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o . - . REACTIONS/ISSUES

Qutside ARPA Rn1cr:ﬁﬁs. The ARPA nrow~um has heen well received by OSD,
03, and the Congress. Prescntaticn of “thrusts' has been casily Underﬁtuod
and the potentizl significance of the brealithroughs readily apprecsiaied.

Vhereas price te FY 1976, thiz total ARFA budgeL remafned essentinlly stetic
at avound $z00M, thiz year's buubph will be _} A great deal

of enthusiasm has baen genernted for the program in the Se1»ices, Joint
Chiels of 2ff, th» DDRAE, woud the Secrctary of Defense.

hanzzom g ARV AR IS ten dn Deb and its determination

Lo ramain o herd-hivti L crgantzation presents 2 sol of
managomant tssyes whdich must be dealt with s;cccuufujly to maintain the
organization's vigor., Somc of these follow; ’

licies -- There must be continuing monage-
ed for professional staff turnover. This
1 £ creating new programs,

i vapidly chanping tech-

vital programe.

© Staffing and Personnc
ment sensitivity to
is essential to the
keeping Prop
nolopies, and ms

e st o s

J

o J__I G{‘Ld;u ________ 5

to develop pos
to the Military

Ny : efforts are vequired
t trausition rosults of APA ruescarch
. here are wo cubenotic or built-in
processes or policics which esxsuve that this happonse-~the initiative
is with ARPA. It is essential that close aud continuing contact be

nci
maintained with Svaice Chicfe of Staff, Assistant Sccretavies for RD,

and Commanding O;;i; va of Meterial Acguisiticn Commnnds (AFSC, TAVIAT,
DARCGH) by do ¢1be1 oy nchﬁcuiL“ ard reeuiar hricfings and meetings,

ot
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C The ARPA Tmaze —— Care and seleciivity must bo exerclised to avoid:
invelvesent in rescarch programs promoted hy Sevvice RED orpanizoticns
~ solely to sccure ARYPA funding support. ARDA ghoa1d recognize and
: remsiln insensitive to Service K&D znd ODRNELE Staff members who per—
ceive of ARPA as an "interferox'" with Institutional biases- & objectives.
They would pzefer to see ARPA ouvtside of the mainstream fssues. The
vitality of the organization is lavpgely derived from its miscion of
being the adversary, tbhe risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken
eritic.

B e I

i et

Lo - = ™ -



o Viathidicy of Demonstration Pfograms ~— for the {irst time, ARDPA

has cstablished 1n FY 197% a program element making visible niajor
now technelogy demonstratica efforts and the relstively large

y erources they may requive. Preliminary Congressional and OSD

S:pif reaction has been pasitive, but critles may still raise the
guestion, "Why ARPA?". These technology demonstration programs will
waterially aid the transfer of teclinologies to the Services who

must vltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra-
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential of
ptess technolegy and help to accelerate the otherwise lovg, érava-oos
matarial development cycles of Service propramz.. The aliternative of
timply 1eporting research findings and speculating on their potential
rore often than not wmeans promising results go unnoticed and are

never considered or may be subsequentliy duplicsted by the Services

or are subjected to long and f{requent sub-critical exploitation attemnpts.

Technolopy Assessments —— The Technolepy Assessments Office wvags dis-

eritablished at the end of FY 1976. fThose efforts underuzy which wers

yelatable te the other technleal offices werce transferrcd to those
offices. In the future, technology assezsments will be wndertakern
25 part of the technical office function to examine and coapare the
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new iritiatives for the
Office. Those technolegy assessment efforts vhich are of broad ARPA
or DoD scope will continue under direct maznagenent of the Director,

LRYA.
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JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

The Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did
not prepare issue papers for the Ford-Carter
Transition Team.



05D
NET ASSESSMENT

ISSUES

The Office of the Director of Net Assessment has no specifically defined
‘responsibility for preparation or presentation of particular budpget issuen
or Congressional testimony as part of the annual appropriations process.
During the FY 1977 budget cycle, OSD/KA provided direct support for
Secretary Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary Ellsworth in preparation of a
variety of materials to support budget testimony and other Congressional
appearances by the Secretary. To this point in the budget cycle for

FY 1978, the office has been involved in preparation of Volume I of

the Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense, and in the development

of a program for the Department to respond to Congressional requests

for comparative weapon system presentations.

. i A
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* {..DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING . ..

‘The attached documents represent the "issue papers” prepared by DDR&E
for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford
to the Carter Administration. Althcugh they do not fully conform to
.the definition of “issue papers" as defined by U.5. News and World
‘Report letter of December 14, 1976, they sre believed to be broadly
within the intent of that definitiou.

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Boclogure 1. Some parta of some of these papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(l), in that they contain advice, opinionmns,
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose.

Partial deniel is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under
exemption 1 in that they.contain classified security information.
“The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
-denied information is properly classified under E.O0. 11652 and its
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the
national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1l); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggeations, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); i.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans.

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose" is the
protection of the ability of the govermment to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without hsving the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub-
1ic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly,
orderly govermnment would suffer if proposed governmental positions

were prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements,

Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

T:LﬂL




Enclasure 1

PAPERS TO BE RELEARSED

Note: Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
FederalVContract Research Centers (FCRCs)
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers
Joint Service Developmeﬁt/Test Programs’
| Systems Acquisition Management
Prototyping
Travel Funds
DOD Medical Research Charter
Reduction of Outyear Operatiqg and Support {0&S) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost {LCC) Reduction
Design ta Cost .
Specifications and Standards
:E‘{eliability and Maintainability
Soviet Technological Doctrine and Pr;ctice
Competition in Defeﬁsé Procurement

Expeditious JOT&E of IIR MAVERICK

Ael,




DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES

1. Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which

will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstratlon programs. :

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately

74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals, These laboratories
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which

is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are
directed toward mcreasmg the innovation and productxwty in the

. laboratorles.

© ' The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and
- supervision'is being increased. To initiate this, block
" funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead
- laboratory concepts for technology areas have been
- - implemented. : . S .
© . We are increasing ‘the use of investment strategies as a
' .- technique for apportioning the resources across the various
i technology areas in the Technology Base.

"o, The la.boratorles are belng a.ss1gned pru_:ne technology
: area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower dra.wdowns in redundant o

-+ 7 . and lesser productwe areas. -

o - The percentage of_the Technology Base work which is
- . periormed by universities and industry is being increased
" 'to take advantage of their umque contnbutmns to the
S prograrn. : :

" o'-. The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
© . .tion is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
~-Asgessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems

which are meeting Defense Systems Acqur.s ition Revxew
Council Milestones I and II

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76




S

.2

3. DoD Position: As in-~-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted 2nd are being
implemented.

4, . Current Status: Fundmg allocation increases in the Technology
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the

-Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings bave been placed on the

amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in-
house with the ultimate goal of achieving 2 maximum of 30% in-house.

' The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is

approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown ‘
amounts to approxlmately 6 900 authorlzat!.ons to be completed by the
end of F'Y 78. : E

. © o
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"- FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS
. (FCRCs)

S S
b

. - ... .... . . . . L

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managiAng DoD-

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress‘?

2. Ba.ckground Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII, The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government
a.gencxes have similar orgamzatlons. S

, System Engineering/ - =~ Studies &

" lems exist with using FCRCs: - -

Laboratories  Tech Direction (SE/TD) - Analyses (S&A)

o (FY76) (FY76) - . (FY76)
- MIT Lincoln = $51M  MITRE Corp = $45M ~ RAND $17TM
Johns Hopkins' = $53M  Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $10M

"Penn State - $8M R . ANSER $2M
$112M S $127M T $eM

LaboratorLFCRCs perform d:.fflcult tec'hmca.l pro;ects embramng both
research and new prototype systems concepts. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,

communications and cormmand and control (C3) systems. (S5&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations
for force planners, ].OngthB managers, R&D managers, h1gh officials
on DoD sta.ffs, etc.. :

A high degree of control_ is maintained over FCRCs. - The Senate Armed

Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob-
»

. o0 Several years ago, Gongress expressed concern regarding salaries,

“pumber, size of operation, etc, These concerns resulted in the _
imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceﬂmg. However, this cciling
" has not kept pace with mﬂatlon. o

o _‘ Cona'ressmnal concern has been expressed more recently reoard‘ng
" how we use FCRCs, i.e.,, as ”exuensmn of heauquarters staffs,’

espec1ally the S&A FCRCS. S A

| ' “E oL o ODDIREAT)
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- .UNGLASSIFIED . .. ~ - 2

00 .o Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-pt'ofit
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta:.ns to the success

of some FCRCs in dlversnhcatmn.

To. The fiscal cegiling has espemally been a hxndrance in accomphsl'ung
space and C SE/TD work, : :

3. DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976

.in response to Congressional desires. Principa_l acHons are as follows:

o Ana.ly-hcal Semces (ANSER) will no Ionger be an FCRC. S -.-'
o The Apphed Physms Laboratory (J'ohns Hopk1ns) and Apphed Research -
. Laboratory (Penn State) will not be cons1dered FCRCS begmm.ng in

’ FY 1978. : . : : LT - o ._..'.“. ) '.'..".—,'-_:'-- .

- P . . - - Bt

. k I T
e T . - e -,
" o . o . -

f." o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval 'Ahalyses (CNA), Proje'ct )
R ~ Air Force (formerly.Project Rand)and the Institute for Defense Analyses -
. {IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels, The

'~ non-Project Air Force aspects of R.AND Corporamon wﬂl not be consid-
@ '"eredaﬂFCRC o S A ;--"s"'.-?z’.‘.'*'..'!

: - M,ITR.E-Bedfofd will be separated from MITRE-Washington. ' All DoD

- G~ work will be done at Mitre<Bedford, MITRE-Washington will not

.- be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work "
CL - unless of direct benefit to DoD Level of DoD effort at Mltre Beoford
FOR _w:ll be governed 'by DoD C workload

. Lo AL e

- o Aerospace Corp vnll be restrlcted to DoD space program endeavors

- except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD-NASA).
Level of DoD effort at Aerosgace w111 be governed by DoD space .
system workloa.cL -

4, Current Status:- A report was provided the four concerned Congre%sional
Comurmittees. Informal approval received, DoD will be implementing above
‘actions in the FY 78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions

{ -~ - . ~ip their reports on the budget will provide basis for future management of

- . FCRCS.-, ) :

| T " UNCLASSIFIED '

Iy N
- ." N L



‘unacceptable hazard.

,._:'-'_‘;_.aubjects will be used. e

DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS

- T . T

_ Subject of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans

are being used as guinea.pigs needlessly and under circumstances of :

. e— CU— . e em— T LY B YT

- Background: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who .perfomi

tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

. that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the tzst subjects.,

~ These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
.~ had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its

~ own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human.

. volunteer subjects, a.lthough this point was carefu_'lly avo1ded or 1gnored

mtb.e hea.rmgs. Ny L o T

DoD Position: DoD must conduct tests that use hurman test volunteers

--.in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed

‘tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planmed,

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.

: _ As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a pational level,
... they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and

critique of our R&D, In all cases, only fu.llyr informed and volunteer

2

R ST RPN OAD(E&LLS)w " .
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JOINT SFRVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the
same basiec operational requirements.

Background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsysteas

intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec~
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
vltimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem caanot

"~ be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully

examined and coordimated to elimimate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,

and achieve interoperability and flexibility of wmixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(ISL) in working grouﬁs.

Certaln technology areas have been identlfled as prime candldates

" for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state

of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-~third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact

“that annual support costs for these military equipments are egual to

the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant

‘ecost reductions.

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to
stemning proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requivements. Our policies to achieve this objective are
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces-
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

Status: We have established commonality between Services that is
intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremants’™
process and other existing means to identify those items which are

‘candidates for Single Service management. The assigament of the "lead"




Fres

Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate QSD
offices. .
At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, ths Air Force has been assigned as Executive

Agent for the development of the nmew beyond visuval range air-to-air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSCR.
Simllarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacemant will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operatiomal
requirements. '

-
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SYSTEHS ACQUIS{TIO .PNAGEH

Issue: In order-to maintain national security in times of highly
constrained defense bucgzts it is imperative that we manage the
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner.

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems

acquisition were established in msd*lﬁ?l with the publication of DoD _
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.' Since that
time the results of several study efforts for impraoving the defense

systems acquisition process have been. published, i.e., the Commission

on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group.

,"

Dod Posnt:on:' While many of the recomm:nded |mprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implerented we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes.

Current Status:. In many areas we have made major strides in improving

the management of DoD systems acquisition.. Some of these managemsnt

‘-tnitiatives are:

" a) Fly-befbre-buy (hardware demonstrafion)‘ ’ .

b} Achievement milestones vs calendar miliestaones o
c) Competition, especially durlng system validation . .
d) Design to Cost . . e e

e) - Hi-Lo- force mix Lol B R
f} Creation of viable options S -
g) HMaintaining strong technical base P
h)f lmproved program manag=m=nt - u—f* SR 5}i o

Other areas of pronns;ng efforts undenuay but stull evolvnng are: .

a) "FrOnt*end“ plann:ng*nlssson needs and a.fordaolllty
b) Life Cycle Costing -

Sound maraceinznt of defens2 systems acquisition impacts on the defense
posturs of the U.S5., |t is probably the single must important task of
DoD as it impacts dircctly on foirce readiness, the yeairly defense budgat
and also the outyear expznditures for operating and maintaining our

weapon systems. Ve will contines to evaluate all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficient

devalopment, production, onzration apnd support of our defense.system.

m
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. PROTOTY LG

Issue: To- improve the basis for management decisions during the .

development and acqulsat:On of defense systems and equ:pment.

Background: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstratlon,

rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions.

'I't has been referred to as the "fly before buy' or "test before buy"

approach to system acquisition.- in practice, it calls for investment
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, hzs been emphasized as a management tool

by bhis successor, DepSecDef Clamnents, and has become zn important

" ald to defense deC|5|on-mak:ng. Congress has debated the merits of

prototyplng and endorsed ltf appllcat:on in defense programs.

DoD Pos:tuon: Prototyplng is an aid to nanagement that refleces .a

basic prnnc:ple of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of
risk. ‘It must always be viewed in the decision-maliing context. It
is not, and must not become, an end cr objective in itself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is reeded to support and strengthen
our basis for decisions, not as ”tho thing to do'' in order 'tu gct

programs approved.

: . o
Currert Status: Ve hove gained corsiderable expecrience in protctyping
over the past several years; however, there is still some ml5L1'Pr-

_stuudlng of the dlffcrcnee between ite two fundamzntel uppliCdt.unq

Prototyping is used durlug Lh° acguisition cyclo to reduce Lhe ricsks
associated with cpplying advanced technology to meet definad opera-

-tional requiremznts. .These are the "full-scale cng:neer:ng develop-

ment'' prototypes. (Cxamples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle;

~Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter;

Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it Is impractical to
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied tu subsysters
and components. ({Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAN; lizvy Hodulor

Clectronic Warfare Suite,)

Prototyping is e¢lso used to explore and zdvance now technology prior
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "technology
base'" or "exploratory development' prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities,
stimulates compatition .and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Fsghter' Advanced Medium 5TOL; Electronically
Agsle Radar. )

LA
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Budget Related Issue

. : TRAVEL FUNDS

Issue; QDO(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77.

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E, These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to rmaintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Qffices and the Front Qffice Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. .

P051t10n: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate.
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.

ODDI/R&AT)
30Nov76




-

(=

. Budget Related Iss;ic

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requests
are beiag denied in cases where any other agency iz conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and TY 77 buduet cycle
denied DoD requests for more=2y for research in drug and alcohol abuse, 2nd
a2 series of infectious and dental diseases. The basis for denizl has

been that the Depariment, Healtlk, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is
doing woxk in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should rot require

any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where

the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment.

" A GAOQO review of infectious disease research wes completed in FY 76,

overseas laboratory reviews are underway now whick could cause
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond.

: B'udgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made uniil late in

the fiscal year. As a result, money had beer committed to new and

‘continuing eiforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus,
", when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional

funds were 2lso lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to

_coatracts bad bean made and could not be recouped.

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw irom the civil

and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

. unique problems of the Military Services or those aspects of the

problem that the civil sector cananot or will not address. Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a compl_m.pntary
effort that prow.das specialized results of interest to DoD.

-
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PEBUCTION OF OUTYEAR GPEuATING AMND SUPPORT (0453 CORTS

1. Issuv2: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budzat allocated
to system opsrating and support costs, while at thz sasz timz maintain-
ing operational readiness.

2. Background: Contianued growth in the fraction of thz DoD budget
allocated to opsrate and support current systems has impairad force
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducingz the future 0&S
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this treund as

‘new systems enter the inventory.

Better visibility on the specific 04S costs of current systems is.a
necessary step in definingz and reducing th2 055 cost of future systems.
Tue next step 1s to employ the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Positioca: We are confident that we can achieve thz ability to
identify and track the 045 costs of individual types of defense systecs.
We must 2lso coatrol the future O&S costs of systems now 1n developmznt,
50 as to achieve a net reduction in the 0&S portion of the DoD budger.

4. "Current Status: The DzpSecD2f memorandum on Raduction of Outvear
Op=rating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military
D=partmaats to establish 0&S cost targets for each major system now in
development, and to propose m2thods to assess the net 0&S cost iwmpact

"on future Dzpaxtmant budgets of all DSARC decisions.

