the nature of the threat to be countered, threat tactics, and the projected future threat environment for the mission area.

b. Threat information shall reference Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) or Service Technical Intelligence Center approved documents and is validated by ONI.  For ACAT I programs, reference the DIA –validated threat assessment.  (In some non-warfighting systems, the threat may be listed as not applicable.)
3.  Shortcomings in Mission Area and Existing Systems.  Do NOT describe a proposed system.

a. Describe the shortcomings or absence of existing capabilities and systems to fulfill the needs of the mission area in the context of the postulated threat (e.g., weapon systems, interoperability, planning).

b. Describe why existing C4ISR operational, systems and technical architectures views cannot meet current or projected future (joint) requirements for the proposed FoS/SoS. 

Note: The intent is not to build a CRD unique C4ISR architecture. In detail describe the proposed missing piece of currently established architectures that needs to be addressed to accomplish the mission. 

4.  Capabilities Required.  In this section you shall:

· Identify operational performance parameters (characteristics and capabilities) required, and Information Exchange Requirements (IERs) IERs identify the elements of warfighter information used in support of a particular activity and between any two activities.  IERs are to be used as the primary basis and measure for FoS/SoS interoperability in defining Interoperability KPP threshold (T) and objective (O) requirements for ORDs and CRDs

· Articulate requirements in operational, results-oriented, and measurable terms.

· Specify each performance parameter in terms of a minimum acceptable value (threshold) required to satisfy the mission need.  Objectives, if stated, should represent a measurable, beneficial increase in capability or operations and support above the threshold.  If an objective is not stated, it is assumed to be the same as the threshold.
a. Describe the requirements for the CRD operational elements (see table below). Provide criteria and rationale for each requirement and identify the threshold/objective if appropriate.

	Operational Element
	Requirements

	C4I (common to all pillars)
	Combat ID Capability

Surveillance, Detection and tracking

Common Operational Picture

Spectrum supportability 

Bandwidth Management/Capacity

Etc.

	Attack Operations
	Attack Operations Effectiveness

Attack Operations C4I

Attack Operations RSTA

Battle Damage Assessment

Etc.

	Active Defense
	Active Defense C4I

Engagement Assessment

Autonomous Operations

Etc.

	Passive Defense
	Impact Point Prediction

Inducing Targeting Error

Recovery and Reconstitution

Etc.

	General
	Transportation

Modeling and Simulation

Minimum Operational Capabilities

Information Warfare

Electromagnetic Environmental effects (E3)

Etc.


Example Requirement Summary

b. Timing of requirements should specify the time-based nature of the need and the events that are driving that need. 

c. Develop the CRD KPPs. Table below provides a sample KPP table summary.

d. Develop the CRD IERs matrix, in accordance with procedures described in the C4ISR Architecture Framework and from the IER matrix develop the Interoperability CRD KPP.  See ORD section format, para 4.b description for details on IER generation.

	Key Performance Parameter
	Threshold and Objective

	Interoperability
	As appropriate

	Combat ID
	"

	Early Warning
	"

	Etc.
	"


Example KPP table summary

Appendixes:


A: References

B: Distribution List

C: List of CRD supporting analysis

Glossary:

Part I: Abbreviations and Acronyms

Part II: Terms and Definitions

Tables:


A: Operational Element and supporting requirements summary

B: CRD KPP summary

C: CRD IER Matrix (extracted from Figure OV-3 from reference p)

D: As required.

D.   Submission 

Once your CRD is written, submit it for staffing. (See the Staffing section).   As mentioned previously, CRD generation is tightly controlled by the JS and the JROC process.  Current procedures dictate that all draft CRDs developed by DOD components will be submitted to J8 for review and determination for JROC special interest prior to validation and approval. 

It is expected that JROC will maintain validation and approval authority for all CRDs.  Past CRDs whereby JROC delegated this authority to the CNO are likely to be eliminated from the list of recognized CRDs.

When CRDs are generated, an initial 06-level staffing is conducted for review and comments.  After resolving 06-level comments and incorporating changes into the draft MNS, the document is staffed for a Flag-level review and endorsement.

Validation and approval of  CRD follow the general rule as described in Section 1 for ACAT I programs, where JROC oversight is maintained.

