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Abstract The defense specification suitability review task determines the effectiveness of defense
standards according to the review cycle considering the speed of weapon system technology
development. In particular, this task can be viewed as a preemptive preventive activity from the
standpoint of munitions standardization. Therefore, the importance of the defense specification
suitability review task is increasing for the stabilization and economical procurement of munitions and
easing the barriers to entry of new companies into the defense market. However, the operation and
management of defense technical data are somewhat insufficient as the professional technical review of
the configuration management agency is limited due to the system development-oriented project
management in carrying out the work of weapon and non-weapon systems. Also, as the aging defense
standards at the operational maintenance stage restrict the application of advanced latest technologies,
difficulties in procurement and supply of munitions adversely affect the combat readiness and life cycle
costs of weapon system equipment. Hence, an implementation system for the defense standard
conformity review task was previously performed by the Defense Acquisition Program Administration to
avoid the adverse effect. But, the implementation system is planned to be changed by unifying it into
a state-of-the-art facility in consideration of the technical expertise of items in the operation and
maintenance phase of the equipment and the linkage with quality assurance of the technical expertise.
So, this study analyzes the defense standardization system of advanced countries and suggests a
policy/system management plan appropriate for the domestic (South Korean) situation of the defense
specification suitability review through the investigation of the operational status of the DAPA/military
investigation agency. Hence, it will be possible to contribute to establishing a munitions standardization
policy and systematic management plan considering the effectiveness and appropriateness of defense
standards.

Keywords : DSP, Defense Standardization Program, Defense Specification, Suitability Review, Standard
Policy
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Table 1. Classification of standards subject to defense
standard suitability review

Classification Review

Items with procurement records for 2 years
and 5 years as of the current year (F)

Active
specification

Items with no procurement record for 5
years prior to the current year (F) and
standards that have lost effectiveness are
classified as inactive and reviewed for
abolition.

*Among inactive standards, standards cited
in other standards are excluded from
revocation review.

Inactive
specification
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Fig. 1. Defense standard suitability review process
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Table 3. Defense Standard Suitability review task
execution system
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Table 4. Applied documents by type of US Department
of Defense documents

Applicable

US Department of Defense documents
documents

Defense
specification,
Defense Standards,
etc

DoD Manual 4120.24
Defense Standardization Program (DSP)
Procedures

DoD 5010.12-M
Procedures for the Acquisition and
Management of Technical data

Technical data
(Drawing, QAR,
etc)
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Table 5. Types of British Defense Standards

Type of Defense

Contents
Standards

Extant defence standards are the standards
required to support new and existing
equipment

Extant
defence standards

A standard created without full consultation

or amendment to meet special or urgent

service requirements or to aid in the voice
of opinion

Interim
defence standards

A standard document that is not used for
procurement of new equipment, but is
necessary for maintenance/management of
existing operating equipment.

It refers to the maintenance/repair of
existing equipment without updating, and
does not apply to the purchase of new
equipment

Obsolescent
defence standards

A standard that has been superseded or
deprecated. Abolished Defense Standards
cannot be used for future contracts or
orders, and may be used as a reference for
quality audit trails.

Canceled
defence standards
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Table 6. Status of Whether or not to Conduct a

Defense  Standard  Suitability Review
according to Standard Status
ty;::g)er; Active | Inactive |Conversion| Abolition Sum
(0] 2,826 1,996 95 5,407 10,324
X 629 1 1 2,945 3,576
Sum 3,455 1,997 96 8,352 13,900

Table 7. Whether or not Suitability Review for each
state of Defense standard has been carried
out based on the last 5 years

Division | Active | Inactive |Conversion| Abolition Sum
Revised
within 186 1 - 1 188
5 years
Enacted
within 175 - - - 175
5 years
X 268 1 2,944 3,213
Sum 629 1 1 2,945 3,576
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Table 8. Status of Suitability Review Within 5 Years
by Standard Status

Year of
Suitability | Active |Inactive |Conversion| Abolition Sum
Review
Within 1 025 | 1810 47 403 | 4,286
5 years
Above gy | 186 48 5004 | 6,039
5 years
Sum 2,826 1,996 95 5,407 10,325
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Table 9. Defense Standard Currents by Status (KDSIS)

i | o | e | o | o
Active 4,859 1,001,289 20,155 1,026,303
Inactive 2,284 - - 2,284
Conversion 449 33 - 482
Cancel 11,934 12,458 45 24,437
Sum 19,526 1,013,780 20,200 1,053,506
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defense standards) civil/performan standard Active/Inactive/R | number, form, |Complaints/Business
performance written as 2 detaled standard, whether to convert it N 5 N N
standards o 2 performance standard is first reviewsd DoDM 412024 ce standard |conversion/upd [evocation Review| material and Improvement
7. PRODUCT DESCRIPTIONS 5 - -
- nversion ate review warranty Requirements
2 Whether t It is reviewed whether the referenced KS, national article 58
HWhes r:,r ;w_ defense standards, MIL-SPEC, FED-SPEC, etc have | |\ “f ¢ it
converyanols been changed or replaced due to revision or = |Revision of citaton x Revision keep active (format (company
citation standards standards) .
abolition change) improvement)
3 Confirmation of Review of
E:?zi:fr;m Specifications that have not been procured in the Obsolete/Repla E”V”mr‘ne”;a”y adjustment of State"’f'th:'a't &
N < < ssi s 3 regulate A researc ther review
procurement | <% 9 years @re classified as inactive cement Review| %9 public defense saren.
substances analysis review
performance standards
2 Vihether or not Conversion to
quality assurance  |Stock number, form, material, inspection items, etc. Summary of future
items are modified o x company x actions
S User complaints, DoDM 212024 disclosure
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Table 10. Applicable Target by Suitability Review
Details

Review Factor Subject of Application

—

- Can be reviewed in defense
standards and parts unit

Can be reviewed in units of defense
standards

. Possibility of
switching between
civil and performance
standards

. Whether to
convert/abolish
citation standards

Can review all national defense
standards such as defense standards
and drawings

- Review of national defense
standards, inventory numbered
items, and identification of drawing
numbers in the case of sample
procured parts

. Confirmation of
equipment selection
and procurement
performance

Confirmation of inspection items in

4. Whether or not X .
uality assurance national defense standards
,q - QAR check for drawings included in
items are modified
the relevant defense standards
5. User complaints, . .
~omp - Applicable to national defense
manufacturer ) .
. standards subject to conformity
improvement .
. review
requirements
- Applicable in units of parts of
6. Part obsolescence or Dr? b
national defense standards and
replacement .
drawings
- Review of periodic matters such as
7. Whether laws and materials and surface treatment of
policies are reflected | national defense standards and
drawings
8. Disclosure of national|- Review of defense standards and
defense standards drawings
9. Research/analysis of |- Identification of technological trends

of related munitions in units of
defense standards

related latest
technology changes

Review all matters necessary for
maintenance and management of
defense standards, such as the
linkage between defense standards
and drawings

10. Other considerations

- Prepared requests such as follow-up
measures for matters requiring
revision among defense standards

11. General Opinion and
Suggestion
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