The Services hava forvarded their planned approachas to the establish-
mznt of 0&5 cost goals for all major prozrams now iLn the D3SARC process
and proposed methodology for annual -assessazat of the nat 0&5 cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refineracts
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress.

HN
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ULCLASSIFIED

VISIBTILITY AND HANAG:H?ST OF OPERATILLG P”J SULIPGRT COSTS

:'elop wathods for determining the operating and support
hle to pETCICler Defense systems.
2: Backzrouvnd: Se?Def and DDR&E posture staztemen nts for FY 1976 men—
tioned the need to improve visibility on the ppsrating and support
(0&S) costs of current systems, as a necessary step in reducing the

y > Ty P &
life cycle cost (LCC) of future weapon systems.

-
&
s

During SecPef's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDRSE responded
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems.

Thereafter, Senator Culver proposed an amendment to-the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This ‘amandaent
wvas deleted in conference when DoD stated it was unzble to provide
such estimates for all major systems. However, DoD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for alrcraft systems with

the FY 1978 budget.

3. DoD Position: Ue can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accountiag svstems were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual weapon
systems. We are working to improve visibility on operating and support
costs. : : :

4. Current Status: ASD{(I&L) has been tasked to define the managenmant
information system needed to account for D&S costs by weapon system
type. The Services have presented their proposed management inforrma-
tion systems for ASD(I&L)} review. Refinements in. response to ASD(I&L)
review are now in progress.

ASD (Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD accounting systems
as necessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(Ii&L).

OSD and the Services are working to improve cost comparability smong
the Services. :

The Air Force demonstrated a p;nuoLy7= 0&S cost maneagement information

system for aircraft during FY 1977.2nd is now evaluating its effectiveness

prior to scheduling its expansion to other types of wespon systems. The
Army and Navy zre working on similar projects, and the ¥avy has also
vy vy o ]

- ¢oviloped plans for zn 0&S cost Mepagem=nt Information stcem for ships.
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LIFE CYCLE COST (1.CC) REDUCTION

zrrating, =alo-

i. Issue: To d=ficz= and reduce the total cost of acquiring, ©p
taining and supporiing defense systems, vhile at the same tim> m2intainieg
force modermization, readiness and opzrational effectiveness,

2. Rackground: LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. There is
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Preszat appropria-
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to idemiify developmzat, procuremant
and wilitary construction costs of specific weapon systems. Howzver, operat-
ing and support {0&5) cost appropriations are related to type of organization

and function, rather than to type of weapon system.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and
w2 are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs
to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part

' of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are mecessary to define and reduce the 04&S
cast of current and future wveapon systems. Those steps are now undarway.

4. .Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers):

Dasign to Cost — DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Departmznts to design systems to predetermined unit production costs, and to

‘trade off parformance, schzdule and quaatity as nacessary to meat cost goals.

Most major systems not yat in production eithar have established DIC goals or
have made cost an "equal partmar® with “cost drivers" in early design studies.-
DiC is an issus at DSARC reviews and correciive action is directed for breach

‘of DIC thresholds.

Visibility.and Hanagement of Cpzrating and Support Costs — A DapSszcDaf

" memorandum dated 16 Octobar 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to dafine the managampent

information system nmeeded to account for the 0%S costs of current systeams by
system type. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
2s necassary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for

.such an information system and refinements are in progress.

Reduction of Outyear Op2rating and Support Costs ~ A DepSecDef ma2wmorandim
dated 28 February 1975 directed the Military Departmeats to establish 0&S
cost goals for each major systemn devalopmznt program and to propos= mathods
ior an annual assessmznt of the nst impac: of 2ll DSARC decisions ou thz 04&S
portion of thelr outyzar budgats, Tha ovarall objoctive 1s a n2bt aonu ’
reduction in. that fraction of the DoD budez: allocated to OLS costs.

al

and waintainability {R4H)

Religbility and Mainteinability — Reliasblilitty
zra system paramzters that link systea des c.a vacteristics to OG5 cosz,
r2adinzss and operational effesctiveness. itative R&M rcou1r5maf s ave
row included inm alwost all DCPs; howevar, 3icg on R&M neads to bn
clarified and extended to subsystems and 1 'Za -major syftha, in oriss
acilitate LCC raductton. DDEET and AST '*L) are prcparln a Dol Dirae—

)

g 3
v on this subject ahd supervising the revision of appropriate Milicarcy
Grandards. .
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DESIGN TO COST

1, 1Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management pélicy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre~set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975, Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F~18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost
drivers. ’

ODDR&E /CAD(SAM)
UNCLASSIFIED 1 DECEMBER 1976
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SPECIFICATICHS AND STAR!
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Problem: With increasing costs of defense systems, crnuip-
ment and material, there were COncCerns thﬂt military
SpElelC&thu% were tite ''cost 6r1ver°”‘

. £ .
Issue: 'Mllltary spacifications and standards have CoETe
OCC&blOHdlly contained unrealistic, obsolete or marging -
requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

=

DoD Position: DoD is zttacking the problem on three
fronts: : B

a) ASD(I&L) and DHR&J co-sponsor the lefense Material
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con-
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza-
tion progran managemeni to recommsnd necessary chagges
in policy to the Secb:f,

b) At the request oi LupSecha®, the Sorvices hsve
‘established RFP (A quost for Froposal) Roview Eairds
to review and "scrub' EFPs, prior to their forma:l
release to hidlers Toany :.c:&a**e sliremernin on ol
unwarranted o3 i ts, inpgludirs
specification regqui

c) ASD(IH“ cnd LUREE jointly cstabiished a !
Science Boerd Tesk Forc: To rvecomzond spuvopriato
specifications und stondards poiicy.

Status:

A. DMSSB:

\]
[
v
oy
]

[
H

1) Now have five Tuchnic
Electrsonics, kriricat
Audlo Vi%ual). The M
prepared an ini=2rim p
system of heasu;ﬁ*ﬁﬁ*
by Depfecbai.
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2) A task group rocvised the Dol Standard
Manuzl ceoveving specificat Tenara
coordination and managemsn

DDREE
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BFP Revicew Boards:

All three Servicas have esta b;lshﬂd these review

boards and are actually scrubbing new major systiem
RFPs. On several procusrements, draft RIPs were
subnitted to industry prior to.formal relezse to
bidders soliciting ccmments on the identification
of cest-driving elements and suggestions on how to
meet the intent of the need at lower cost.

Defense Science Doard Task Force:

Found that while needing continual attention for
improvement, specifications and standards vere
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
problem was really the over-application (or blanket
application) of these documents, which in many czases.

resvlted in unwarranted costs.  Among the Task Forae
recommendations are: 1) ”tdllo*nuu' or selactiive
applization ¢Ff the specifiication requlrements to .
each pragram, 2) establish an enviroamedt to provida’
incentives or tractovs/bidders for proposing
teilored spac catlons und fo coomnending cozt
effective waivors to reduce oo nd ) eaveation
- Progra fi cifi anplicationg
ci The ;ices are. Lwrle:tly
£t s o recommendations

T Pau Pt . 2 . e g =g W s e et
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UNCLASSTIFIED

LIABILITY AND MATHTALHABTLITY

R
1. Ifssuve: To reduce tra operating and support cost of defense systaas uvhile
mainialolng or increasi thelr readiness and oparational effsctivenszss.
2. Dackground: Relisbility and Maintainability (R&{) are measuradble pzrfor-
'

manceé parameters that link system desipn characteristies to readliness
effectiveness, operacing and support cost. Tuproved REM simultaneous
increasas readiness and parcemtage of successful missions, while decroo

i

maintenaance, supply and maapowar requirerents. In the past, field re

‘has often been only a2 fraction of that "dsronstrated” by the contractor in

REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. Tnis occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a
“failure" ware not relevant to actual field experience. O0SD has major
initiatives underway to improve this situatioa. '

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed om improving the R&M of

systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already iun production.

4. Current Status: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
M Tad

all DCPs and attalnm2nt of these thresholds has bacoms an issue at DSAUC
raviews. The Daputy Director (Test and Evaluatioa) has placed a high priority

.on Z&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his

repcots to the Deputy Secrecary of Defemse and tha DSARC Chalrman at all
critical milestore decisions.

ODD2EE and OASD(ILL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure thase
paramzters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process for
both major and less—than—major system and subsystem programs.

The Military Dﬂpaereﬂts are revising Military Standards pesrtaining to rell-
ability, ‘especially the reliability of electronics equipmeat. Thesa revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increasad
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more
realistic test facilities 1s to bz paid for by shorter total test tiwmz and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

The S=2rvices have recently included in their budgets funds to improve rsadi-
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment i tha field. - This 1is
accomplishad primarily through thD unorad1 az of aguipmznt reliability
maiantainability identified by or zatlons spacif ically charged with

responsibility such as tne Al e Prooucti ity, Reliability, Availch
and M2intalnability (PRAM) Frogram Office.

-

Governmaat and industrial tachaciogy base activitleq are erxploring the
feazibilicty of using highly rezliable electronic modules as-basic building
blocks for widespread application to electronics agqulipment., Hizh desiim
reliabilicy and tight quality control are to bz paid for by saviungs &
through volwume production and standardization.

Contractual approaches are bzing developad which will incentivioe

to de=siga equipment for hish reliability and low repalr costs. A;
suceassfally used includa contract award foes 2nd reliability wars
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SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine azd practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--""The development of Soviet scieace has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
sclentific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo’s executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasizad the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achleved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S, in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDR&E
2 December 1975
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‘of surprise is great.

-

4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk
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Issr.: To utilize compet
Gering the accuisition of defense systems and equipmoat.

4

ackeroungd: - Jompestition tetween systemr concepls, mresent and L g
;rclmsed systems, contractors, SLbCOnu“°"uOTS, and even beivween

the Militsey ILpartmen is the paramount moltivating factor during .
both dovelepment and producticon of defenze herdware. Wlnnl:? the
development and/or rroducticn contract is a far grezter incentive

than thz profit rate or any "incéntive cleause" aftcr competition.

is reduced to e sole souree. | '

DoD Position: Competition is to be us=d wherever ecoromically i
feusible Cnrou~noat the acguisiticn cycle, to inclinde compstitive S
develo: mwnt, prOPQCtLCF ‘and alternate sourcing. * :
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Cn Ligh volums bvou¢r\ion woxrans, szeoad sourbc 0
also held. Examples include Lhe Avay's TCH sed Shzl..“.
missiles, Lha Sparrows and Sidewinder siv-to-air miszsi
}il-U8 torpado. .

ically feasinle ot the waapon gystiem
9 -

competition is often iimplemanned,
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
prograrm had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of ITIR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.
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Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - {Classified)

Notes: 1. Sonme portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and
such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these'papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént (also on Enclosure 3)
M-X )

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletic;ns)

Briefing Paper_(aléo on Enclosure 3)

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible Q/deletions)

Space Defense funintelligible w/deletions}

High Energy Lasers {unintelligible w/deletions)

NATO Airborng Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. (also on Enclosure 3)
NET Technical Assessment--U.S. vs. USSR RDTSE

Cnair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Gdideleroéectile Copperhead (CLGP) (alsc on Enclosure 3)

Impact:-of Procurement Changes on the F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)
(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure- 3)
General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3)
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.{CW) posture, boih protectivs

3.

. capability and to improve pro"ecuve posture to allow contimuing opera-
t:ms in a2 CW environment. o IR L=
P4 Current Status: B |
Defens‘ve Programs: Lo e -_' . _‘ T

(J) Subject of Issue: DoD efforis to improve chemical

mp;ovemen.. of defensive and p‘r'm.ec“lve posture.

\\ *

]

CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT |

warfare

and retahatory.

Backeround:

o USSR poses.serious threat in CW. - : R,

N

O

. ..J .

"o US has rat1f1ed Geneva Pro:.ocol w:.th resnrvauon wnich essenttally'

'be.::ts first use of CW

(U) DoD Position: Supports efforts to modernize chemical warfare

.o FY 19377 budget contalned $37.4M fo*- uefenswe RD’I‘&H, ,FY 1873
: buc’_ﬂet conta.ms] _J _ AR _ ‘ ' -

o FY 1977 Army deUet conta1nﬂd 595 BM for procure“n.ﬂnt OxM,

-‘a]l for™

and war reserve funds; FY 19?8 defret ccmta:.nﬂf

- Y 1977 Air Force bl..dﬂ'eu. C:]T'C?l__ked $17 2\.-1 for ﬂ*crectwe items;

FY 1978 coM_aznsl ’z
o Training is beingz imorovad in boix Army and Air Force, about
' parsopnzl will be added to traizizg and disaster greparedness team
by % 1978. '

AD{E&LS)

39 Novamber 1974
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_ progress to better develop the DoD position. e

Retaliator Proorams:

; !.ﬂ- -

o Binary chemical munition RDT&E is continuing;}

e

=
0

" programmed by FY 1978,

Rea)

—_——

‘@ No production decision on binary munitions has beena made, nor.
~bas any modernization program been undertaken perding further
.xeview of national policy in this area. Various studies.are in
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M-X .
: . T AR )
Issuv=: What should be the M-X develosment pace? .
i. Subject |\ -
"The M-X is ‘anvisionz=d as a laroe, highly accurate, MIRVed i

‘missile (approxlmately 170,000 1lbs) capable of being moved from

aimpoint to aimpoint in 2 manner which will conceal 1ts location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground - -
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoints can be prollferated at relatively low cost. The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also

" retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and

*

control features inherent in a land based ICBM

?._ Background | .' s o -

Four new- generation Soviet ICBMs andKﬁ }payload
variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy,
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is

‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our

cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile R{D effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
Improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a2 broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.
Survivability of U. S. land based. ICBMs in the 1980s, as well.as a
partial redress of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be '
achieved by making the ICBM tra1snortable and hard to an optimal

_ degree. By DTOVldan credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the

weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided.

3. DoD Position -| |, o .

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for.
strategic deterrence because the diversity of three entirely different
systems will preclude 2 potential disastcr by one technologzy break-
through. ICBMs offer & unigue capability not present in the other
two legs of the TRIAD, nam=ly, capability across the entire Tavget

specirum; a time urvent hard target ”L11 capability; -facitity roz
p'351t1vn command and co“-zol; and an sxceilent inherent cs LY
For rodressing throwweight iﬁtL¢ﬂﬂC91. 45 the ICBM 1s the
nould I

TRIAD, 1ts surv¢vaunlitr 3 therefors bz insured.
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4. Current Status |

-

M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development
tage for several years, particularly in the ateas of guidance

s
" and propulsion. |

Basing mode studies have been

accomplished, indicating that the shelter and .trench concepts

as the most promising. /

A}

5. Funding (Millions)\\ | o -
FY78-. 19 89 81 8z

[ ;o

Originator: DDREE
Dace: 7 550 sovemoger 1976
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Jssue: Why do we neoed TRIDENT I uissile
) Voo 3 .
. Subject . .
. ! 1
; i
:
2. Brokgrownd | LT
" In our strategic TRIAD the SLBM force at Joest :
targetable by cppesing strateglic systems. .
!
3 . ! OTRIDINT ¥Y vepresents ancthel
timely step in thc oM

04.. -‘. h\—

~
4=

- By v1r¢u“ of the 1e'2t

ve

TRIDENT suvbnmarine, an ovdervly
to'fu?:y utilize the new subiar
desirablie. : -

4, (hs;;r11t

Funding (Millions)
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- tkree essentials: o ;--. . .ﬁﬁgk7u~ e

’ .
R

CPurpeser  To describe weapons sysitems undey developmont

"have an assured second strike capability ~- achieved th
s

_'and yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even lllldb
milicary actidn against Lnon. '

-

BRIEFING PAPER .

might be:
s o .. o« Construcd as having & £irst sty

wov 0w lsoer - capabllivy : s -
w0 ... =~ Bubjects of concern in 2
RPN, .negotiations because ol:

.. Y '~~~ Possible verification problems.” B
co4 o om0 t~~.Possible threats to Soviet strategic
R *3_Mar*makino capabilities. -

1. Yossible First € rlkc Wo ponq -.ICAff["ﬁ ,i

ceivable Teason for our aLLcnpblug 2 fJ

to disarwm the Sov: ts,

1 attack of such mzagnitude s te rcduce_to _ A

mnegligible Jevel the SJFl?t cepacity for o ST e

n.. Otherwise, we-invite their Tbtrll 1 ron. - They '
T

)..v.
Fd
D
'

-l
+
e}
'."2.
o
"1'
o
-
oy,

alia

oy

a TRIAD similer to our own -- which we cannot cblire
any present or proposed capabi iy, or-cven,uy cepabilitae
yhich are still in the realm of speculaticn. At least twice
2 the last thirty years the Soviets did mot have an & e
TCLallatOTY capability; they were engaged in provoking us;

i}

-The ability to exccute z disavming first strike rcquir;d

-~ ficcurate location of =all Soviet strategic.wes
O - Sufficient weapons to zttack QLLLLtl rely all
R 11atcg3c weapons. R O R R

Uc do not possess thhﬂr of tL,‘Jir st two nllnh‘ry capabili-
H e
i

fies and our open society forecloses the third esserntiel.