6. Operational Requirements Document (ORD)


A.  Purpose



As part of the evolutionary requirements process that begins with the mission need, the program sponsor will apply the results of cost-schedule-performance tradeoffs made during the Concept & Technology Development Phase of the acquisition process to identify operational parameters.  These parameters are the operational requirements that best characterize the most promising concept(s) to be pursued in the System Development and Demonstration Phase of a new acquisition program approved at Milestone B. 

B.  Format

The following format is extracted directly from CJCSI 3170.01A.  SECNAVINST 5000.2B directs that all programs, regardless of ACAT level, should adhere to this format.  This is how your ORD will be audited for format and content by N810.  We recommend you use it as a checklist.   Any topics or sub-topics that are underlined should appear exactly as shown in the actual ORD.  Unless underlined here, there is no set format for sub-paragraphs (bullets, lower case letters paragraphs and parenthesized numbering).  Comments in ITALICS are not part of the format.  These are comments added for clarification.

1.  General Description of Operational Capability.

a. Summarize the mission need. (If a documented MNS did not precede the ORD, explain the process that investigated alternatives for satisfying mission need).

b. Describe the overall mission area.

(1) Identify CRD the proposed system falls under (if appropriate).

c. Describe the proposed system.

(1) Describe the analysis that supports the proposed system.

d. Define the missions that the proposed system will be tasked to accomplish.

e. Describe the operations and support concepts summarizing the system's place on the future battlefield, its employment/operation, its organizational setting, and its sustaining and support interfaces.
(1) Describe the C4ISR (information exchange) operational concept.
f. Describe the benefits of Evolutionary Acquisition for proposed system (if appropriate). Requirements should be specified in terms of reasonable increments of capability described in the timeframes that will support evolutionary acquisition approach. The requirements must be time-based with the initial capability targeted for a 6 year IOC from program initiation. Requirements beyond the initial IOC must be specified in a time-phased manner and be matched to projected threats. Only those initial requirements that can be validated by the user as needed within the FYDP, should be defined for the initial acquisition. Subsequent requirements would take into account achievements in capability from preceding blocks.

2.  Threat.  

a.  Summarize the threat to be countered.

b.  Summarize the projected threat environment.

c.  Threat information shall reference Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) or Service Technical Intelligence Center approved documents and is validated by the Service Intelligence Director.  For ACAT I programs, reference the DIA –validated threat assessment.  (In some non-warfighting systems, the threat may be listed as not applicable.)

3.  Shortcomings of Existing Systems.  Do NOT describe a proposed system.

a.  Describe why existing systems cannot meet current or projected requirements.


b. Describe why existing C4ISR operational, system and technical architecture views cannot meet the requirements for the proposed system.

4.  Capabilities Required. - The following are essential elements when considering Key Performance Parameters (KPPs): 

· Identify the operational performance parameters (capabilities and characteristics) required.

· Articulate requirements in operational, output-oriented, and measurable terms.

· Specify each performance parameter in terms of a minimum acceptable value (threshold) required to satisfy the mission need.  If threshold values are not achieved, program performance may be seriously degraded, the program may no longer be timely and this may result in the program becoming too costly.  Base all performance thresholds on an analysis of mission demands (i.e., the AOA) or comparable fleet and commercial system experience.

· Objectives, if stated, shall represent a measurable, beneficial increase in capability or operations and support beyond the threshold.  The objective is the value desired by the user that could represent an operationally meaningful and cost-effective increment above the threshold.
· Those parameters that represent capabilities or characteristics considered most essential for successful mission accomplishment shall be identified as KPPs.
· IKPP is mandatory and is derived from IER matrix, critical items.  In some cases, where Top Level IERs do not exist, IKPP is not definable. 
Key Performance Parameters, with their threshold and objective values, are the cornerstone of the ORD and the common link to other vital documents.  A minimum number of KPPs should be your goal because failure to meet a KPP threshold can be cause for the concept or system selection to be reevaluated or the program to be reassessed or terminated.  KPPs must be chosen carefully – call N810 if you have questions.  (Testing terms that describe reliability, availability and maintainability are available in the Memorandum Of Agreement on Operational Suitability Terminology and Definitions to be used in Operational Test & Evaluation (OT&E) of May 1995. )

Information Exchange Requirements (IERs).  The warfighter also needs to identify the top level essential interface requirements for information exchange needed to support the proposed system as described in reference r.  IERs identify the elements of warfighter information used in support of a particular activity and between any two activities.  IERs are to be used as the primary basis and measure for system interoperability in defining Interoperability KPP threshold (T) and objective (O) requirements for ORDs and CRDs.  These IERs should be limited to only the top-level requirements that identify the on-board and off-board informational needs for the system to support the interoperability requirement.  The IER matrix and description is specifically addressed in para 4.b of the ORD.

