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ABSTRACT

Defense specification suitability review task means to examine whether to need enactment, amendment or abolition
of defense specification, and realistic and efficient review environment are urgently needed by improving system.
For the promotion of efficient tasks, the cycle of defense specification suitability review needs to be changed to 5
years for active specifications and 10 years for inactive specifications. To simplify the standards of defense
specification suitability review, the distinction between prior management items and general management items
should be abolished and the number of review items need to be reduced from ten to three. Also, in order to
promote substantial defense specification suitability review, a system improvement is needed to utilize retired

professionals from defense acquisition related agencies.

Key Words : Defense Specification(=5*712]), Suitability Review(X &4 E), Prior Management Item(% 8 #2355,
General Management Item(QR¥H42] %5, Quality Assurance Requirement(35 2 158 7-A])
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Table 1. The provisions regarding defense specification
suitability review in DAPA regulations

718 = Aeoszel o dadde] HAr|He =
FAAE AA - AR G252 E 3dvit 49
e HES L, 7 £

A% HAstolof sk,

-
ol
Pr(
rlr
s
>
il
do
o,
0%1"
ox
N

Table 2. The provisions regarding defense specification
suitability review in DoD regulations

Table 3. The provisions regarding defense specification
suitability review in standardized affairs
guidelines
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Table 4. The criteria regarding defense specification
suitability review in standardized affairs
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inactive
specifications of defense specification
technical data(as of November 11, 2015)

)

Table 6. The status of possession of defense
specification technical data
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Table 7. The subject of defense specification technical

data review per person of DAPA and the

ROK army
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Table 8. The definition of active and inactive
specifications of the US armed forces
(ASSIST site)!®!

Active Spec. : The document is approved for use in
all acquisitions or new design. The document date
in ASSIST reflects the date of the most current

version of the document.

Inactive Spec. : Inactive for new design documents
shall not be used, except to support or reprocure

existing items.

Quick _
Search

Database last updatas Nov 08, 2015 Horna | About ik Seach | ASSIST | ASSIST Udate

Basic Search  Text Search
Document I0; MILPRF1  Scroll down to access document images

Overview

Title; Electron Tube General Spec\ﬁcalmn for
Scope; This specification covars the and ratings for electron tubes used by the military departments.

Status: Active, D_m_umg_m_Qg_{g 1ZOCT2011
Next Review Due: 10-0CT-2016

Uoc Lalegory: Periormance Specication

Dist Stmt: See below

ESClArea; 5960
Qualficat

Fig. 1. The cycle of active specifications suitability
review of the US armed forces

Tiile: Electron Tube, Receiving Type 5654W 1/

Status: Inactive Document Date: 22-AUG-2014
Next Review Due: 19-AUG-2024
ESClArea; 5960 ¢ Calegory: Perormance Specfication Dist Stmt; See below

Fig. 2. The cycle of inactive specifications suitability
review of the US armed forces

Table 9. The cycle of KS compliance review(Industrial
standardization act)
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Table 10. The cycle of ASTM compliance review(ASTM
technical committee regulations)

10.6.3 Frequency of Review-A standard should be reviewed in is entirety by the
responsible subcommittee and shall be balloted for re-approval, revision, or within
E[ﬁve years of its last approval date.] If the standard has not received a new
approval date by December 31 of the eighth year since the last approval date, the
standard will be withdrawn.
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Table 11. The survey on defense agencies and defense

companies
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Fig. 3. The survey results regarding the adequacy of
development and management of technical
data
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Fig. 4. The survey results regarding the adequacy of
policies and procedures related to defense

specification
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Fig. 5. The survey results regarding the adequacy of
the current cycle of defense specification
suitability review
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Fig. 7. The improvement of defense specification
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