- S5ti1l11, there are some who believe that the develepmeont of

certain weapons systems poses a potential first strike CH?Q*

.bility. In this context, a hard tarvget kill (HTK) capa 13ty_

.war-making capacity after the onset of hostilities. =

" .28 most often cited as a first strike capability. An H

4

apability would be necessary but not 1uf{1c1cnu, without -

atis{ying the above criteria, for a first strike. U:S. HTK
capabilitics and goals derive from a desire for eff{ectivencss
and efficiency in a retaliatory role, and ~- for those weapons
targected against his strategic nuclecar {orces -~ to destvoy
his Ttesidual or reserve ferce to preclude coercion or further

T T Ty e - e e ————— e+ b et ot m i apt | e = e e = ¢



~"7~Not only do we not scek a first strike capability, we
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in . 7.0
" a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char- .= .-
7 acteristics.that an aggressor would not significantly change - -
- ‘the outcome by striking first in a crisis.’ .This .is the
“essence of strateglc stablllty..-,_ ::T.,-'*” S

. Those SYSLemS most frequently cr1t1c17ed as hav1ng a . }3“Jﬂ;
"-flrst strlke capablllty are: L o R

I which will be" deceptlvely based
.among & large number er-of hardened 2im points. - It will satlsfy )
‘Tequirements: for,: {1)-multiple aim point. basing to redress - i 7% %
“the increasing- vulnerablllty of silo based ICBM's; (2) greater: - .-,
;payload to sonewhat offset the ex1st1ng Soviet .throw-weight LREE
‘advantage in new #CBM's and SLBM's3 and, (3) the capability - - ...
=to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of targets.-_f{jlﬂ

e Through M-X development we seek the ab111ty tol <
. maintain a credible second strike 'which is in fact that whlch
iy fga- deters a Soviet first strike.: ‘However,. the ultimate founda- -
. @ tion of the credible second’ strike is in numbers of deployed.
#" i wWeapons -and not in the weapon- system development. _They are
.separable con51derat10ns.é e e y " '

u;"M-x mu1t1p1e aim p01nt ba51ng 15 cr1t1c1zcd by'sone on" e
‘the grounds that it is difficult to verlfy numbers-of m15511es._ i
We note that while this may be true in. .the general case,.- - .. "7: ...
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con- = I :";
.fidence counting even without. on- sitefinspection and- that .
on-site counting is quite reliable,:in any ‘event.--Banning .-
mobile missiles is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
it is only'a matter-of time before the survivability of:U.S. "
silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably low.:.Further, mobile :
ICBM's, because of- their high surv1vab111ty, do not 1nv1te a
first strike (there is no premium-for Strlklno,Llrbt) and
hence represent a St&blllZan 1nf1uence.;,;@¢;‘ R

b. Inpreved Yleld and Accu*acy for hIVUTEMAN.“
o MINUTEWAV III is belnﬂ 1mprovedl R A

T . ) ’ 0 ThESéﬁ.-are."interim i
- improvements to redress throw-weight asymmetTries and maintain




o .‘xJ :. o L fl;ft

essential equivalence panding the availability of M-X. liumbers
. - oX MINUTEMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accuracy
' and higher yleld to represcnt a first strike threat.

Cc. MaRV (Haneuverlnrr Reentry Veh1c1e)

MaRV*'s are potcntially applicable to any ballistic
missiie. They have two applications. ne is for evading
defensive missiles, the cther is for improving overall missile

. system accuracy. /

0

- e -
-

. As W1th other weapons systems or connonenus this
: - deVeloonent does not threaten any adversary. FurtHer deployed
- quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three
essentlal criteria for a first strike.

d. Bonbers and Cru1se M;551les; - ;,- -

‘ o R . -

o . hese represent no conceivable first strike potentlal
A because of the long fllght tlmes 1nvolved :

2. Sq@;ects-of Concern - Verification

'". . a. M-X: Discussed, above under first strike.

b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

~in advanced development: the air launched cruise missile
(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile, The

. ALCH, dep1oycd on B-52s, could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by dllULan Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall
targeting flexibility. There are tuo versions of the TOMANAW
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provide the
Navy a much nceded capability to insuve that our ships and
submarincs will not be out-ranged by potentlal adversaries,
The nuclear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be deploved on
submarines, surface ships, zircraft, and mobile land launchers.
for tactical or strategic atiaci :

Both ALCM and TG:AHAWX are highly accurate, F1e\151:
inexpensive weapons. They aro small, aevce,pi ric velilcl
that {ly at high subsonic saoe 4% at Ver) low altitude “1Llﬂ§
them very diffaicult to de;af and destrcy. They use common

ERCOM teorrain matching guidance, system furblae engine, and
nuclear warhcad. - .o

— e v e s BE
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. is expected that a 'decision 1 511 be made in the next feu S
- months on whether to enter engineeri ng dP""lopnent w1Lh o
her ALCM or FOHnHAW or botl. : PR P

-

If cruise n15511es are covered in future SAL agreenments,
- .there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
rgddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the
total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and o
the second could involve 1limitls on range of the n15511es.‘3~ "

q B Thiére is no known adequate technical basis for veri-~ =~ =
IR fldb]V :constraining cruise missile range. For example, some C
T cu1re1t Soviet w*stlles with substantizlly less range than o

the potential U.S. cruise misgiles, are physically much larger
than the.U.S. cruise missiles voald be. An overriding con-
& _,¢51derat10n bearlng on the problem of limiting cruise n13511e
Hg¥j,eflangc is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet
.. % . targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruisc missiles .
"whereas heavy coastal ponvlatlo and industrial concentration

“7.in the United States- ‘permits attack by short range Soviet .'-?Q

o~ -cruise missiles. There'is no realistic way to dlfferentlate S
S betdcen tacblcgl and stvauegﬂc crulse n15511es. Co e e e T
3;" qu1cct of Concern - h*eats +t0 Soviet Strat ecic War- .- o *ﬁ{

_“*Vﬂl;ﬁt Ca&;hlllLleS
T gL U S. O fen51ve SysteNS'r Disﬁﬁsseﬂ in‘l. above. f:~:i;_-§f;%
ﬁ*“ib. ABM: Ve have no deploynd A e capao:llty' We have a
program (~ $200¥) in advanced component and systems technology.
~No weapons system is under development. ABM an has the - S
‘following objectives which. represent no thre;t to any Sov1eu ot
“strategic war-making capab*llty. ST o '

e fv“Haintain a Cﬁqull‘ty to deVelOp and deploy an ABW
system should one be required for defense of ICBM
forces, C-° systems, or other high value targets. Sl

L e e e e e e i - .
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i e -~ HMaintain the U.S. lcad in” ABM technol ogy thraugh ' -
- "tw o Jdnvestigation of advanced componcnts, tec hnolagias S

' Tipotae.o7 . and systems coacepts that could yield a technologi-

ST s cal breakt Tough.: S -
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. MATERIALS e S
. Issue: Does U. S. tun short of special nvciear wmztsrials for ’
~ 1its weapens? . R :
1. - Subject | . -

o

. ‘The term special nuclear materials (SNM), consists of enriched
.. -uranium, plutonium, and tritium. ; - T

- s -

=?}f2, Backgroundj"m.

T
-
-
3
&
b
., p
.
_- -

-0 _There are two alternatives which may be comsidered:

¥
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; T.oo 24 EBackground K - .
o The program is essentaally in the exp!oratory and ear ]y advanued
developr"ant stage. , o Cog T IR
. o Ve have made a concerted effort to focus on techngloay and avoid
’ " directing major portlon; of our efforts toward specific near term applica-
Tl tions., - ~ e, L .
2 g - - oo
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h ry
- cdal aspecis to be followed enortly tbnreafte 'y zeeting of Dafense
i .

FATO ATRBORNE FARLY VARNTHG (AEW) ATRCRAFT

PROBLTH: TALO hes a nezed for un airborne eatly wvarning airerafr to

pvovide *he key elewent In establishing control of the air eavicen~
rent wherever NATO forces are engage:l.

g me A e et rn ol mr. ey s [ S ees —— e e e, =

T:i ~Major 5_0 Commznders requiremsut has been stated for a foreo cf
these alrcraft. A decision on this matter will Lave fo be made during
Lha Feb—inf 1377 time frame. ' ’

BACRGROWND - . a0
Since 1973 the U3 has proposed that NATO aécept the USAFT E-3A AVACS

(or a derivztion thercof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the s
Qxi-HaJcr L“LO Commanders RCC for a force of NATO Afrborne Early Varn~

ing aircraft. Several different NAT0 committees, study groups, and {3:;’-
steering cou;;ttees have been forwed to provide recommendations on
aircraft type, co1figurat501, force size, grouggh1qggrlgg_ cdifications
2 TI, UKADSE, end 4071/622L., ~ o
11 .“__‘um.”m:";. A J_‘"__M_mm.uﬂmm_dnl

"OtheT WATO vations such £s Norwvay and -
Heth erlahd_ have expressed stronw support, but

—— —— . m—— e emwr ammvemrs = e =g o A ey - T TITLT

. . Lo . - R . L

The wsst rocent espression of WATO o this. uatter was at the £ Decg:vcc
1970 VATO Defense Planning Committee mexting. At that raeting the NATO
Dafense Ministers reaffivmed the inportance of a HATO ATW force and zpraed
tc o meeting of high level experts in early January-1977 to es 31u1é”finan~

e

Minirters to dscide x whether or not to procezed

— . . ..

Sratus: Do? rapresenta atives are p"cnerinf for part¢cioation in’
the meethnﬁ cf the MATO high chnl nxpﬁrts to be held in January 1977.

bl .
- e - o
~ .
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( ' .o . NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT--~U.S. vs. USSR RDTEE

o “
- .

1. Subject of Interest: The relative capabilities of the U.S. and
U5SSE for periorming military RDTEL.

2. Background: e+ et e e g s e e st L

e e e — —— + e ———aie e s et = e e —\

" Trese ‘analysés show the USSR outspending the U.S. in.
military RDT&E for at leacst the last six years. ‘

: More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market basa for technology
advances, aod relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental
assessment has been made taking these factors into- account, znd

.- indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of
Scvier military RDT&E.  Although U.S. technoloegical quality -
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the combinzticn of
Soviat quantitative advantage and quality improvezents is of sericus

. concern to future U.S. national security. '

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and

ne2ds to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost--a military

O balance with the USSR, so a5 to deter global coaflict and deter or

C o win Yimited wars. The U.S5. has an inherent advantage, in that

- ‘advances in several militarily important technolozies are jointly
. supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aireraft gos
- turbines, semi-cconductor and integrated-circuit induvstries, and
computers)., There is no counterpart to this joint market support in
“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDTGE effort in the past has generally
: empiiasized continuity of effort and incrementzalism, but in recent

. . ¢ . yeurs'they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there

R - 31s no U.S. commercial:base and DoD does not suppor: technolozy

advances (e.g., chemical wsrfare). Today, Soviet military RDTLE

'« exhibits increasing willingness to irnvest in high-risk technologies

with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can

e beat the Soviets without commercial suppart if DoD choosz2s to do so
R Y (e.g., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the

advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society. .

4. Current Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior

techriology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and persoanel.
Declared Scviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S.,

but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts 0

transfer technology from the U.S.) o T b

S C _ ODDR&E
. L ‘ - . 2 Decexzber 1976
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. _j:' o : HouLvef
thern are gaps in our -un derstgndlno of some Soviet wil icary RDT
which appear to be related to vital nission arecs of :

L™

H
¢roes, Three steps need to be taken to zvoeid technological

sUrprise: _(l)‘Continue to monitor and assess Soviet RDTEE

s and their potential relationships to the military balance.

ain a vigorous R&D effort to generate technological options

s where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprisc

is ereat. (3) ¥Mzintain a persistent and “coherent program of RDT4

for advancing and exploiting militarily important technology areas

‘where U.S5. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new

ccrengths for application in selected missicn areas where Soviet
eflorts are creating an imbalance. - : ot

i e e o e ———_ e o PR
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Budget Related Issue
' CHAIR HERITAGE

; Issue: (U) The Navy has bet,n prevented by Conuressmnal action from
continuing the Chair Heritage Program at__ . - funding levels.

-~ ———- e e mmie e et m mbe = mamme o b iime e e b s 4 e cve e

— LT T L _smamoer- R N e T S W e e e T T T R R PR . e P TN T J

o ) o ) B " The Fiscal =
1977 reque st for authorization contained an Eyploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chaizr Heritage,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3,.4M, was to

" . initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA),. .
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services ‘-
pending recommendations from a review of tHe Chair Heritage pT'O-
gram by the JASON Committee, * -

(U) The JASON Comrmttee comple*ed iis study and reporte d favo*-rb‘e
regarding program continuation. - The results of the JASON review

and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional stafis
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HASC concurrente has not been received. All FY 77 fu;ds are deferred
pending resolution of thl., issue, ’

) Position: '(U) HASC - Current p'\sﬁ:on is not known. Impending meeting
- with HASC staff may clarify situation, C '

[ ODDR&E -~
i ‘_Imparct: (U Delaying this p.rbgram' for more than a year will break up '
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the
~ answers needed to establish the f\..a.:lblllty of the use of thl machine
... as a viable weapons system. . : o

e ',’*"A DARPA'A&vi_sbry Com_mi{:teé |

OAD(E&PS)
1 D_ec 76
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" During this phase the

e e

* . members, - conducted a guided projectile coimenalit

~-. 5" and 155mm guided projectile developmant
‘wlew of the above, the Army was avthorized to initiate Producibility

CARUOE LAUKCHED GUIDED PROSECTILE COPPERHEAD (CLCP) .
‘L. Problem: The Army has bzen in-Engiucering Pevelopalant since 1575
on a 155== Camnon Launched Guided Progc tilc u.-h terminal homicy capa-

biliecy, and has *I prograit on contract to Martin-lizrietta,
has zlso beea doing similar in-lhouse work cu a 5% pigicctile for uh p-
board use and more recently has done work oa su §" guided projectile.
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Havy 5" and the Army
155mm vounds,) - T ' o

———— e e M A R e e AL [ hasm e s

o Ou the other hand, the llouse Armcﬂ Services
Cotmittee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERMEAD thus
delaying the probrgm, vhile dlrecting that more comm01alltj studies be ¢
ducted. . . LA . L .7

[S1eing
. -
s

-

2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerospace aad Texas Instruments Incorporated
vere selected in February 1672 for participation in Advanced Development.
mzjor subsystems of the COPPERNEAD (CLGT) ware gun.

fired vo determiune survivabiliry. The two contractors, with diffe
design concepts, were authorized to enter, inte th VaILHaL:on

Zdvanced Developament in Septenmber 1973, i_A _ o

4.2!11.
}u....-c Of

A = L e A e m
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: DSARC IT was held on 19 June 1975, reculving im anthoriza— .- -
tion to enter Full Scale Engincering Developmant., HMartin~Marletto was =
2wardad an Engineering Developuent Contrast on 23 -July 1975. "The contrant
modificztion feor the restructured contract, necessitated by Congressional
reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increczsed the program by
$51. A task force chaired by DDREE with Army, MNavy, 2nd Mardine Corps
study during Kay tnTd
Sep 76. This study wzs completed and forwardsd to Congressional Armed
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force recommended that both

should be continuzd. Ia

Engineering Planaing (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The HASC subsequently

beld up PEP and approval to iniriate it was givan to the Army on 3 Deceaher
1976 with liability lixired to $850,000 and efforts to stop at end of
February 1977. e T

3. DoD Position: T ommmeonommmnTmmT T S
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- ’ ‘. : IMPACT OF, PROCUREMENT CHANGES
o : ON THE F18

1. Problem: The F18 prcgrom

3. 'DoD Positicn::
¥

Ca_.:, - T e ‘

s mn o e——— -

4. Current Status: The PBD's reflect these changs
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AIR TO AIR MISSILE IM'E_ VIORY ..

Froblem: USN and USAF fwnrer au\_raft are _ \» -

Backnround A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air

gu1ded m15511es. The har 1n-V1etnam caused expenditures to be hlch -

both for conbat and tralnlng, the incre easing cost of new m15511es

'results in reduted quantlt} bLys and the low n15511° k111 probab llty

. translates into a reqalrement for more m15511e5 to meet subst‘n-:

tially the same threat. In addla.lon, development prograns for o

nav missiles (AIM-7F and ADM-9L) both ran into problens'which

. Tesulted in delays and further exaceroated the 1nqut0'y p*oblem.

DoD P051t10n: j ' N .7:";:;'_

JE———
P

f[ . For the immediate future, we must strive to dnvelop a

‘]_ probablllty so that we need to procurn them in feher numbers and ; ~?3; i

' Cerent St 5/[ '

:_(USN/USAF)Jdevélopments;.