ORD Interoperability KPP.   The ORD Interoperability KPP should define the level of interoperability for the proposed system.  The Interoperability KPP will be derived from the set of IERs that characterize the information exchanges to be performed by the proposed system.  ORDs that come under the umbrella of a CRD should ensure compliance with the CRD Interoperability KPP.

Program Affordability.  Cost will be addressed in the ORD.  Inclusion of cost allows the DOD component sponsor to emphasize affordability early in the proposed program.  The cost figure should be stated in terms of a threshold and objective (not necessarily a KPP) in order to provide flexibility to allow for program evolution and CAIV trade studies.  The sponsor may make cost a KPP if it desires and identify the cost it wishes to evaluate.

a.  System Performance.

(1)  Describe mission scenarios (wartime and peacetime, if different) in terms of 

  (a)  mission profiles,

       
  (b)  employment tactics,

       (c)  countermeasures, and

     
  (d)  environmental conditions (all inclusive – natural and man-made, e.g.,                        

                  weather, ocean acoustics, information warfare, etc.).

(2)  Identify system performance parameters such as range, accuracy, payload,       

      speed, mission reliability, etc.

(3)  Recommend which parameters shall be considered as Key Performance Parameters (KPPs).  Again, thresholds and objectives shall be stated in measurable terms.  Indicate KPPs with an asterisk (*),  in BoldFace or by any other means that would easily separate them from non-KPPs.

b.  Information Exchange Requirements. Identify the top level Information Exchange Requirements for the system for each mission area that the system is proposed to support (e.g., CAS, AAW, surveillance, reconnaissance). 

CJCSI 3170.01 series and CJCSI 6212.01 series mandate interoperability as a Key Performance Parameter (KPP) and the inclusion of high level architectural views in CRDs and ORDs to support efforts to ensure interoperability.  The use of these components alone will not ensure interoperability, but they are useful tools in understanding the operational concept and interoperability interfaces, depending on the completeness of the information provided.  The components are now key elements in the Joint Staff (J6I) C4I review of requirements documents and C4I certification (often called the Interoperability Certification).  This certification is mandatory for document validation and approval.

The CJCSI 3170.01 series provides summary guidance for the OV-1/SV-1, IER Matrix, and the Interoperability KPP.  Enclosure B of CJCSI 6212.01B describes in greater detail the required components, and discusses the process by which they are created.

The IER matrix is developed from the required high-level operational concept view diagram (OV-1).  This architectural view, also defined in the C4ISR Architecture Framework document, is the highest level operational description of the information exchange between “things” in the architecture.  The high level information exchanges are referred to as “top-level” information exchanges.  In CRDs, the “top-level” exchanges are those between systems that make up the Family of Systems (FOS) or System of Systems (SOS), or that connect externally to the FOS or SOS.  For ORDs, the “top-level” exchanges are those information exchanges that take place between the system being developed and systems which are considered to be non-Navy only – that is, owned in the “joint” and or coalition arena, by another service, another agency, or another nation.

CRDs and ORDs are required to have an IER matrix which is derived from the OV-1.  In general, there should be a one-to-one correspondence between each one-way line of information flow in the OV-1 and a line item in the IER matrix.

The required Interoperability KPP is derived from the IER matrix.  The accepted and standard form for this KPP is: Threshold – Achieve 100% of all critical top-level IERs; Objective – Achieve 100% of all top-level IERs.

The “critical” tag is identified as one of the IER matrix fields.  For CRDs, “critical” means failure to achieve will adversely affect mission.  For ORDs, it means failure to achieve will severely and adversely impact system mission accomplishment.  Keep in mind the connection between the critical IERs and the definition of KPPs to help determine which IERs are, in fact, critical.

ORDs also require a “top-level” system concept view (SV-1).  This view adds to understanding of the information exchanges by identifying the specific systems between which information is exchanged.  Occasionally, the SV-1 and OV-1 may be combined, and satisfy the requirements for both simply by identifying the systems on the nodes that are the end-points for the information exchange.

Examples and descriptions of each of the required views are contained in the CJCSI 6212.01 series.

Some simple rules that are essential in creating useful and accurate views:

-read the CJCSIs

-focus on electronic interfaces which exist between Navy and other-than-only-Navy systems

-remember  “top-level”

-start with the OV-1 

-establish a one-to-one between OV-1 lines and OV-3 entries

-remember that electronic voice communication counts 

-keep the OV-1/SV-1 simple

If a system has no “top-level” information exchange – then state that fact explicitly in paragraph 4.b of the ORD with a simple explanation, along with the words “Therefore, no top level OV-1, IER matrix, SV-1 or Interoperability KPP are needed”.

JFCOM JI&I support POC is Dave Ersek from SAIC (703/676-8772; DAVID.ERSEK@saic.com.    His group provides two levels of training.   The first is an overview, for managers.  The second is a workshop for the document writers.   The workshop will go through the IER matrix and the CRD linkage (aka CRD crosswalk).   The Interoperability KPP is currently the only mandatory KPP and requires a special review.
c.  Logistics and Readiness.

(1)  Include measures for mission-capable rate, operational availability, frequency and duration of preventative or scheduled maintenance actions, etc.  Readiness thresholds shall account for all system downtime, including scheduled maintenance.  The calculation of Mean Time Between Operational Failure (MTBOMF) per the Memorandum Of Agreement on Operational Suitability Terminology and Definitions to be used in OT&E of May 1995 shall be used as the operational system reliability parameter.

(2)  Diagnostic effectiveness thresholds shall be established for systems whose faults are to be detected by external support equipment or built-in test (BIT).  Threshold parameters shall include percent correct fault detection, percent correct fault isolation to a specified ambiguity group, and percent false alarms.

(3)  Describe in terms of mission requirements considering both wartime and peacetime logistics operations.

(4)  Identify combat support requirements including the following:

  
  (a)  battle damage repair capability,

  
  (b)  mobility requirements, 

  (c)  expected maintenance levels, and 

  (d)  surge and mobilization objectives and capabilities.

d.  Environmental, Safety and Occupational Health (ESOH) and Other System Characteristics.

(1)  Include any other characteristics that tend to be design, cost and risk drivers.

(2)  Address the following:

  (a)  electronic attack (EA) and wartime reserve modes (WARM) requirements,

  (b)  conventional, initial nuclear weapons effects, and nuclear, biological and   chemical contamination survivability,

  (c)  natural environmental factors (e.g., climatic, terrain, and oceanographic),

  (d)  unplanned stimuli (e.g., fast cook-off, bullet impact, and sympathetic      

        detonation),

  
  (e)  Safety issues regarding Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to Ordnance (HERO).

(3) Define the expected mission capability (e.g., full, percent degraded, etc.) in the various environments.

(4)  Include applicable safety parameters such as those related to system, nuclear, explosive, and flight safety.

(5)  Identify physical and operational security needs.

5.  Program Support.

· In this section establish support objectives for Initial and Full Operational Capability (IOC and FOC).

· Discuss interfacing systems (at the system/subsystem, platform, and force levels), specifically those related to command, control, communications, computers, and intelligence (C4I), transportation and basing, and standardization and interoperability.

· Identify companion ORDs and other Services that may have similar requirements.

· Include Joint Potential Designation (joint, joint interest, or independent) assigned by the other services (obtained during initial document review).

a.  Maintenance Planning. 

(1)  Identify maintenance tasks to be accomplished and identify time phasing for all levels of maintenance.

(2)  Include programmed maintenance and surveillance inspections such as nuclear hardness and structural integrity.

(3)  Describe the envisioned planning approach for contract versus organic repair.

b.  Support Equipment.

(1)  Define the standard support equipment to be used by the system.

(2)  Describe the test and fault isolation capabilities desired of automatic test equipment at all levels, expressed in terms of realistic and affordable probabilities and confidence levels.

c. C4I/Standardization, Interoperability, and Commonality. 

(1) Describe how the system will be integrated into the command, control, communications, computers and intelligence architecture that is forecast to exist at the time the system will be fielded. Include impact on current/planned C4ISR infrastructure, including methodology for assessment.

(2) Identify data and data fusion requirements (data, voice, and video), computer network support, and anti-jam requirements.

(3) Identify unique intelligence information requirements, including intelligence interfaces, communications, and data base support pertaining to target and mission planning activities, threat data, etc. 

(4) Describe considerations for joint use, NATO cross-servicing, etc.