R |

¥ i .n-.'____'“

new generatlon of m15>11e> whlch (a) are more affordable by v1rtua

of Jower’ cost of acqu151t10q and owrersnlp, (b) have a chu_r klll

(c) can be d3V9L0p°d on scﬁeﬁu1e{.;
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WVERNTIONAL AIRFIZLD AFLCH MISSILE
Problem: Do we nced a Conventional Alviield Attack Missile (CAAM)7
Backeround: The combination cf the ¥arssw Pact Air Force nunbers
a'so_.lt} ccup’ﬁl with their epportunity to initizte an attack
agaJHQt FATO air bases conlinues to bra difficeit provlem.  Our
advant in the past included

efrort to counter the Rcd advs 2
sheltering of our aircraft, 6ﬂr10‘“° t of g‘ouﬁn and air defenses

and p]nxldLng a COHVCHL]OIJI strike second capability utilizing
The interdiction of Pact Main operatlng air

attack aircraft.
bases (MIBs) is difficult because- of the combinaticn of defenses
and weather. j T ' )

fila

] The prime cendidate for

|
\ e e

3. Do) Position: :_ T -
1 T iy )
R I e
4. Current Status: The PBDs refloct the oD positien with I
initial funding established in FY7S. e
3 B ‘
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GEMERAL SUPPORT ROCYET .SYSTEH (a573)

- *
1. Prodiom:
PR
‘\
\
i
g
»
2. Background' The GSRS conccpt ha; bean existeat in its current
. since 1973. Army Joint Working Croup (UWC} was estabiizshad io Febr
i 1274 to assess the na2ed for a GSRJ with a ccunterfire (:oungerﬂbatt
' &ir defense svppression) mission. The JW3d condiuctad & praiininary
echnical and cost essessment ¢f a mulitipiz launch reziel sysien be
~on a threzt provided by the USA Field Artillery Schica? {FA3). inm
- 1974, DA directed 3 study of the Artiliery Svstem (Tazk Force DATTL
which considered two G5R$ concepts. ' ’
! e e A o = - . .
S
Cana WV | e eeen - - ..
l(¢}' .'.! . The JWG prepared & Letter of Agraement {(LOA) which w
i .- epproved by DA in Szpterbar 1975.. A Specizl Study Sroup {SSG) weas
subhseguently formed to conduct en in-degin investigat!l F QSRS ¢o
_and arrive at a recomménded approach te Tulfill the 3 nmeeds T
: threat was the impetus behind the requircmaent, and was: zilor Tact
.. determining the required physicol and performancs chirasteristics o
© GSRS. Using a representative tovgst list, @ feguest for Pronssel wa
. . releaszd tc industry in Decamber 1975 to a::ist in determining the
- L. technical approach (BTA). Five contractors werge chossn fo assist |
oo ~development of system concents end to propose in-dapth techiicsl an
.- = cost tradeoffs and program cost and scheduls dzta.  In-addition, a
~ e = of foreign rocket system technology was ccaducted for appiicotion.
S SSG then proceedad with 2 Cost and Cperaticnal Effectivencss Analys
d cowaarlng the BTA to fore:cn aisti ng U S. and parametiric systems.

- m———
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L. Status: The Army is preparin
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T Y. Prchica: Tie Alr T
Developaeat with he MAY

_ "The Navy now agrees to u

. sently fully supporiing

i
2. ZRackground: Efforts have teen bn—*oin at the Aty M

egile Command i,

. ) since 1972 to develop an icazing seecker su

.+~ " . emall diometer missile. Contrac
ment have been Bughes and Taxas
the Air Force has more enagericn
gran with Hughes for a MAVERICK seal
Devalopment to commsace i
BULLDGG and a non~inmzging

vs invols

tovs
Inztrouens
1z

-

3. DboD ”oqltnon' o LT e
r-—-——-__- - s —e tmemis Te ] ) B

?

. ) L l
b L a T . ST e BRI £ :
. .

- &, Status: Aix Torce
-Havy use. The Army is

plancing a nozinal 5.3
Acnern,“ohal tests zre
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Frogram

DOD Use of Animals in Research

.Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness improvement (also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatiqn

Computer Software

Bombers

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XM1 Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATé Airbprne Early Warning (AEW)} Aircraft (alsoc on Enclosure 2)

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

Major Range and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range ({unintelligible

w/deletions)
Independent Research and Development
Export of Technclogy ;
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D
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1. Sub_]Pct of Tnter est: The terin J.E"L.hﬂOx.u"f Basge 3.-c£ers to tire Defense
Rebearch (6.1) and Explaratory Developinent {6.2) ¢ ie t
RDT&E budget, and paxt of the :-..vancc-d Deave upu‘;-.:nt fé..3} catepory.

"

‘2. Backeround: The Techaology Base coustitclus copuroximately 20

[y
of the DoD RDTLE budget. 1t is the iou.ndatian wrogram
and provides the technology options for new techniques syetems
and better manpower use leading toward im ":‘."'s\.'u.,(i military capability.

The Techaology Base contributes {o the economic healin of the naticn

through commercialization of R&D by-products. Tne Techrolezy Base is
performed in the in-house laberatories as \...,.11 as threagh conirugtual

cfforts with universities, and ia,aus‘c“y.

- U . t

_ The Technology Bzse ef fort deereased abaut 40% in ternes of constant
_dollars beginning in F'Y 64, This trend was reverzed threugh increased

.. - . finzncial support tc the Technelegy Base heginning i 57 7. Thiz
o . increase has been supperted by Dol and the Srmes Services Committees
(;9 - and the Apprepriations Commiiiees, . e
+ 3. DoD Positicn: The 'I’ccl'mo’or-'y Base is cor fevndaiion fox the fuiave
sccurity of the nation. It has given us some notzhis firsts in military

l'\

:apobilities, including initiatives
imi_:roved acrodynamics, advance

trzining; improved malerials, nig i
. lcclmﬁlocfy ar.d reduced no*tal ty I::r: ihr-; corrha rad,

" —— P ——

4. Current qtatu.,. The PPGI\.{ spacifics o
ef 2 minimum of 10% p r year in constant dr
- further, that Exploratery Development {&. &)
below the FY 78 buogct reques.. in constunt do b
f£ocs on to specify that the percentage of 6.1 achicved
RIDTLE budget and the percentage of 6.2 achieved in I'Y :
RDT&E budget will be muintaiped as the minimum geidance level in

subscquent years. _

- T T S . . - L — 'j_‘his

- increase will continue the trend tovard reinvigoratiag our Techaology

.". Base program and will serve as tangibie evidence of a renewed commit-
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD) and Congress,

‘e

@ . T Eaire e oopmaa)
_ | L L e e ] Den 76
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Budget Related Issue

.

<o, CONTROL cr ‘-':.l?"" OT Ii"- HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM

L

Issue: We are rcs‘cructurz:y. ihe Technology Base prograrn by decreasing
the amount of work done in-kouse and increcasing the amount done in

industry and univercsities, .

History: The DoD Technclo v Base hes three major participants (the

in-house lzborateri ize, induuiry zad universities), each performing a

unique part of the overall program, Cver the past ten years there-has

o
o

been a decrease of approximatcly 40% in the level of cffort in the DoD
Technology Base program. This decrease has been takein primarily in
the university and industry programs while the in-house effort has
rermained essentially level. ’_-’.‘he in-hcurs portien had increased from
approximately 23% of the toinl Technolc gy se progrzm in FY 68 to
approximately 43% in FY 74, thz level of effort as
well &s the balance betwesn wa casing the It.ndmrf in the

L program, directing thzt the increase go rily 1o the university and
industry programs and BY & Tnanpower dran 10\ 7 of approximately 10%
in the in-house BRDTLE program. Our roal is to veduce the in-house

. portion of the DoD Technoloyy Base program to al)p*'c :imately 30%.

.
Position: In FY76 the Air Foroe prograr was approximately 43% in-house
the Na ‘\Tavy 41%, the Army 60%, and, with DARPA and DNA essentially all

contract, the overail DoD }c«bl is 38%., We arc continuing to control the
in-house program by estabii:
Navy, and Alr Force in ¥Y

. o e e

ning a manimum level of effort for the A*ln)

_ : ODD(R&AT)
30 Nov 76
g .
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5'1530 ot of IS°'1"' - Periodicclly,

~favorite tactic has been o asoocizte Uiy corn

- combat travma and blood substitute coro, proces s ond rmateriale and

\,
93]
=

P
o]
<
o

" "] ..DOD USE OF ANIMALS [N RE

<
interest to DoD using arimsls in resonralk wecindly beagleg, acours.

Spring, seve

Hzmor}_" Annually in the ’
acd Conﬂressmnal members resnen ety
the need for, tho rrot,;.ﬁ cure ...i', 25

h q‘ll‘af‘LLOn(
1 TEeECETCH. A
slaint with a Dol srogran

such as

that is also judged unpopular or inhurban

- chemical warfare agent develepment, =nd t w2 {his 2s a basis for

pa—

getting restrictions on animul use ploced inte Doll hudget and authoriza-
tion legislation, The constrzints, however, zrs writtendn a manne

.making them applicable to more than ZoD and inove than the unpopulay

propgrarn to which they are o ..f.:hed {3 o, 21l Podenally puppostsd resonyenl

sition: Testing using anirecls ir cagenvivi for the conduct of iJa '
2on:,

‘c.b, in the rmediczl and li{e sciencos nrer,  uhad SRS TEFUCE
e used to the muazimun pesesible,

SO . We comaply with 23l ]
the prope*‘ use of animals. Thiz-has 33192 vublinr=d in Do) Instroction
3216, 1, Folicy on Animals in Dok R Ciin el Iavesidigatons ons
Instructional Programs. Without usc Lzl SEAR
programs {o establish “tand':f.rcls for h : to'taric substence,

[

new druf"' and vaccines could r.:.:t he ¢ IEIL EHC. Lo

] OAD(E&LS);&*J
29 T\Iovnmher 1976
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S '_ CHEMICAL WARFARE- BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE ~ . .-
8 : .1, S b act of issue: Chemical warfare and éhemical/biolagic:al {(CW/BED)
.- defense programs, : ] . ‘
S 2, E&Ekgfouhc - L T T - R ’
o Pregram Objectives: In support of current national policy, these
. " programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of
. GW/BW against U. S, or Allied forces and to provide a2 retaliatory
capability if deterrence fails, The emphasis of the program is to
e - provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedurcs to warn
© . - 7 of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an
L ”‘-ssescmeut of Lhe threax. c-.nd 'Lhc vu..ner._brhty of U.5, forces. -
O SO 'Ihe USSR ha., tlu, v'oﬂd’f 9re¢.te ,t capabili_ty tqﬂgp;:::ate in a B h
.. GW envu'omnent o .. : L N SV P
e T ':._:"":o The Us ;reta.ll:.ltoryr stockp1le reygaires mod:.rmzaaon to bﬁ c1‘chJa>1L,,
R 'v_'__.-ma_}or m.lplovemeuts in thc, defe.n ive posture are required. -

. o Stronb Congrcsmo“ 1 opposition é;::'.sts to the.? de%elopmcn‘c of

* .. binary munitions (a new, safe paclkaging configuration where non-
- lethal components forrn the same toxic chemicals as the present
- stockpile when fired) 2s 2 means of modernization; good Congres-
sional support exisi's for an iinproved defensivé capability.

. N -'_'.~ o RDTu_J ig gc e.'!Jv ?dc.qu te; ]w*-.rever, procurement of defensive
. ""'.l'eq\upmc,n» aad t;oc-p training nceds 1m.p::uvem...1 W znd cm‘m 51, .
] TN o e CoeT . o , S : U _.-' 4
-3¢ DoD Position . . L ] ¥ o
. R o 7 o g B -:._" :f ..’.'. e L . e '

.0 Supports effort to jinprove US forces capability to operate ina’
-‘_chemm._l/bmlogm(..l env1ronmcnt encoura ges Allies to follow sirnilar . 7

. jcourse. . o A
‘ o St.ppo rts limited effort to modernize retaliatory capability. .,‘
"4. Current Status . R St -

) l o OSD guidance in I’PGI\’ and DPPG emphasmes dcfenswc programs,
" both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected
- gegments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliztion.

- L

... *FPlanning Programming Guidance Memorandum - _ODbR&E (E&LS) _‘t
- **Defense Policy and Planning Guidance . 29 Novembcr 1976

e T T I I T T A e T T T Wy TR ._..._....“ T e R YT LT 1 A BT -
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"-... 0 The Department of the Army has completed one study, ""Chemical .
... . Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies
. . -Institute. ‘A similar study is in progress by Stanford Research
L _L“‘lhsiitutc, using the same threat anzlysis and terms of reference,
.. funded jointly by the Army and the ASD{ISA).  The JCS is developing,
-~ under centract with IDA, z system for estimating chemical munition
.o 00 .requirements-utilizing a two-sided wargame scenaric based un an
't analysiy of targets. The Axmy has o similar effor! in progress at
..." . the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (PLE) ba. completed
. & contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program
. ©:--issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy altcrnatives
i - ie still outstanding.’ S

. ) ol
; {
e e e e e T B . : U 1

7. o Procurement of defensive equipmen?t 212 fraining is being empbasized
oV in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Depariment of ey con-
"o tract study in progress to define scepe 2nd specific needs. T
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4. Current Staius:

L] Y .

t Related Issue P S
& .. ' CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY

1. Subject of Issue: Long-standing Chernical Warfare (CW) policy is:
nmo-fixst use of CW, maintain 2 chemicel wewinre capability o deter

" . the use of CW agoinst the US or its Allies and tc-he able to retaliate in
.-kind should deterrcnce fzil, and - be zble to proiect the US forces

against CW attacls,

. - Lo

2. Background: The zbove policy has been stzted many times, most o
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any biolcgical warfare capability.

- In Janvery 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biclogical

Weapons Convention (BWC).. The Gencva Protocol bans first use of CW _
only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind, The BWC
binds 21l parties to continue negotiations orn an agreement banning chemical
weapons. T :, Lo ) | .
A numbey of studies Wy the Department oi the & roay, ASD(IGA), Director i
(P&E), the JCS, and the Navy are in varicus stapges of cornzletion, - The
_Congress has requested the GAO to ruview the totzl CW pelicy and posture,

3. DoD Position: Supports extensive efforis te impreved p.rotc:c‘uive
posture through R&D and procurement and encourages Allies to {ollow
sirnilar course; supports limited efforts to maintzin a retaliztory .

capability. : R - ' '

-
1

. OAD(E&L.S)
29 Novernber 1976
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'~~~ . ' WEATHER MODIFICATION

e - . - . - e .-'
.. 1, Issues: ‘ S e T Ty e L

2. Advertant Modification. Senator Pell opposes DoD invelvement in
weather modification, and has becen instrumental'in iovolving the U.S, ina
. trezty to prohibit military weather mod1-;.,au.ou._ L ' :

e s

:L'_‘.'.._- Inadvertant Modification. :

g

_2. DBackpground:

5 ‘There is
pubhc concern, and in some cases fear, that rnan's weather medificztion
d.ctnnnes may cause t_r.racccptu.blc aa.znage and buran suifering.

PRRT

DOD ]1:3.5 been crificized for its prec:.'hte.nm:\ erhancement operations over
Vietnorn. Senator Pell has pressed to E P"‘f.l‘c‘.‘.lﬂl I:"JD fr om all rescarch or
oncren‘mns 111 \"ea.iher mndumahcn. T S . L

The U, S. is negoﬁaﬁng o comrcr.-tic-n, "The Prohibition of Militayy or Any-

-+ Other Hostile Use of Envirommental Modification Techuiques. ™

' The Cougress has asked the-Executive Agencies to conduct research into
" stratospheric pcllution. IMNASA and NOAA are tosked o conduct a2 roscearch

+" apd-meoenitoring program. Dol operates majority of facilifics that czn

L sam.ple in stra“;ospberc,' but such yeutine sox “p ng beyond oD minsion,

3._ 3" ‘\'D Posi én:

RN

N W DoD prcsentl“ ig :rmt cngef cd inan sy classified recearch oxropzva-

honu in weather modification, All DoD activitics are repeorted to anad
pu'bhf'hed 'by the "‘T'\.tmna.l Oceamc and Atxrogphe*n-_ Anrﬂxmstrat;oa;

e




ke 1. Subjact of Iszve: DJD upends approxi nately 93 bi Ihon annua“y
' in coftware development and test in new weapon systems, three
tirnes the computer hardware costs. Basic tecknology is mostly
miasing to imnprove the efficiency and standardization of software
“utilizeiion. Congress has repcatedly cut the scitware technclogy
budgats, and the vaxces huve bee.‘ reinctant to properly fund
hi programe, o LT s T

2. Background: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD-

wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD{I&L), and DARPA.
Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan
. ~drzited, and 2 DoD Dircctive 5000, 29 was issucd on the Management
Joooxoo7 of Cempater Resorrces in Major Dafense Sy"te‘m. establishing

" policy. Reviews and meetings have been held with key people in

. the Services and Congress to previde 2n undevstanding of our

. programs and to recceive their support. A meajor effort in establishinz
o standard hlg,l),'* ovder 1arlgu'1c'c, (IIOL) h:’.a bheen mltwted.

* ’ - ceoell - - . - S

3; .ﬁoD Position

4 Currer 1 L;:a,tuh Wosle in this area is 51 \My ga um:b momrentur.
Tha HOL standardization is proceeding feirly well on schedule, but

= munt be clesely watched., Coordinaticn among elements of O5D is
;- quite cffective. However, much worl remains io 1mt1 te the appro-
n _'7 prmt‘* teclmo?ngy worlc in C‘c-('h OJ" ilm uC '.w ices, DR Ry

" OABIELPS)
1 Dgc ri-
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s e n o BOMBERS T o T oMRT

e . - ; ’ T R
VoS : - -
roevdl ko vhe 1ssile Age, why do we aeed bombers? e
HR. ‘..'.".:r ot - .
--— - . . - A ) + i ) : .
bembers rtemain the one leg of the TRIAD wvhere U. S. 5till ye-
significant nunsrical udvant"" aver its Scviet counterparil’
duant

a2ge is in both hard and sofi target kill capability.

(=41
L=
a
czn be luuached on USTTlAﬂ and dispersed. The bonber is E
1

-.II

wicellnole after launch; 1t can be “ronted enrouta; it can be
wooed in different 10\""15 of COIlfliL.L. "The bomber can demcrstrate
U. S. rcsolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering

into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pirc-
cludes it as a first-strike force. The bomber force is thus 2
stabilizing forc:. E L

.
L PR “ " "
‘e ! ..fl
DT . - S,

© Coentinued improvement of Soviet zir defenses make the sirafegic
vomver's job dncreasingly difficuvit. olnce the 1¢50s, the 5-52
Lzs baew the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avioenics and
cadition of air launched missiles (?aﬂﬂ) kas permit ed grouth cana-
SRS 1t the zireraft's basic technelogy-is that of the 19563
¢ Large radar cross section, sofiness to bln‘t GLch;a and its bomb-
Cing and navzgatlon systen ]Lﬂ’ 1hc continuved potent ial ¢t the - H-0Z,
The B-1 is Sthﬂu¢ea to cnter the inventory in the carly 1%&0s.
The D-1 will allow the continuvence of the most-fiexible leg of oux
TRIAD, the bewber, to mzintein dup 2diovity over the Soviets with -
iis dwproved penetration capohil 1Ly, low radary cross secihion,
SO

avionics, ond larger ana more flexible weepon iz,

- A ™ - .- H
e GO JGIIUANR .
SR st dad N

j
‘I'
4o "Cuvrent Status . )

Soms E-52 avionics improvements arc continuing where practical
2:ad necessary to maintain its eficctiveness.  Tne develonment of
the 3-1 is nearing cou plutlon. The great wealth of test daty sho
that the B-1-is ready

for pr ]uhi1on.

70 g0 .81 82
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

»

"The Ballistic Mis lle Defense (BHD) pr gram is corprascd of two
camylcuantary efforts -- The Advanced Technology progron and thu Systens
TecnvnIogy progrdm. . . :

.-

ew

C 1 .
Qur BMD cfchL, are dxrectec at maintalnang a to{knolojy lead ovear
. the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive fTorces and 1ntgllagnncc
~. Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of EMD technology.
~These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new |
. technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology bese for
application to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation

~"of the SAFEGUARD systpm we no longer have a deployed THD system and with

.the reorientation of the Sxtc Dgfenae pro ram we are uot-developing 2n

‘“;'u elrational ,ystem.

_ The prlncrpgl focus of the _yqtems TLC]HD]OQY chOIt through 1% 576
S%ill be directed toward terminal defense issues. Moduest efforts are aiso

.. being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept cepability that could

SRR Bod Position S '_"'[;;%iﬁf;*"

" L. Current Status ‘ - _ff=:'

_'f;complement 2 terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept
" applicable to the defense of a mobile 1CBM force. These twoe new tasis

;:W|li ferm the basis for the future cf1erLs and the level ef Tunding for

“them roqu:re, censideration. N C I
: S T s

The BMD efforts are the Armv s .onlty eraLﬂgjc proalem?.

<. O Fundinﬁ tevel is dchote in FY ]8 to nfOpcrly suppo:t new tasks.

. © The B¥ D programs are the rcspon5|b izLy oF the Army.

5. Funding (mllhons) S 76 .7_7.. i 1.3. 80 L:1h
Advanced Technology - 97.0 . 102:7:
“ystems Technology 100.0 100.1




Lot HIGH/LOW MIX o
1. Problem: Is the High/iow Mix a viable concept for modernizing our

Ca forces.

2. Packeground: The Warsaw PACT presently has a2 quantitative advantuge
in weapon systems over the US and are increacing the guality of
new systems as they enter their inventory. At ihe same time, the
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs, -

The High/Low Mix is,a force structure planning concept which attempts

to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform-
ance systems ("'High'') to counter the superier threat, and a larger
T fleet of lower-performance systems ('Low") to counter the average

threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large

mmbers of "low' systems where we have a qualitative advantage,

- ' or to deveclop small numbers of expensive "high' systems for missions
' ~ in which we have near parity of numbers. The Jatter approsch has
viorked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi-

. . \ tion becanse the '"Jow' svstems are generally out of production.

[ N —— . - - _—— -

In May 1974, the Secretary of Defonse told the SASC that he would
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure frgm 21 to
26 wings if the Air Force could develop 2nd ficld large runpers of
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such thzt

~ the total cost of the 26 Wing force vould not be signiiicantly
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force.

’ y

3. DoD Postion:!
— _—w.‘

—————rimiin s e e -

4. nt Status: The High/Low Mix concept’ is igcluded in missicn

* gﬁgzeplannlngdénd Extengcd Planning Annexes which provide forcg
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high/low
mixes in which we are developing low systcms are the F—lS(F-lﬁ,
F-14/F-18, A-10, and FI'G-7 Patrol Fr%gatg. Hipgh systa? mlxez
being developed are the UILTAS/Uii-1, XM-1/M-60, AAE/COBRA, an
MICV/M-113. S , o :
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" evalustion of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised in

3. mcowmm POSITION:

XMl TANK PROGRAM ' PR

SSUE: ° xm Tank/Leopard 2(A\') 'I‘ank Cf"-:marativc: Evaluaticn.

| aal

1.

2. BACRGROWND: : PR Tt '. |

a. ‘fhe US Army and the FRG's Federal F1nlst y of Defense eatered into
an agreement Iin December 1974 to make all ;ca501qble cfforts to achieve max-
imum standardization on the X1 and Leopard 2 tambs. As part of this apree-
went,.the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 7, as modifiad
to meet US requirements, .to the same groucd rules and constraints established
for the Xl eznd include it in 2 comporative test znd evzluation,

b. The competitive test of the US Chrvsler and CGeneral Motors 3l proto-
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version)(AV) was conducted durlng the
period September-December 1976.

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 1974 apreen:nt was approved which
concerned the procedures to be followed in sifempt to identify and anpldiy
areas of potential standardizatjon in the X1 and Leovpard 2 tank programs.

ilzjor areas to be considered vere the mzin mamoand simounition, cnglwg,ﬂtzack,

. trensiedssion, and fire contxol.

¢. TFollowing a four-month delay in the XML pragras

wes awarded the full-s Cdle engineering devclopment coniTact on I rapber 12, 1976,
. B . ‘ . |
e. Access to XMl test rtesults were clozely contrelled within the Army and
OSD to protect the highly competitive nature of progrzu. DD(TELE ) evaluation
of test results was performed by the assignad militasvy steff assistant., DR{TED)

c

‘assessment of -test resulis, released prior to selection of w1un1ug contracter,
vas written In a generic sense. -

f. The UG is scheduled to scleat by Fﬂvvh 33, 1977, sithier thes fnryslex

-

propesal or the IRG's Leopard 2Z(4V) p’OLJL . for cenvimucd full-scale engincer-

i1g developuent.

£. Chdrges of lack of 05D and Army objsctivicy during test and subsequent
GA Int'l repre
in press articles to the eifect
erior to the Leopard 2(AV); DGA

I
Tt
s
"
L
H
el
i3
&
o
1
.o
o
e
o
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-
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sentatives, . These charpes have been waniliested
that 05D has predetermined the US tank to be sup

International representatives have discussed their appreheusions concerning objec-

tive T4E analysis with varlous “Departmente of State and Defense officials.

%0 permit the contractors
to resubmlt additional proposals based oa the standerdizaiion addenﬂuw, Chryslex

(el



' . . oy ‘
S FRG/UK/US TANL C & FIRING TRIALS
1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness cof U5 105z M68 gun with iwproved smmu-

pition, FRG 120sm smoothbore pun and developmental amzunition, and UK 120:=n

tifled gun with current aad developmental ammuaizion.
- 2. BLUEGROUND: o A . .

' g. A FRC/U?’LS jolat evaluztion of wmoin armma:snt svstems for main kattle
tanks was conduzted betwees Hovewber 2873 and Aupust 1973, The ovarzll ob-
Jectdive of this Trilateral Tank Moin Armament Evaivation va2s to sech a aecisdoen
en & coumon solution for tbﬁ main armament of the FRC Le “ga;d 2, the U5 XL,
rud the BE/FRS Future ¥ain Barile Tani (L:“T) Thne eendidate zystems siuvdied

. ir the cvaluation wcre the FRG 120m:z swooihbere system, the UX 310wm rifled

- . bore system, and the US lOJmm rifled b system.

- S b.. The Trilateral Group recommendcd that produvction of the ML be ini~
tiated using the improved 105mm system bul consideration be given in the X3
program to possible incorporation of a 120mwn armament syvotew at @ laker date:

" that the first lot of Lecpawd 2 be produced wiih che LUSime sysucw but the |
- Leopard 2's turrct design optlmized for o 1200w ateavant system; zad that an
- - optinal main areznent system, giving concideraiion e botn srcoth and riflice
bore designs Lut based initially on the FRG 12 swoothhore cystem, be dnvnﬁ"_
cyped as expeditiously as possible for the Leopnia L Lot 2, YEET, aad possibkla
produar improvewment of the X, M _ o ~
¢. In Januvary 1976, the Seccictery of Defense gpiroved the fomy's rec
rendations to Initizte production of tho 2L with thz dwproved 10Sxm pus
G?% apd plans for a cooperztive ch‘leLEuL pregram for an optival tani main

i eystem for the long terw futurc. The Seclel al:io resuvested the dimy to sunule

that the production 231 decign could zceommodare a 1701 gun with essentinlly ne
,change In the tank design other than tho turrew,

I

- @&. A FRG/US J“L' RSN adﬂ“ﬁi,A 1
would strive for maximwe standardizat 1
e by both countries of 1zl zum. A Funwzry ih
cotablished for selection of tne 120
i taok pregram wos delayed four T
to present proposcls based on the stendavdizations apracnesic

-

P
ard G0

sveniiai

T
Acoilsion Ja-e was
Iy, Jul 7

1Y TL, b
rrnebons an uppurﬁuuiiy

Fam deo o
Ll Leails

Lo ere

Rt S/ SRR 3

S - N Cougress (11ASC) ob;ncted to delay in X3 progr
"~ to effect that ¥4 should be ficlded wiih 1 {0 Zme M68 gun.  Further, the res
- ... ufion stated the gua was not to be wreplaced uitil threaat dictath
. gua, and the 120mm gun proven, through test

P
L3

£. FRG/UX/US conducted additional tank FiTing L
to include UK 120mm yifled bore deszigns, to :upyie L
Litenmpt to reseoive FRG iq-uos aud relative merits of

rlzls, Rovenber-Decermben 107
t 1975 Trilateral data &
120mm mencth ond williazd

- ..1-.

P
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. 3.  RECOMMENDED POSITIQN:'
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. Test and Evaluatrion Efficiency

e . R . .

-
-

1. lssiEE' Arc DD{T&L)} policies under DoD Directive 5CUG,3
resulting .in undue progrem delays, excessive costs, or both,
due to fest requirements? o T AR

2. Backouround: In carrying out the directives which implc-
ment the efforts te correct the teficiencies highlighted by
the Blue Ribbon Defense Pancel, testing beyond that requircd
intter earlier practices is often included in the R&ED pnases
of system-acquisition programs. The testing itself, and

. the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing arec

significant elements in the cost of the RDTELE phases of the
program and its duration, ‘

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under cariiar
procurcment methods, would have taken place after field intro-
ductiecn, are specifically identified as port of the develogpnan:

"and initial operational testing efforte, and made a-pert of th-

Ludgetary reckoning.

The present T6E procedures lead to the acauisition of systcus
which arz more necarly recady {four operotional use, .and less
susceptible to the need for extensive backfit or '"get well"
programs to correct previously undetectcd deficiencies.

3. DSB hssessment: A task force of the Defende Scicunce Board,
under the Chairmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was created in

llay 1876, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf curre
TEE policics and procedures. The final report of this task forc-
will Be avsilable in February 1977. ' '

L, feconnmended Position:

e
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. ) g MAJOR WANCLE AVD TEST FPACYLITY BASE -
* .
R T " Cowponents. The Major Raage ond Test Facllity Base (MRUFR)

i #5 comprisau of 26 Dol range: and test facilicdes which are managed
by the Military Depurtments and monitexed for OSD by the DD(Tnu).

0

2. - Intended Mission, Gnz MUITE is e costly natioral ssse’ (irmval

f04 about $1.7 biliion including $752 piilicn RDTGE) spanning the eatire

ppectrum of physical and siculation envircnments critically needed “for

cffective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctie, coastal

ord high desert land areas, the facilities z2lso ihclude assoclated Ce I
alrspace and water arcas required for the wide variety of programs

gupported. Tne vast eamount of Imstrunmentztion, fseilltles and persouuel

fovolved Zm this program consuituies a loavor Ipvestmoni that wist e

continuousiy uppredad and nodificd to meet now te3s proqvan denands.

Sone of the fPCllLE % are erxtensively vood by nen-Dol orpanizations,
Cefiey FASA, POT, FRWA, KOAA, uou~Govermisni. : .

FY 18972 biddgats wave prepnrcd by

(e milicary departmentﬂ based on estimeled future workload., /Ln cxtenszive
028 review, with OMB participation, incures that the budget reflects the
minitum dollars and perscaned resded to supnovi user reguirements,

o . : | R
Q‘# N Has ine

LB Bagis for TV 1¥78 Red

.
S. - . Current Tropraw Status. "hﬂ ;dﬂ‘1 ties are funded o provide
"ell mﬁndutory oyerﬂtlnb, wairtenance and inprovezent dollars. Improvemant
programs include efiorts necessary to meel noew requirements, increase
cfilciency or replace dnquhai“d eluL;.L:t. Ascets dare continupusly
. .reviewed foxr need and removed frem fnventory when no longer cost efiecctive.
. N b . .
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3. WECOMNENDED POSITIong

TRIDEYT I FLIGYT LLS* PROGRAM AT THT FASTERN TEST IQEG“

1. I88UE: Toects azsoc 3
rdssile upon activaticn of tha missile Flisht Terminziica Sysion
Al

i
{FTS) will be coepleted inm Marvch 1977,

T e L. - L R LT - e
* r

Z. BPACIGROTMMD: Tn preparation

: [ flighe teeot
juitizticn on the Eastern Test B Bl siatic fdiving
test of the first booster starse cnd activates the LS5 of ths TRIDSNT I

5 v < o
(C-4) missile in Junc 1976. When the FI3 was activated, detonation

resulted.

‘The UUR&L ux:L31o
e
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. T s J)iDEFaAKET RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

1. Iesue: To develep 2 means ¢f catisfying the objectives of IRLD and B&F
which can bz supporind by tho -"cvurive Eranch, the Congress and the
InderLry. - : . e

& in the higher
t whose objectives inecing
-psqturﬂ in echozen preduct areas
innoveiive conceptc in thaze
2oy be funded by dixg : Lustoizer
U oonfonse @nvironment
THEL © of doiny Dusiness and these costd
in thiz curveat accounting period cor capitalized
ou iods. DoD has perviitted defense
contractors to expenc 4 charges on defense coatracts
pince 1959. ‘The vationa a5 for such zllowance hzve
been the subject of dAnuius vevier acd capalrsis both within LoD aul
wlthin the Execctive ] Lo : sratedly

-

Einl be censidered z
st eiLher be expeﬁ"od

cricizad nDoth che rolionsle ol rh :”ﬂ"‘::ra:ion of taﬁ qug cofoct -
nd 10 recent veznrs hss impord conavralintus rcgardiwﬂ ‘u]'Jnn j of thz
3 4

cfifert via amendmont
hefense Anpropriatio

conetraint en total
Lizs besn threate

>
th 0
=
H
-

TELOVETY Ln uoE contractr

G osTe HHVﬂﬁl co=ts of *r;

To 2 contTactor's overnoud
splevangy and amount of
ztual groundrules for

) 5100.060 establiches the policy
and procedures for tocbhnigal avzleaticn of rzelevancy and technical

quh ity. T ; ' -

s [T TS -

Lusiness anc tnLr'”
.* subject to certain
dollars ailcwed.

o) )
Cﬁq 2. Dol Pezition: DoD wmodntains o7

L. Cnrvent Status: | The
since the svbuissicr by
c¢f IRLD /ULP v lige i
Leratyre and Pr&xmL;»

< 2
wéing Fonding
aardad vo plue

S3een Jq BILY

.
Subconmittee hzarings th. vesulte ol
__'a cormprehensive, G&U study of » yenrs. The
. ecacept of Line Ttem Budgeting and Comivact Allocation of Tnan/eey funds
to major contraztors vwas one ori the recommrandations in the GAD report
The 0ffice of TFeder:zl Frocu an Exczutive ¥ranch
_policy on IR3D ;qp_relaasa
' R L DDRSE
g P Lo : L ' . 2 Dz=c 1976
UNCLASSIFIED
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... . EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY

*
.