(5) Identify procedural and technical interfaces, and communications, protocols, and standards required to be incorporated to ensure compatibility and interoperability with other Service, joint Service, NATO and other allied and friendly nation systems.

(6) The system must comply with applicable information technology standards contained in the DOD Joint Technical Architecture (JTA).

(7) Address interface requirements with Global Command and Control System (GCCS) or Common Operational Picture (COP).

(8) Address Information Assurance (IA) that covers the defensive capabilities that provide for the availability, integrity, authentication, confidentiality, and non-repudiation of the information to be exchanged and used.  IA should also include those characteristics needed for restoration through protection, detection, and reaction capabilities. To balance risks and gains, IA and Information Interoperability characteristics must be co-developed and co-evolved.  This includes implementation of Public Key Infrastructure (PKI) required to ensure information security over all voice, video, and data transmission. Interconnection of systems operating at different classification levels shall be accomplished by process (e.g., Secret and Below Interoperability (SABI)) that have been approved by the DOD Chief Information Officer (CIO) 

(9) Address energy standardization and efficiency needs for both fuels and electrical power as applicable.

(10) Address Electromagnetic Environmental Effects (E3) and Spectrum Supportability for systems and equipment.

d. Computer Resources  

(1) Identify computer resource constraints (examples include language, computer, database, architecture, or interoperability constraints).

(2) Address all mission critical and support computer resources, including automated test equipment.

(3) Describe the capabilities desired for integrated computer resources support.

(4) Identify any unique user interface requirements, documentation needs, and special software certifications.

e.  Human Systems Integration (HSI).

(1)  Establish broad manpower constraints for operators, maintainers, and support personnel.

(2)  Identify requirements for manpower factors that impact system design (utilization rates, pilot-to-seat ratios, and maintenance ratios).

(3)  Establish broad cognitive, physical, and sensory requirements for the operators, maintainers, or support personnel that contribute to, or constrain, total system performance.

(4)  Establish requirements for human performance that will achieve effective human-system interfaces.

(5)  Identify requirements for combining, modifying, or establishing new military occupational specialties.

(6)  Describe the training concept to include requirements for simulators, training devices, embedded training, and training logistics.

(7)  Include safety or health and critical errors that reduce job performance or system effectiveness given the operational environment.

(8)  As appropriate, determine objectives and thresholds for the above requirements.

f.  Other Logistics Considerations.  

(1)  Describe the provisioning strategy for the system.

(2)  Specify any unique facility, shelter, supporting infrastructure, environmental compliance requirements and associated costs and availability milestone schedule in support of the requirement.

(3)  Identify special packaging, handling, and transportation considerations.

(4)  Define unique data requirements such as engineering data for depot support and technical orders for the system and depot.

g.  Transportation and Basing.
(1)  Describe how the system will be moved either to or within the theater.

(2)  Identify any lift constraints.

(3)  Detail the basing requirements (main and forward operating bases) and associated facilities needed for training.

h. Geospatial Information and Services.  Identify cartographic materials, digital topographic data, and geodetic data needed for system employment.  Where possible, National Imagery & Mapping Agency standard military data shall be used.

i. Natural Environmental Support.  Identify the standard and unique weather, oceanographic, and astrogeophysical support required.  Include data accuracy and forecast requirements.

6.  Force Structure.

a.  Estimate the number of systems or subsystems needed, including spares and training units. This is only an estimate of the number of systems/subsystems needed, and will not serve as the definitive source for documenting the distribution or basis of issue.

b.  Identify units or platforms and quantities of these platforms (including other Service’s or Government agencies’ if appropriate) that will employ the systems or subsystems being developed and procured to satisfy this ORD.

7.  Schedule.

a.  Define what actions, when complete, will constitute attainment of Initial and Full Operational Capability (IOC and FOC). (leave flexible for these to be revised as the program is progressively defined and trade-off studies are completed).

b.  Clearly specify the operational capability of level of performance necessary to declare IOC and FOC.

c.  Include the number of operational systems, operational and support personnel, facilities, supporting infrastructure and organizational, intermediate, and depot support elements that must be in place.

d.  If availability in a specific timeframe is important, specify an objective for IOC and describe the impact if this objective is not achieved and identify a window of acceptability if appropriate.

8.   Program Affordability.  Cost will be addressed in the ORD.  Inclusion of cost allows the DOD component sponsor to emphasize affordability early in the proposed program.  The cost figure should be stated in terms of a threshold and objective (not necessarily a KPP) in order to provide flexibility to allow for program evolution and CAIV trade studies.  The DOD component sponsor may make cost a KPP if it desires and identify the cost it wishes to evaluate.

 Parameters designated as KPPs must be achievable, measurable and testable.  Since true O&S costs are dependent on many variables, but notably begin to accrue after development when the system is fielded, an O&S cost parameter is not well suited for selection as a KPP at the onset of system development.  However, a definitive O&S cost goal and threshold , combined with an agreed upon configuration baseline as a point of departure, and measurement strategy involving model derived estimates, will influence development decisions which impact this cost component.  As part of a description of program affordability, O&S will be established as a non-KPP performance parameter starting with the initial system ORD.  Specifying O&S cost criteria with an associated threshold and objective places emphasis on optimizing the most significant portion of program cost.  The methodology by which this parameter will be measured must be made clear by the requirements sponsor in the ORD, and involves concurrence with the testing community, cost estimators, and system program office.

The cost will be extracted from the ORD and included in the cost section of the APB.
Appendixes:


A: References


B: Distribution List


C: List of ORD supporting analysis

D: CRD(s) -ORD KPP/requirements cross walk/linkage (when CRD is applicable


When CRD(s) are applicable to an ORD, CJCSI 3170.0 series requires that the ORD document how ORD KPPs and requirements respond to all applicable CRD KPPs and requirements in Appendix D of the ORD.  Appendix D documents  the CDR(s)-ORD cross walk/linkage.  A list of  the current CRD’s is available from N810.
Glossary:


Part I: Abbreviations and Acronyms


Part II: Terms and Definitions

Tables: 

A: ORD KPP summary 

B: Information Exchange Requirements Matrix

E.  Submission 

Once your ORD is written, submit it for staffing (see the Staffing section).   Generally, an initial 06-level staffing is conducted for review and comments.  After resolving 06-level comments and incorporating changes into the draft ORD, the document is staffed for a Flag-level review and endorsement.

Validation and approval of  ORD documents follow the general rule as described in Section 1.

7.  Acquisition Program Baseline (APB)
A.  Basics

The APB contains the cost, schedule, and key performance parameters for the program.  APBs are described in DOD 5000.2-R, section 3.2.2.  With progression through the requirements evolution and acquisition milestone process, the APBs will change focus from concept (Milestone B) to development (Milestone C) to production. KPPs from the ORD (with their associated objectives and thresholds), combined with cost and schedule measures, will be included in the APB.

The program manager prepares APBs with user inputs using the procedures specified in Appendix I to DOD 5000.2-R.  APBs are submitted with the required milestone documentation for Milestone B and each succeeding milestone.  The KPP objectives and thresholds in the APB must be validated by the appropriate authority before the MDA's review.  Validation is normally accomplished during the ORD review.  The MDA is the approval authority for all APBs in accordance with DOD 5000.2-R, section 3.2.2.1, "Preparation and Approval." 

8.  MNS, CRD and ORD Staffing.


As a general rule, staffing within the Navy Staff for review of documents is conducted via email.  While it is the perogative of the originators of staffing to determine and request the type of response required to be considered adequate in each staffing (e.g. email response, PDF letter, paper letter originals), email verification of 06 level review is generally accepted.  Flag review requires endorsement sheet signature, but is usually accepted as an electronically scanned copy or an original paper copy.  Routing for final approval of documents is done with originals and by hand.  Close coordination with N810 to determine the current corrent process is required.

All staffing between Navy and entities outside of the Navy is conducted by N810, usually using web based application tools provided by the Joint Staff, and always on the SIPERNET.   N810 also conducts staffing of all documents to CFFC.

By instruction, 06 level staffing should be allowed at least 35 days for review and comment return.  Flag level staffing for review and endorsement is allowed 21 days.  

The flow of the staffing and approval process is outlined below for the most general cases.


A.  CRD Staffing.


The procedure for CRD generation is currently in the process of being changed to provide greater control of CRD creation and limit the growth of CRD which have direct affect on the complexity of ORD generation.  

In general, CRDs are proposed through a variety of mechanism, and if approved in concept by JROC, are directed to be drafted.  It is not anticipated that Navy Staff will be directed to draft a CRD.  Any draft CRD developed by a DoD component is submitted to J8 for review and determination for JROC special interest prior to validation and approval.