1. Lusue: High techmclogy transfer to the Bloc countries, either direcily
- or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology turar rf
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last
Congress resuited {frorxn strong differences of opinicn on the value cof
rresent export controls, This was coupled with the criticism of Dels
for inadequate allocation of rescurces to this problem. Arms Expost
Control Act of 1976 {Public Law 94-329) will require clezr definition
oftdefense articles' and "delense services' that will be subject tothe
provision of the Act, Also to be considered is the erosion of our

competitive economic base resultmg from unrestricted exports of
hizh technolo 2y, : :

[Pl

F2 Thp transier of 111bh U. S. tc—;clmolocr)r to the Sovist and Chincss

Ilee ig creating increased concern in the DoD and ainong certain sepgments
cf the Congress. During this past two years, various commitieds hiave

Leen set up by the C'onc-u ss, the President, Commmerce, Defcnse, Sizic

-
e

R O

end the GAO to ]ngl ht the various views.

e e e

i . S
e

o The De;ensw Scmnce Boarfi complcted a .rtudy in Feb 1?76 recommending
LA strednﬂm.ng of the export control list to emphasize contrel of tech-

nology rather thax control of products as is now the case, DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&X the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underway,
This is now a broad interagency effort. Primeary focus is on the
"identification of critical strategic technolegics and mechavisms of
technology transfer, Somec of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified

pertaining to the allocation of addltlona_l resources to f.he export
. ‘control p1ob1em

. - - P
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. . : 2
Iinpact: The Congress failed tec extend the E::pa’:r:‘.r'_Administrati.on Act

duc to lack of time and many unresolved issues,

The accomplishment of taese alme in dmely mmaraer
srequested by Congrecy and Industry will desnond high level Dol
management attention and allocaiicn of requisife resources.
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STANDARDIZATION AND II\!TFROPERAB_.LITY
' WITHIN NATQ :

. .

a
P
L%

Problem: NATO's combat capalility, military efficicncy an 1

deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stznd-
ardization and interopers bﬂljv of weapon systems in the Alliance,.
Greater standardization should also result in apprecizble Jeong ferin
cificicancies in developmaent, prodection, logisfics, trajoing, oad
ypzintenance, '

Backgrou.nd The obstacles to acmemg standardization of equlpmen.,
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf-

- ficicntly large thzt considerations go beyond purely military aspects

and cover such other viial nationzl-leve] considaxntions as industrial
‘production base, employment, technoloyy base and balanee of tvade,
However, we are finding ways to deal with these prel "'16.‘.[‘"1.3.

.
Generally, ‘L'he mozst satisfaclory approeach to coniending with domestin
problems associated-with standardization is through Hcensed pro-
duction of standawd equipment in both Moirth Americe and Eure pc -
cxzmples are the ROLAND IT Short Rauge Alr Defense System and
the F-156 prograrns,

PR

Lan) of the benefits of stan d‘LI'd.lZglﬂ.Oll Cuiy bc rec._ued through

- ensuring interoperability of equipment--for example, being ahle

to service aircraft on each othex's airfields, being able to com-

.municate with each other, and bc;ng able to vse commen fucls

and aramunition,

"WoD Pogition: The Do stroagly suppeiis 1‘11’5.’.‘.’() standardizaiice
and interoperability efforts. We have stwengi i the Dol Weapen
Systern Acquisition process to ensuras thel adequate consideration is

5
3
G

" given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems axe designed to be

interoperable with those of cur NATO Allies to the grea.tcst degree
possible and practical. We ceek meihods by which our NATO Allies
will be encouraged to agree to U.S5. solutions (e, g,, through co-
p*oducnon opportm.;‘i.weq) whun a.ppropn fe. :

: TT A barmae -4 Epmam =

Current Status: i

gy




. 'HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

1. JIssue: The House Appropriations Conunitiée reduced the FY 76
program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Appro-
" priations Committee restored $10LL

2. Background: This technical area includes work in training; traiuing
devices and sirnulators; persennel, manpower, and conternpor=iry issues
{egual opportunity, race relations); and hamar factere in weapon :,.'::icrﬂs
development and operations. In reducing funding, the Hcuse Apyrdp in-
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the R&1D, The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and sirmnula-
tion projects to he continued. -

The FY 77 funding request for the five FProgiram Elomenis redaced by
Coungress in FY 76 was held 1o the FY 76 budge? regusst level, & =
sfuntial reduction from the growtn plenned for this area. The arew of
ITvinan Resources R&D was separated inlo ithirce categories of work;

{1} the technologies for trzining, snnu...au.m., traiming equinpment wud
human enginecring, (2) a2 smaller effort in tho perscnnel aud monpewsy
area,.and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary

issues area, The purpose was fo cicarly dc lmeute these three sulienreas

-

of work so thzt they can be i?.\dcp;ndemi}, ciructured a‘-.nr_? appraiscd.

‘This action was successful since o acrozy the bPoord »eduction wwar mods
~ by Congressg in FY 1677, ’

3. DoD Position:!

{'"""

tu_hnology arca has been yeiitled io Trz,zmwf and Persoenuel
to empdauxze program recrientation,:

"4, Current Status: Congress has requested und the GAO has corducted
‘a major survey of the arca. The GAO report is eupected to be relaoase
in January 1977 to the House Appropriations Comuniitee,

L.

OAD(LE LS .'"/
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1. Issuc: Remo‘;c.’.y Piloted Vehxcleq (RPV‘S)

ER

z. Pac \,ro-md DoD hes considered that RPV'S offers significant éapa-
Dbilities for high risk missions in the area of battleiield scrveillance.
DARPA's S-ycar initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of
RPV's perthient to their individual necds, with 2 Tri-Service coordinating
group nud DIDE&E puarding a2gainst redurndancy and duplication. The
Army (Aquilz Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 lbs)
ior reconnaissance and art'llery correction and-designation with the
obiective to provide to TRADOC ‘an interim RPV system for development of
the ROC¥* for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a
.mini-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an over~the-horizon targeting
wnability for Harpoon equippsd ships. Since many of these ships are
srnnll and non-aviation rated, the RIPV size is coustrzined to under 300
ibs for logisiics reasons. The Air Yorce has a long operational history
with midi (300 {o 3000 1bz) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for pnoto-re-
cornaigsance znd clectronic wariare jrnmming and decention. A large
portion of their program is fo increase the utility of these systems with
engineering improvements. 7The Air Force expzundable drone program,
invelving = midi-sized decoy and a mini~sized Liirassrent weapon, was
cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from pgoing to
full scale enginecering development. (believed to be premature by Congress).
The only maxi~-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long-
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systems such as Sidelooking Adrborne Radar (SLAR) to provide
tactical battlefield surveiilance, Congress withlicld :,731«’.[ of the $6M
¥y 77 appropriation {or Compass Cupe witil the Alr Force cormmitice
to & specific paylead., Ivw gencral, Congress has pz Ld pariicular atfention
“fo the RPV programe. :

1= = . . =T
. '
3. D»oD Fosition::

ppa——

e

- %Training and Doctrine Command L OAD(E&PS)
*#Required Operational Capability _ 1 Dec 76" 7
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4. TCurrent Status: Twenty Aguils rarnes and two ground control
stztions will be dclivered to TRADOC in the Spring of '77 for a six
month evaluation leading to a ROC for the enginecring development, A
Navy RFQ** for its mini-RPV will Le released this month and contractor

selection will be made in the Spring of 1877, The Aly Fores siedy on

&

; the RPV control systermn will bagln in intz U 77,

i} ’
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) *Joint Tactical Integrated Mzt Sysiem

i *¥Request for Quotation
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. . Budget Related Issue

ELECTRON DEVICES

Izsuc:  The funding for development of clectronic devices has de-
creased cver the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a
" percentage of investment in electronic systemjs.' Since these devices
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
fufure systems, PDnguidance was esiablished tvo years ago in-
creasing the clectron device budget.- o '

History: The current PDM*directs an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base, In addition, the
Lervices were directed ic establish device Advancaed Development
Programs. The Air Foxce, Nevy prozuams are in accord with the
fwidance., The Army has decreased devics funding and the House
Axined Services Cornmittee (HASC) vefused to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program start in 'Y 77. A Navy
Advanced Development Pregram with a similiar scondiag title was
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device program survived,

] Irnpact: |

| [ e Sems e e el

*Propgram Decision Memotrandum

ST e OAD(E&PS)
s . 30 Nov 76
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Budget Rels

Ll.d Is sue |

lLIm-O'l':L..Y PILO ED VEHICLES A
{PVs) ) '

Jssue:! ’ : .
Josves j coc)
1 B
' l - Problem

have heen encounterzd in schedule slippages and cost overruns

RPV's have drawn considerable Congressional attention, E

‘History: The Air Force has & loang operational history with midi-

e

sized (300 te 30CC ]*') KPViu for photo-revonnaissance and =lectronic |

warlarac.

imagers for the

iinttend to use,

Position:

b e e el i kit £ o t n

Force under PJ..; 6" .f"‘f' It
control system that is

They have

o

internded

*Reqguest for Quotation
¥*¥Joint Tactical Integrated Data System.

.

is {ormn

viating ihe

G oL

o nedade R-”\“

not necded tu dev F‘JO}. siall vaders and infrared
,’.C-'] to 200 It clas

55

the Army ana Movy

o~
~~
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o~
o

o

R

/ The S

concept of an RPV miissinu
Wi corppaiivle,

: b’c(:)
o OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76



. o - Budget-Related Issue

- IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM

‘Subject of Issue:  Congress has charged the DoD to couduct the
rational RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiaticn as.2 means
of sterilizing meat products.

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving
meat products over a decade ago. After an inmitial period, it was
decided to terminate the work., The c¢ivil sector and other Federal
agencies 2lso terminated like efiorts. However, Congress rejecled
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work.
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to & state where four meat
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were rcady to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for hwnan use, per DA
steandards, Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretary of the
Army accelerated the test program by adding the other ineais in
simultancous efforts rather than the cequential tests carlicr planned.

Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program.

Budgetary Impact: :

L X Funding for all Service food technology
R&D is 2an Army responsibility since they serve @5 the DoD Esxceutive
Service {or this effort,

|
oD} Position:;

[y S S S
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.- 29 November 19?6

P J— e e rr——————— T
aad > = 2 P



. e _— Budget Related Is

- -

Ivis GNPO'\”I". L, PERSONNEL AN‘D coO ?TLMI‘ RARY JS5UXES

"1, Issuer RULAT rzis ed serious concerne with regird to both the level
of R&.D ef fort allocat d to IManpower, Perscnnel and Contemvorary

A
el A
Issves and ooy
2. History: Concern over this technical area by the House ;
Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the
Humean Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the
Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected, ! Sa(y)
3, Curyent Posii'i.on_: Tn vices have been requesiasd to bried
ODD(ILLAT) on their proposcd FY 78 Tech Base programs in this area,
The objectives arc an assessmeaent of the util";y (_-',F the L&D, whether the
level of investment and the expected return justify an annual investment
of over $20M, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and
whethel the propram {oz pnrt-ions thereeci} shevld mwore apprepriately
be funded from a non-RDT &I 2ccount., ’ '
4, Impact: ' P
] ', \-.) 164 \,~". (‘l
; i
ii i i .
1 R - Rl — o
i
L4
_ 0 S o S OAD(EERLS)
L S , . C 30 Nov 76
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) Budget Related “Iss'ue
FA’"TLI'"“" FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CI—EE'IVIIC’&T 'WAT\T‘AE‘\ B
M UNITIONS

1. Issue: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading,
asgembly, and paclhaging (LAP) facility for the new binery artillery
prejectiles to be coustructed at Pine Bluif Arsenal, Arvkansaas. .
2. DBackpround: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurcment
and Military Construction Authorization {MCA) request in the amount of
$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress bui was dcleted
on & floor amendment during the appropriations process. It was in-
cluded again in the FY 1976 budget request for $8, 8M. After cxtensive
Besvings it was deleted pending further diseunssicns al the UNGA Confercnne of
he Committee on Disarimeament (CCY). Because of this decision, ro
cauest was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressionnl
wislies to delay one year to allow further nepotiations. No substantial
progress in disarmament diccussicns has becn evident during the one

Y Gaxr dclq-.} .
’ ! P

3. Dol Fosition: .

cn
i o feN,
S
“ 4. - Current Status: The funding Jor this facility has been made the
subject of an A.QD(C) PBD issue and is being raised as a {fuading issue
at OMB lcvel“ : & f.\

OAD/E&LS)
29 Nov 76
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Budget Related Issue

SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT

1. Issue: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technolegy
has been marked by DD{(R&AT) as an area {or concentrafed growih

v laay

Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun.

2. History: OSD initiated an effortin FY 75 to increase the use of
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs a2nd reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program, High level
. interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduction/performance
‘effectiveness, '

pee Co-e e R T IR T,
1

3. Current Position: |

;

r
|

3 ! | The IEYI‘)?S budgét“request includes
i

OAD(E&LS)
_ 30 Nov 76
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ARMY RDTE&E DRAWDOWN
Issue : The Army haus agreed o a manpover drawdown to reduce
its in-hiouse Technology Base work zad to increase its program with
universities and indusiry. .

History: The Lsﬂ_\oratoz'fy' Utilization Study which was corapieted in
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and electronics was too large., An agreement
was tnade with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house strength by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis and com-
.pleting the drawdown by FY78. Thesc reductions by fiscal year are
as follows: FY 75 -905, Y76 -829, ¥Y77 -733, and FY78 -433,
‘The Army has met its corunitments 2o of I"V76, hoewever,

v
H

!

.f'
We have encouraged the Ariny to tale thess reductions through hiring
freczes, attrition, and trazvefer of {he manpower to work and funding
in other areas, '

- e s e

— s I T
Fosition: |

ODD(R&AT) is insisting that the manpower dravdovwn be completed as
scheduled.
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MNAVY BELOCK FUNDING .

Isrvz: We are enceuraging the Nevy to provide mest of their Technology
Lase funds divectly to their Iaberatories in large "blocks" without dis-
butizy thro a¢th {he Sysiems Comnands, ' ‘

-1i ; ne Navy lc,c:]molor"y Dase funding to the Chizf of MNaval
hMaterizl Laboratories is distribuled to the laboratories in two ways
Some of the funds ave given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of
Nawval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A
major portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however,

arc provided through the Systems Commends for work which is primarily

‘supportive of the particular Systems Commard.

We hove mncourage? the Nzwvy te block fund wnost of tha Techrnology Base
funds divectly to the laboratories once the labozratories technicel progra
Tias been agrecd upon by (he laborafory, the Systeras Command, and
Chief of Naval Materini,

':1‘

Position: Thc, Navy has proposed to "hlodl program! funding to ihe

Jaberatorics. ;

L ODD(R&AT)
- ' 1 Dec 76
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ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES fECC--.{)

e S : o S

EHisteryv: The lessons lenrned in the Yom Kippur lsraeli war indicated the
necd for a major_thrust in ECCM, There are several aspacts to a good

ECCM posture.
| -

Positions: Dol Dirvective C-4600.3, Elcctronic Counter Couvnt

_FPositions: Couvnter Mezouree
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencics with regard to threat
.definition and evaluation of immpact upon system performance. The imple-
mentation of this policy is still being fermulated., To create an ECCHM

;

ewareness in the service laboratorics, DDRE&L hes sponsored symposia

. 6375 0F-CCM Advancerd Development. The Army and Navy techool

ooy
base program element managers have been made aware of e need [o2

responsive attention to this subject.

. L o OAD(LE &S}
T " 1 Dec 76
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Soelan i

Niccussion: ht *hb present time there is no continuing
pxogram of advanced development for small aircraft engines
echnology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets

and RPVs indicates a need for active sgupport of this tc.chL
-:nology. _
The Joint USAF/Ravy Technology Demonstialor Eogine  (onm)
program meshes the Nevy efforts in lorge airerail engins
technology work with the larger reluated programg of i
Air Force, to the beancfit cf both. )

positions: DPRINENT).

|
i
T YN ‘i
e hTmy_end Bevy.

-

L b

R o IR ' .. . . 30 Nov 76
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.. .. LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's)

..
.

Tesue: The “House L”meu Services Commnittee (HASC) has
Geleted all Kavy funding in FY 77 and beyond for LPS nd
directed that the Defense 2dvanced Research Projects h ne

{D&RPA) shouvld supnort any future efforts.
Px

“r
-

Discvssion:

{

|

i

|

1

Lo e I -

Vierk in the technelogy of LPGS's has been suppovrisd sporedically |
gince.the mid-1950"'s , - hove\bh, for a b
decade prior to about 1970, Lhe level of efifort was extramely
lew.  In about 1870 the Ravy, jolintly with DARYA, dO“JJ.i <o

sunpert a major eficrt to develop LPG's based on a bull-
Wnaded propellant charge oeaacn conccnu. The KBASC in acting
upon the FY 77 budget observed that LPG's had bzen supported
for over 20 years with little arva*en* usefu: outcome and
therefore deleted the Ravy RDTE funding.

e - e
S—

i
H

Position:

OAD/ET
30 Nov 7&
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tions of organic (epcxy) matrix compeosites in full scale
alircraft components have been underway for several years

35 Currenit @and plannad
cncor@asaes work with organic,

reinforced by graphite, carbon,

and major structures are comuanean orf
Air Force glone has opeant more S1501

sipee 12581. Army and llavy sise hove spon’

Chere 1g now widesvread support and heavy

ﬁpduﬁ‘“y for vork on these materiels, ond
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TRANSPORTATION AND DISPCOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATERIALS
— 1. Subject of Issue: Transportation and Gisposal of chemical warizre
cgents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, amumunition, and
simiicr items has become a public concern’
Y T
N |
Z. Brekeround:
t SISt
i =
1
- . { The Environmental
Jmpact Staternent process must be fully followed and become a part of thoe )
decision making process. | S ' ' Rt
i
l
|
i
{ _ -
R 2. DaD Pesgition: The NIIFA oand 21l applicable lavws vill be fully followed,
R e e . . e e . e - - [ R
- \*.--"'—'". ) ; . - T -
4. Current Statuc: Planning ie precceding in cecordonce with applizcalle
laws to continue movements necessary in the inlcrests of national sccurity
or ta improve operations. .
~ T ... ERS ol ’ s -~ .
. - - <
Lo mes |, £ormm— - . ¥ : ) . ) .
e _ R .7 QAD(E&LS)
s o ' T . 29 November 1976
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. % . 7. CHEMICAL WARFARE:AGREEMENTS

jenue: A“)a L of US Ciemiczl Varfrtre policy has been cur
willingness negotiate zn cgreement to develep an effective,
\r'“'umb;f_ ban cn CV.