B.  ACAT I or JROC Special Interest Programs.

(1) Initial Review.  

ACAT I documents are reviewed both inside and outside the Navy staff.  While the resource sponsor staffs within OPNAV, N810 will facilitate the staffing outside the Navy in a concurrent process.  Figure 2 illustrates a flow diagram for the staffing of an ACAT I MNS, CRD or ORD for initial review.   

Step (1) 
-  Sponsor submits the initial draft document for Navy O6-Level review.  NAVY  CONCURRENCE MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE WE START THE JOINT STAFFING OF YOUR DOCUMENT.

-  Include N810 in the initial OPNAV staffing to allow our review and staffing to CFFC.

-  Initial Navy review comments will be returned directly to you. N810 will provide CFFC comments .

-  Comment types are more fully explained in step 6 below.

Step (2) -  After incorporating all Navy 06-level comments, provide N810 an updated, corrected  electronic copy of your document as an e-mail attachment.  

Step (3) -  If directed, N810 will withhold further staffing until Navy NRB/NROC review can be conducted.  NRB/NROC review should be expected for ACAT I MNS, first time drafts for ACAT I ORDs, or other special interest items.

Step (4) -  N810 will staff the document to the Joint Staff (J8) for staffing throughout the Joint Staff, Unified CINCs, and other DOD Agencies.  J8 will staff your document to the other services for JPD , and to J2, J4 and J6 for intelligence, insensitive munitions and C4I certification, as required.  The other services will assess Joint applicability and assign a JPD based on this assessment.  These are forwarded to J8 as well as the applicable certifications from J2/J4/J6.

Step (5) -  N810 will receive the other service and JS consolidated comments and initial JPD assessments.
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Figure 2 – ACAT I Initial Review Staffing Diagram

Step (6) -  N810 will forward CFFC and JS consolidated review inputs to the sponsor for  adjudication and resolution.   These comments may be “Critical”, “Substantive” or “Administrative”. Definitions are provided below:

CRITICAL.  A critical comment indicates nonconcurrence with the document, for both the O-6 and flag review, until the comment is satisfactorily resolved.  If the nonconcurrence is not resolved after flag review the document will proceed to the Joint Requirements Panel (JRP).  The briefing to the JRP will outline the unresolved issue(s).

SUBSTANTIVE.  A substantive comment is provided because a section in the document appears to be – or is – potentially unnecessary, incorrect, misleading, confusing, or inconsistent with other sections.

ADMINISTRATIVE.  An administrative comment corrects what appears to be a typographical, format, or grammatical error.

(2) Flag Endorsement, Validation, and Approval
After incorporating and fully resolving comments provided in the O6 Level review, the draft document should be updated and staff the document for flag endorsement.   Figure 3 illustrates a flow diagram for the staffing of ACAT I documents for final endorsement.  

Step (1) 
-  Submit the draft document for Navy Flag Level review and endorsement. Include N810 in the initial OPNAV staffing to allow our review and staffing to CFFC and to the Joint Staff.  Provide N810 an updated, corrected electronic copy of your document as an e-mail attachment.  

Step (2) -  N810 will staff the document to the Joint Staff (J8) for staffing throughout the Joint Staff, Unified CINCs, and other DOD Agencies.  J8 will staff your document to the other services, and to J2, J4 and J6 for intelligence, insensitive munitions and C4I certification, as required.

Step (3) -  N810 will receive the JS concurrence and required certifications.

Step (4) -  Collect all Navy Flag level endorsement signatures.  N810 will forward CFFC and JS consolidated review inputs to the sponsor for adjudication and resolution.   

-  Comments received will again be classified as “Critical”, “Substantive” or “Administrative”.  It is the sponsor’s responsibility to adjudicate comments.  

Step (5) -  Once all Navy Flag level endorsement signatures (signatures up to N81D endorsement signature), the sponsor must coordinate with N810 JROC POC to schedule briefings to the Joint Requirements Panel (JRP), the Joint Requirements Board (JRB) and JROC.  The JROC is chartered to validate and approve ACAT I MNS.  For ACAT I CRDs and ORDs, the JROC will validate KPPs and then either retain approval authority or choose to designate a Service as approval authority.  This coordination usually occurs before the end of the Flag staffing process to ensure JROC briefing schedules are affected as early as possible.