1. Subkject o
t

2. Eackpround: Arxtizie I of the Blological Weapons Convention (Byr()
(-ra*iﬁed by the T 5. i January 1075) binds 212

sroaaoiics o continuo
negotisiions on an agrecront benning chemical weapons,  The UL 5,
Lds negotiated in this area, particulurly through the UNGA Conrferonce
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for-at least ten years., It
has been the subject of a number of other Confercnces,

The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical -
to the BWC which contains no verification proccdures, The mejor
obstacle to date in all agrecmente is the definition of the chamicel
azents to be banned and wecaching azvecment on wraclical and effectiva.-
inspection and verificatioa procadurcs ana cther safeguards, '

- ) o -
3. DOD PDL:::E..:FF}_.‘
e
!
i
4
\. .
4. Curreant e
. -
!
b e e e i . ~
. “-_. R . - . . , . . [
LR : S s T
- o . oo " D : OAD(E&LS)
B L T . w0 29 November 1976
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NANSEN DRIFT

e

1. Issue; .::hould the Umted States frbcm, a decommiissioned icchrezloy
into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing cccan
currents will carrcy it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in akout

2 years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT.

% Backzround: The Navy has been a slrong proponcent for the NANEEN
« DRIFT project, pointing out the opporiuvnity to conduct new research in

the Soviet Arctic and to support pollilce.l obijectives of the United Stutes
They ebtuna.te the pro_]cct will.cost $15 m:illion over a three year perios

WS¥ has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, p;ob abl
a ploy to force hezvier funding support frem DoD and other aren
The project is supporfcd strongly by the Nalionsl Research Council, the

Sad

- Departiment of State, and in principle by DoD, The Nerwegiang support

= the project.
r

R - = s

3. DoD Position: None., DoD reeds to ectablish i 5
DRIFT., Part of this dacisicitis the level of fDnsncial :_:1:'*:'-}::1'? o ooyl
17 L
- tc the project, : - T
. . -. .._n—_.;;.g;..‘,' . -::f""".'“'-‘ .
E ’ : OQOAD(EELLS)

- - . 26 November 1976
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NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL)

l. Issue: What shocld be the future statiis of NARL?

2. Backpground: Tha Naval Arectic Research Lahora tory (I\TARL), L.
Earrow, Alaska, is the only continuously cperated U, S, research
1“1‘*0:'.‘~:tnry op the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics suppuot

and coordination of miscion recexrch for the Navv ana other mwmr"m}:-:z‘-_.

czyencizs. I is opersted by a civilian contracior and is mnauayed by the
ifice of Naval Fesesarch (CIIR)., NWARL ig 2 cc‘._plctc 5C -i:’.-sww“r*‘ HICE
base facility on over 5,000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings,

an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities, The laboratory maintai
a fleet of 6 {ixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and
water crafl, I_n addition, NARL operaies some 14 remoic camps zlong,
the Llaska coast supporting resecarch projects,

The operating b 16.[, of 134 RL is approxiraately $7.0M por yeory, paidl
for from RLTER £

funds, O*‘le*- gov rionent agencles doing RED ot

WARL proviéde reimbursements but © hese rop-ﬁbhrse‘rmn.u do not cover
their operating and logis hcs costs. The Nzvy estimates thzt only 155 -
cf WARL activiiv is in divect supnort r_:f DoD spcusored roscarch and
developnent.

There is a continuing peed for MARYL as & Nevy or J\h.t.am base eamp
on t.-e Arciic Ocean.

l

T e in i edm—— - - [ - -

3. DDR&FE Pomiw_m_: OJ‘: 16 Cctober the Movy winue ¢
mana Lc‘-'nen* and fivancing of WARL, snd to «d Jr.-:’ R fnnding at
NARL to a level coasistent with ihe JJJ,L o work periormed at WAIU.

by 1981. . . . . _ : e

:\.‘a ' . - 2 R
e . OAD{E&LS)
ol Eo T T : T+ 0 7 .7 26 November 1976



Problem:

————

the capebilities of our tectical

Sl Ve 1hn ur
Both the Havy and USAF have

trymr* to overcome the shor

oh vz

purpese acrial cmiuilios,

Currcni Status:

- [4 AR 116 10 RO nooD
e d T EOL oL e
e e e e e
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TWO-PLACGE A-10
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R DoD _Posii'ion:
T =,

Status: '

[N




™

. . P

. . - COMPASS GOPE

Problen: Should the COMPASS COPL pregram be confinued,

Dackoround: COMIPASS CORPL was conceived by the Ajv
as a Jong-endurance, bigh {lying, remectely piloted mulfi-
mission vehicle.

4

DoD Position:

S

Corrent Status: The PBDs reflect the Dol position, |
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.+ .7 PLIR/LOPAIR

1. &abieccet of Iscna; !'?<‘>nr'cci cheminal agent warning and daotection

*,

L
systems; Lc.\ng Path Infra-~Red (LOPAIR} an Army development and

Yorwerd Looldng Indra~Red (FLIR) & Novy developmient,

ide un advanced chamizal ogoen

o Yeogran O
tion aud warning system for combat coe.
o The Army has evaluzted long path infrared detection methods jor
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1905 was terminated
in favor of a passive concept. Criticzl technical problems in discriri-
nation of agents from smoke, dust, :-;_}:1 other inteferonces have cxisted

in ihe past. Howewver, the preseat passive LOPAIR which entexued Advapecd
Irc ae"npmrut in Tam ayy 1974 is bf’.}ievc:’e to have resolved these techuical
prohiems., , ' : e T AR P
o Tle Nevy, wiile evalaaiiry the FLIR for {ire control purposcs
{tne primery mission}, discsvr:re:’i that technicians could observe
emissions from int ng avriel tarpets. By the usc f omm'ﬂ Iﬂ'tcu. s
z

gomne discriminati £ crissions com o
o Initizlly the HAZCYeguested a side-by-side test; this was fully
plenued, but not per onnz-.d. Subscovently, the HASC repuested thiat
LOPAIR be tenmninaicd in favor of FLIR but ¢id authorize reprogramining
foliow co;mﬂc'c guidance on
sda GAO

for a ...ldL -by-side tes{:, The Armny did nnt
the ﬁm g for ilw 5 u-b'_\-'—sidc teat

R R,

o

4. Current Status: 'The DoD izitial reguest to the HASC to conlinue boti
dc"ﬂopmenm Was rol useﬁ..

s (R

*Houge Armed Sc—:rvi:r_; Cornmittes o . - OAD(E&LS)
: S CoT - 29 November 1976
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Qutcide ARPA Peacticns.” The ARPA program has been well received by 0SD,
0MB, and the Congress, Presontaticn of "thruats"™ has been easily understoeod
and the potential significanee of thie breshthroughs readily appreziated.
Whereas pric— te FY 1976, the totai ARFA budget remalned es sentially statlc
at arcund $200M, this year's budget will be’ 2 A great deal
of enthusicsn hhd baen generoted for the program in the Services, Joint
Chiefs of Suaff, the LDRAZ, and the Secrcrary of Delense,
EXYL's vidge prooitien in DeDd and its determination
~hitti creaninatisn presents a sot of
manageient Lssues e must Le il owith succezsfully to maintain the
organization's vigoy. Sowc low; ’
. © Staffing and Perscnnzl Policies -~ There must be econtinuing manage-

ment sensitivity to the need for professicenal staff turnover. This
is essential to the diff{icult process of ereating new programs,

Feeping Yropyvem Managers who zie covvent fw rapidly chenging tech-
ncloples, and nazinte 1 ard vital pregrams.,

-
od aggressive efforts are vegquired

A

to devclow positive .« S8 transition results of AWPA rTescarch
to the Military Services., There are ne autonatic or built-in
processes or policics wlhich assuve that this happens--the initiative
is with ARPA. It is essential that close aud continuing contact be
maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Ass

and Commandins Q0fificors of E;t&"fil Acquisit

DARC -‘\ by m_LJ ben toiy ochaduled ard regulzsr

briafings and meetings.,

; I. 1_. e —— e AT I - - - - e - - i T - " -
O The ARPA Tnaze -= Care and seleciivity must b reised te avoid:
) in"o‘vcmcni in rescarch PCogT s promuteﬁ hy fce NED orecanizoiions
_ solely to scecure ARPA funa;ng suppatt. DA should recennize and

: remain insensitive to Service KéD aad OuDhLE Stafl mewbers who per-
ceive of ARPA as zn "interfervor" with dnstitutdonal biascs & objectives
They would prefer to se2 ARPA outsiﬁﬂ of tihe mainstream issucs. The
vitality of the organization iu Jarwgely derived from its misgicn of
being the adversary, the rigk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken
critic. ' '

i

Ptk CC RSP
: - 3 Soma

istant Secretaries fer RED,
ion Ceommands (ATSC, NAVIAT,
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o Visjhjlitx;gf Demonstration Programs ~- for the {irst time, ARD2

(o]

has cctablished in FY 1976 a program elemcnt making visible rajor

now technelogy demonstration efforts and the relatively larpe
yecources they may require. Preliminary Congressional and 05D

Gi1a:f recaction has been positive, but critics wmay still raise the
guestion, "Wny ARPA?". These technology demonstratien programs will
materlally aid the transfer of teclimnlogies to the Services who

iust uvltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra--
tions have the effect of wmore clearly suggesting the potentinl ef
new tochnolepy and help to accelerate the othorwise lovyg, €rave-oul
material development cycles of Servize proprams.. The aiternative of
simply reporting research findings and speculating on their potential
more often than not wmeans promising results go unnoticed and are
never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Services

or are subjected to long and frequent sub-critical exploitation attempts.

Efchnology Assessments —— The Technology Assessments Office wes din-
established at the end of FY 1976, Thoze efforts underuvzy vhich wenn
yelatable to the other technical offices were transferred to those
officee.  In the future, technolozy assessments will be undertaken

#s part of the technical office function to examine and cowpore the
U.S. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives for the
Office. Those technolegy assessment efforts which are of brozd ARP.A
or DoD scope will continue under direct managenent of the Director,

ARVA, R *

SPE——
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=Tbe attached documents represent the "iseue papers” prepared by DDREE
.for the YTransition Yeam in connection with the transition from the Ford
to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conform to
the definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World
‘Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be brnadly
within the intent of that definition.

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Enclosure 1. Some parte of some of theae papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legiticate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Encleosure 2 under

‘exemption 1 in that they contain classified security information.
"The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
denied information is properly claesified under E.O. 11652 and its
disclosure could ressonably be expected to cause damage to the
national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parte of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1); 1.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); 1.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans.

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significaent and legitimate governmental purpose"” is the
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub-
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

fwere prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. 8. E. Clements,
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.
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Enclosure 1.

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED

Some portions of these papers gqualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs)
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers

Joint Service Development/Test Programs'

' Systems Acquisition Management

Prototyping

Travel Funds

DOD Medical Research Charter

Reduction of Outyear Operating and Support (0&sS) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Reduction

Design to Cost .

Specifications and Standards

.Reliability and Maintainability

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Practice
Competition in Defense Procurement
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DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES

1. Subject of Interest: ODDRXE is directing various changes which

will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. :

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately

74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which

is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are

| ~ directed toward lncreasmg the mnovatlon and productnnty in the

laboratones.

© - The laboratories’' roles in Technology Base planning and
"~ -: pupervision'is being increased.- To initiate this, block
" funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead
- laboratory concepts for technology areas have been
* - implemented. : . - :
o . We are increasing ‘the use of investment strategies as a
" .1 technique for apportioning the resources across the various
: technology areas in the Technology Base.

o 'The ‘laboratorles are being asmgned prime technology
. . area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower drawdowns l.n redundant )

-+ 7 .7 and lesser productwe areas.

o - The percentage of_the Technology Base work which is
- .. performed by universities and industry is being increased
' to take advantage of their umque contrlbuttons to the
JOREE program. : : '

-3 ' -The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
" .tion is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
- Aszessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems
which are meeting Defense Systems Acqur.mtwr Pevxew
Council Milestones 1 and II

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4. . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology
Bage are being applied selectively across the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings bhave been placed on the
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- -
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completéd and is
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the
end of F'Y 78. ' B ‘ : R
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. FEDERAL CONTR.ACT RESEARCH CENTERS
- o o (ECRCs)

-

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managi-ng DoD-

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRC s) be acceptable to Congress‘>

2. Background Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government
agencies have similar organizations. -

N System Engineering/ - = Studies &

Laboratories Tech Direction (SE/TD) ° Analyses (S&A)
c (FY76) (FY76) : (FY76)
" MIT Lincolm = $51M  MITRE Corp . $45M RAND $17M
Johns Hopkins'  $53M  Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $10M
'Penn State © $8M S .. ANSER  $2M
- ST - S e e o T DA C$11M
$112M . $127M T saoM

Laborator'[ FCRCs perform d].'Ef1cu.1t techmcal prOJects embracmg both
research and new prototype systems concepts, (SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-techmca.l support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,

communications and command and control (C3) systems, (S&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional anzlyses and recommendations
for force planners, logistics managers, R.&D managers hlgh officials
on DoD staffs, etc, . : .

A hlgh degree of control is ma:ntamed over FCRCs. .The Senate Armed

Services Committee provides an overall fiscal cellmg. Four major prob-

v lems ex.lst mth usmg FCRGE‘ e L o _ ’

: ‘_' o Several years ago, Congress eypressed concern regardmg salaries,

“number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the
imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling
-7 has not kept pace with inflation. R

o Conc;ressiona.l concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how weuse FCRCs, i.e,, as "ex;ensmn of heauquarters staffs, "
especlally the S&A PCRCs. _ '

SR L T ODDIREAT)
- UNCLASSIFIED L R&AT
e T O ~ 24Nov76
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i .o Part of'the for-profit industr'y seotor is opbosed to both the non- profit
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta.lns to the success
of some FCRCs in d:.ver51f1cat10n. -

0. The fiscal cgrhng has espec1a.11y been a h1ndrance in accomp11sh1ng
space and C SE/TD work. .. . .

3. DoD Position: An extensive review was c_onducted of FCRCs in 1976

.in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows:

o Ana.ly‘hcal Semces (ANSER) will no longer 'be an FCRC L :-'3_ i :-. i
o The Applied Physzcs La.boratory (Johns Hopkms) and Athed Research
. La.bora.tor'y (Penn Sta.t_) will not be con31dered FCRCS beamnlng in -

.M
: '1, B

-
i . . -l wen PR [
a0 : - C e : » . g

‘ T or MIT L1ncoln La.bora.tory. Genter for Naval Ana.Iyses (CNA), Prolect

T Air Force {formerly Project Rand}and the Institute for Defense Analyses - .

' -. (IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The
non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporatxon wﬂl not be con51d-
.eredanFCR.C . . T .'_»“' L

. - -__. .. ‘.-~- _‘_-.',’-‘__‘:7. .—}-__An_ . _--'...J_ L
. - . - e - ST EEE . [ T h T R

‘o MJTRE-Bedford will be separated from MITRE-Washington. | All DoD
" €° work will be done at Mitre-Bedford. MITRE-Washington will not

-. be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work

.unless of direct benefit to DoD Level of DoD effort at Mitre- Beuford

e w111 be governedby DoDC Workload L

.o Aerospace Corp w111 be restricted to DoD space prograrn endeavora

- except on programs of direct benefit to DSD {i. e. joint DoD-NASA).

Level of DoD effort at Aerosgace w:lll be governed by DoD space . '
system workload. S

4, Current Status:- A report was provided the four concerned Congre‘ssional
Committees, Informal approval received, DoD will be implementing above
"actions in the FY'78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions
' 7. in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future managemaxnt of
: FCRCs. . :

| LT UNGLASSIFIED |
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DOD R&D TES'I‘ING USING HUM.AN VOLUN'I‘EERS

- - T g

_ SubJEct of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans

are being used as guinea. plgs needlessly ard under circumstances of .

‘unacceptable hazard, R PR S ree

- Background: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who -perforrr.x

———— -
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public

 and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional

committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 603 and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

- - that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the t2st subjects.

~ These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
.~ had already been markedly improved in the 1370s by DoD because of its

~ own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human

. volunteer subjects, althcugh tba.s point was carefu.'l.ly avoided or 1gnored

mthehea.nngs. Lo S

DoD Position: DoD must éon&uct tests that use human test volunteers

-...in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed

' tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned,

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.

_ As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level,

-.".-__they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and

.;.7'_';_.8ub_]ects will be used. - R

critique of our R&D, In all cases, only fully mfonned and volunteer

W
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

1. Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs airmed at meeting the
same basic operational requirements.