Step (6) -  Sponsor coordinates with N810 to prepare briefings for JROC process.  While the JROC process is being pursued, the document is smoothed and final signature package is prepared.

Step (7)
-  Following JROC validation and approval, final document smooth is routed for final signature through N81D for CNO approval.

Step (8) -  Once final approval signature is obtained, approved original copy is returned to N810 for serialization and promulgation.
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Figure 3 – ACAT I Validation & Approval Staffing Diagram
B.  ACAT II-IV Programs

(1) Initial Review.  

ACAT I documents are reviewed both inside and outside the Navy staff.  While the resource sponsor staffs within OPNAV, N810 will facilitate the staffing outside the Navy in a concurrent process.  Figure 4 illustrates a flow diagram for the staffing of an ACAT II MNS, CRD or ORD for initial review.   

Step (1) 
-  Sponsor submits the initial draft document for Navy O6-Level review.  IN GENERAL, NAVY 06 LEVEL CONCURRENCE IS OBTAINED BEFORE WE START THE JOINT STAFFING OF YOUR DOCUMENT.  HOWEVER, CLOSE COORDINATION WITH OUR OFFICE CAN RESULT IN CONCURRENT STAFFING AS SHOWN.

-  Include N810 in the initial OPNAV staffing to allow our review and staffing to CFFC.

-  Initial Navy review comments will be returned directly to you.  N810 will provide CFFC comments.

-  Comment types are more fully explained in step 6 below.

Step (2) -  N810 will staff the document to the CFFC and the Joint Staff (J6) for staffing throughout the Joint Staff, Unified CINCs, and other DOD Agencies.  J6 will staff your document to the other services for JPD, and to J2 and J4 for intelligence, insensitive munitions and C4I certification, as required.  The other services will assess Joint applicability and assign a JPD based on this assessment.  These are forwarded to J6 as well as the applicable certifications from J2/J4.

Step (3) -  N810 will receive the other service and JS consolidated comments and initial JPD assessments.

Step (4) -  N810 will forward CFFC and JS consolidated review inputs to the sponsor for  adjudication and resolution.   These comments may be “Critical”, “Substantive” or “Administrative”. Definitions are provided below:

CRITICAL.  A critical comment indicates nonconcurrence with the document, for both the O-6 and flag review, until the comment is satisfactorily resolved.  If the nonconcurrence is not resolved after flag review the document will proceed to the Joint Requirements Panel (JRP).  The briefing to the JRP will outline the unresolved issue(s).

SUBSTANTIVE.  A substantive comment is provided because a section in the document appears to be – or is – potentially unnecessary, incorrect, misleading, confusing, or inconsistent with other sections.

ADMINISTRATIVE.  An administrative comment corrects what appears to be a typographical, format, or grammatical error.
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Figure 4 – ACAT II and Below Initial Review Staffing Diagram

(2) Flag Endorsement, Validation and Approval.

After incorporating and fully resolving comments provided in the O6 Level review, the draft document should be updated and staff the document for flag endorsement.   Figure 5 illustrates a flow diagram for the staffing of ACAT I documents for final endorsement.  

Step (1) 
-  Submit the draft document for Navy Flag Level review and endorsement. Include N810 in the initial OPNAV staffing to allow our review and staffing to CFFC and to the Joint Staff.  Provide N810 an updated, corrected electronic copy of your document as an e-mail attachment.  

Step (2) -  N810 will staff the document to the Joint Staff (J6) for staffing throughout the Joint Staff, Unified CINCs, and other DOD Agencies.  J6 will staff the  document to the other services, and to J2 and J4 for intelligence, insensitive munitions and C4I certification, as required.

Step (3) -  N810 will receive the JS concurrence and required certifications.

Step (4) -  Collect all Navy Flag level endorsement signatures.  N810 will forward CFFC and JS consolidated review inputs to the sponsor for adjudication and resolution.   

-  Comments received will again be classified as “Critical”, “Substantive” or “Administrative”.  It is the sponsor’s responsibility to adjudicate comments.  

Step (5) -  Once all Navy Flag level endorsement signatures (signatures up to N81D endorsement signature), the sponsor must coordinate with N810 to provide a final document smooth.

Step (6) -  N810 routes document for final signature through N81D for N8 approval.

Step (7) -  Once final approval signature is obtained, approved original copy is returned to N810 for serialization and promulgation.
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Figure 5 – ACAT II-IV Validation & Approval Staffing Diagram
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