2. Background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec-
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
vltimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

' be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy ewmphasis on structuring
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other 0SD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groufs.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates
 for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact
“that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant
"cost reductions.,

‘3. DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to

stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requirements. OQur policies to achieve this objective are
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces-
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Sarvice Management of
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
endorsenent and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

4. Status: We have established commonality batween Services that is
intended to--satisfy sister Service requirements in virrtually all
DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exiscs.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremants™
process and other ekisting means to identify those items which are
candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead"

-



-
-

Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate 0OSD
offices. ' .

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive

Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements. '

P
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SYSTENS ACQUIS[TIOI FPNAGC!E : .

). Issue: In order-to maintain national security in times of highly
~ constrained defense budgeis it is imperative that we manage the
acguisition of defense systems tn a hnghly efslcient manner.

-

2. Background: The basic policies for the managemant of defense systems
acquisition were establishad in mi d- 1971 with the publication of DoD _
Directive 5000.1, “Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.!" Since that
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense
systems acquisition process have been.published, t.e., the Commission
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review '
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recent]y the Acquisition Advsso'y Groun.

.3, DaD Posutlon: While many of the recommcnded tmprovements to the
o defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. ’

k. Current Status:. In many areas we have made major strides in improving
the management of DoD systems acquisition.. Some of these managemsnt
‘initiatives are:

- " a)} Fly-before-buy (hardware demonstraticn) ’ .
' b} Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones .
c) Competition, especially durlng system validation S,
d) Design to Cost _ - S

e) - Hi-Lo force mix ' LT IERTEE e
f) Creation of viable options S
g) Maintaining strong technical base T T
h)f lmproved program wanagﬂmbnt SR u'f* % - :fﬁ o

" Other areas of pron:snng efforts underway but stcll evolvsng are: .

2} “Front-end" plann:ng-HISSton nceds and af fordab:llty
b} Life Cyc]e Costing -

Sound manacemznt of defense systems acquisition impacts on the defense
posturz of the U.S. 1t is probably the singie must impaortant task of
DoD as it impacts dircctly on force readiness, the yearly defense budgar

3 and also the outyear expznditures for operating and maintaining our

weapon systems. Ve will continuz to evaluate all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvaments in national defense and more efficisnt
development, production, opzration and support of our defense. system.

. _ : - . DDR::
. _ ’ SRR ’ - © 1 D2c 75
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- PROTOTYi’ 1 KG

Issue: To-improve the basis for management decisions during the .

development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment.

Backgrouﬁd: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration,

rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions.

‘It has been referred to as the "fly beforc buy' or "test before buy"

approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promuigated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool

by his successor, DepSecDef Claments, and has become an important

" ald to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of

prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs.

DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that refleces a

basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduct101 of
risli. It must always bz viewed in the decns:on-m?i;ng contex it
is not, and must not become, an end cr objective in itself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is reeded to supporL and strengthe
our basis for decisions, not as “thc thing to do'" in order to ch

_.programs approved.

' L]
Current Status: Ve hove gzirned considerable experience in prototyping
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder-

stonding of the difference between its two fundamental applicatioas.

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the ricks
associated with zpplying advanced tcchnology to meet definad cpara-

-tional requirements. -These are the '"full-scale cng:neerlng develop-

ment"” prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle;

- Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter;

Submarine Launched Cruise Hissile.) Where it is impractical to
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied tou subsystems
and components., (Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAN; Liavy Fodulor

Elcctronic Warfare Suite.)

Prototyping s ©lso used to cxplore and sdvance now technolagy prior
to the definition of specific requirements. These are '"technology
base' or "exploratory develogmznt' prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping
creates technological alternmatives, cxploits technical opportunities,
stimulates compztition and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Flgﬁter, Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically
Aglle Radar. ) :

'_ L
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Budget Related Issue

TRAVEL FUNDS

Issue£ QDO{R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77. :

History: ODD{R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K,., Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K, We have reduced the $14.7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. e

P051t1on: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate.
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.

QDD/R&AT)
30Nov76
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Budget Related Issue

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER
(vis-a2-vis othar Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget r
< )

e
are being denied in cases where anv other agency is conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle
denied DoD requesis for monay for research in drug 2nd alzohol abuse, and
a2 series of infectious and dental discases. The basis for denial has

been that the Department, Healtk, Education, and Weliare (DHEW) is
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require

any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where

the Do level of eifort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment.

" A GAQO review of infectious disease research wes completed in FY 76,
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now whick could cause

ferther areas to be so identified in FY 78 aod beyond.

- Budgetary Impact: Previous reductiorns were not made until late in
the fiscal year. As a result, money had beex committed to new and
‘continuing eiforts undexr the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus,

", when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional

funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commibtments to
~contracts had been made and could not be recouped.

DoD Posiiion: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw irom the civil

and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

. unique problems of the Military Services or those aspacts of the

problem that the civil sector canaot or will not address. Thus, ratoer
than duplicate, the smaller DoD invesirnent represenis 2 complirnentary -
effort toat provides specialized results of interest to DoD. A

-
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PEDUCTION OF OUTYEAR GPETATING AND SUPPORT (0L8) CO3TS

1. 1Issuva: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budyget allocated
to system opzrating and support costs, while at the samz time maintain-
ing operational readimess.

2. Background: Continued growth in the fraction of the2 DoD budget
allocated to op2rate and support current systems has impaired force
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future 04&S
costs of systems now being developed, so 2s to reverse this trend as
‘new systems enter the laventory.. '

Better visibility on the specific 0&S costs of current systems is a
necessary step in defining and reducing the 0&S cost of future systems.

Toe next step is to employ the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Position: We are confident that we can achieve the ability to

identify aand track the 0&S5 costs of
We must a2lso control the futwvre 0&S
so as to achieve a net reduction in

individual types of defease systecs.
costs of systems now ia developmant,
the O&S portion of the DoD budger.

4. Current Status: The DzpSecDzf memorandum on Raduction of Qutvear
Operating and Support Costs, 285 February 1976, directed the Military
Dzpartmants to establish 0&5 cost targets for each major system now in
development, and to propose m=2thods to assess the net 0&S cost impact

“on future Dezpartment budgers of all DSARC decisions.
hH . ‘

The Services hava forwarded thair planned approaches to the establish-.
mant of 0&5 cost goals for 211 major programs now in the DSARC process
and proposed methodology for annual -assessment of the net 0&5 cost
lmpact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinemznts
required by ASD(I&L) review are mow in progress.

'
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VISIBILITY AXD HAN'C:.? HT OF OPERATING l”!) SUPPURT COSTS

To develop wathods for determining the operaiting end support
ibutabla to partcicular Defense systems.

1.

cost

H
C
(b

l‘l'

at

17

2. DBackground: SecDef and DDR&E posture statements for FY 1976 wmen-
tioned the need to improve visibility on the ppereting and support
(0&S) costs of current systems, as a necessary step Ln reducing the
life cycle cost (LCC) of future waapon systems.

During SecPaf's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDRSE responded
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems.

Thereafrer, Senator Culver proposed 2n amendment to-the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This ‘amendoent
wzs - daleted in conference when DoD stated it was unazble to provide
such estimates for all major systems. However, DoD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for alrcraft systems with

the FY 1978 budget.

3. DoD Position: Ve can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accountiag systems were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual wezpon
systems. We are working to improve visibility on operating and support
costs. : :

4. Current Status: ASD{ISL) has been tasked to define the manzagemaznt
information system needed to account for 0&S costs by weapon system
type. The Services have presented thelr proposed maznagewment inforrma-
tion systems for ASD(I&L) review. Refinements in response to ASD{I&L)
review are now in progress.

ASD {Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD accounting systems
as necessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(I&L).

OSD and the Services are working to improve cost comparability =zmong
the Services.

The Air Forces dzmoastrated a procotyps 085 cost mapagement i
system for aircrafe during FY 1977 a2nd is now evaluating its
prior to scheduling its expansion to other types of wezpon sy
Army and Navy are working om similar projects, and the Navy ha

emznt Info*maglon Syse

a
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UNCLASSIFIED

LIFE CYCLT €OST (1.CC) REDUCTION

i. Issue: To d=fine and reduce the tota! cost of acquiring, cprrating, main-
taining and supporting defense systems, vhiile at the same timn malntaining
force moderniczation, re adiness and operationa al effectiveness.

2. PRackground: LCC reduction is 2 major objective of the DoD. There is

also considerable Congresslonal interest in this subject. Preszat appropria-
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to idemtify developme=ti, procurement
and wmilitary construction costs of specific weapon systems. Howaver, operat-
ing and support {(0&5) cost appropriations are related to type of organization
and function, rather than to type of weapon system.

3. DobD Position: We can estimate system acquisitiom costs fairly well, and
we are lmproviag that capability. We can and are holding acquisition prograams
to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction. Additional steps are recessary to dzfine and reduce the 0&5

cgst of current and future wsapon systems. Those steps are now undarway.

4. Current Status (morz detail in attached backup papers):

Dasign to Cost — DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Dapartments to design systeams to predetermlaed unit production costs, aad to

‘trzde off pesrformance, schzdule and quantity as necessary to meat cost goals.

Most major systems not yat in production either have established DIC gozls or
have made cost an "egqual partner" with "cost drivers" in early design studies.
DIC is an issue at DSARC reviews and corrective action is directed for breach

"of DIC thresholds.

Visibility. and HanagEmant of Opzrating and Support Costs — A DepSeacDef

" memorandum dated 16 Octobar 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to d=fine the managament

information system needed to account for the O5S costs of current systeams by
system typa.  ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify Dol accouating systems
25 necessary. The Military Dapartments have presented their proposals for

.such an information system and reficements are in prozress.

Reduction of Outvear Oparating and Suppott Costs — A DepSecDef m2morandum
dated 28 February 1975 directed the Military Departments to establish 0&S
cost goals for each major system devalopment —ogram and to proposz msthads

for an annual assessma2nt of the net impact of 21l DSARC decisions on thz 0&S
poction of their outyaar budzats., The ovbrall ovbjaective i1s a nat monual '
reduction in that fraction of the DoD budge: zllocated to O&S costn.

qnllthll ty and Maintainability - R and maintainahilicy (85M)

at2 system paramztevrs that link systea design characteristics to 05 cosz,
rzadinzss and opnrat101al effectiveness. Quait‘:ltlvn R&M requivesants are
now iacluded in alwost all DCPs; howaver, Dol palicy on REM neads to bn
clarified and er;end»ﬂ LO subsystemns and less-rhan-major systeas, in osdar
to facilitate LCC reduction. DDREE and héj’zdh) are preparing a Dol Dirze-
tive on this subject anxd supervising the revision of appropriate Milltasy
Srandards.
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DESIGN TO COST

1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4, Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While
initial emphasis was on designing to 2 unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost
drivers. )

: ODDR&E/OAD(SAM)
UNCLASSIFIED 1 DECEMBER 1976



SPECIFICATICNS AND STARDARRS

Problem: With increasing costis of defense systems, ehuip
ment and material, there were CONCEInS th=t military
specifications were tiie ''cost dllverc”

P
Issue‘ tMllltar) specifications and standards have
occa:1ond11y containzd unrealistic, obsolete or marginal
requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

DoB Position: DoD is attacking the problem on three
fronts: . B
a) ASD(IEL) and LDREED co-sponsor the Defense Material
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con-
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza-

ment to recommend necessary ciacges
in pollcy to th Sech:.

b) At the request of lLizpSeclef, tha Sarvvices hgve:

"establishead BFP (Request for Froposal) Roview Enards

to review and "scrub' kFPs, prior to their formal
release to hidlers, of any euncessive vequiremenin snl
unwarranted cosi-dyivisg reguirenents, includirs
specification roguire:.wits.

c) ASD(!,M] and L,ALE

SCi(,!’lCB BO(-.'. [ rE‘ ).u. l'C'."' : :
specifications aua stondards ykl;.-

§ta¢us:

A. DMSSB:

1) Now have five Technical Panels (i.e., Matevials,
Electronics, Matrication, Clothing and Textils,
Audio Ml%ual). The Metricaticn Funel, for exeampla
prepared an intarim policy on the use cf ths nmeir:
system of measuviement in the Dol which was signad

by DepSecDai.

2) A task group rovised the DoD Stand:
- Manuzl coveving speclificzatl 57
COOTdJn“E on and managemen

DDREE
30 Nov 70
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RFP Review Baards:

All three Servicas have established these review

boards and are actually scrubbing new major system
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RIFPs were
submitted to industry prior to formal release to
bidders soliciting ccmments cn the identification
of cost-driving clements and suggestions on how to
meet the intent of the need at lower cest.

Defense Science Foard Task Force:

Found that while needing continuel dttention for
improvement, spec1£1cat10ns and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental prcblem. The
probiem was-rTeally the over-application (or blanket
application) of these documents, ‘which in many cases.
reselted in unwarranted costs. - Among the Task Force
recomnendations are: 1) ”tailo*inn" or selective
application of the specification requirements to
each pragram, 2} establish zn envircament to nrevids
incentives o1 uC:t?ac‘ rs/tiaders for proposing

tailore sna fov recwmnending cozt
0‘*“!&%‘ rduce costy, end ) gaucanion
of Prog pecificatidon apnlicatisns
. 3 N = O A — - .M
to ave: . The Services are currvantly
i % plement Lhvse recommandalions.

o T T T
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UNCLASSTFIED

RELIADTILITY AXD MATHTATNABILITY

1., Issue: To reduce the epsrating and support cost of defense
maintaining or increasing their readiness and opzrational effectivenszss.

3ackground: Reliability acd Maintainability (R&1) are mezasurable parfor-
aacz parameters that link system design characteristics to readiness,
ffectiveness, operating 2ad support cost. Improved REM SLletdneoaslj
ncreasas readiness and pzreentaga of successful missions, vhile decroasing
maintenance, supply and maapowsr requirecents. In the past, field reliability

‘has often been only a fracitloa of that "deronstrated” by the contractor in

REL BEM0 done to a MIL STD. This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and defimnitions of a
"failure" ware not relevant to actual field experience. OSD has major
initiatives underuay to improve thlS situation.

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of

systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already in productkion.

4. Current StaZzus: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
T

all DCPs and attainment of these thresholds has bacor2 an issue at DSAUC
reviews. The Daputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority

.on RE&M 1in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his

repcots to the Deputy Secretary of Defease and thz DSARC Chairnan at all
crltlcal milestore decisions.

OTDREE and OASD(ISL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure thase
pParamzters are addressad as an integral part of the a2cquisition process for
both major and less—than-major system and subsystem programs.

The Military Daparimants are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli-
2bility, ‘especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more
realistic test facilities is to b2 paid for by shorter total test tiez and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

The Se=rvices have receatly included in their budgets fuads to iwmprove rzadi-
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in thz field. -This 1is
accomplished primarily throuvsh th2 upgrading of equipment reliability and
maiatainability ideatified by orgzaaizations sp2cifically charged with th
responsibility such as thz Air ¥orcz Productivity, Reliability, Availahi
and Maintainability (PRAM) 2ro £l
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«ram Ofrfice.

Government and industrial tachoology base activit
feasibpility of wsing highly rzliable electronic o
blocks for widespread apslication to elecironics esquipment, High des:
reliability and tight quality control are to b2 paid for by savings
through voluma production and standardization.
op‘c wiith will incentivize coniraziors
'.ity and low repalr costs. App:aﬁ;has
award fees and reliability wasrancias.




SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet sclence and techrology
doctrine and practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet scilence has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburc's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the clvilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed signifficantly to their military technology. There
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S,
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applyling and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained;
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their ecivilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDR&E
2 December 1975
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4., Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk

-of surprise is great.
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AT I T T A W T TEIETTY THNA TR Tmn
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Issus: To utilize competition to the pavinmum extont feasible
d"“"n" the acguicition of delfensz syslenms a:d equipmont.,
B?»LPPOJl rompatition betveen system concepis, present and

cen ~“stcm contractors, subcontracicrs, and even hetwesn
the “lllt"“j Departn,“ua is the paramounl motiveting feaclor during
both doveleopuent and production of defenzs hardware. klnnlng the
development and/or rreduction contract is. a far grester incentive
1 s £

than the profit rate cor an} incentive clause" aftcr competition.
is reduced to a sole sour -

D:D F wtxou. COwD tition is to be uszd wherever cconcmically

'J31b", tharoughout the acgulsltlon eycle, to include uOTLuE":'E
develonn muuu, production ‘and alternzte sourcing. '

Moot of our recsnt major prograns
,ot"p° DeseE é'rirv advanced de
G‘St re .:nlJt.‘:l ¢ ¢

NS

Eveinry e o -
N ke dleda ""C‘J

conprbition

m high voluxs prcdiuction woxrems; sscoml sowr
#lso hedd., Exanples include Lhe fray's TCH scod
e Sparras and Sidevinder aiv. fo-air

missiles, the
Eil-48 torpedo.

Then Cﬁmjet~t10n I not economically feasivle at thz waapon sirstem
level, subsystem and componznt competition is often implemanns

4‘

DIRES )
~30 Nov 15756
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1, ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of ITR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of ITR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1277. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.
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Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - (Classified)

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also gualify for Exemption 5 and
- such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these'papers are unintelligible due to deletions

as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 3)

M-X

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletiéns)

Briefing Paper'jaléo on Enclosure 3)

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible Q/deletions)
Space Defense (unintelligible w/deletions)

High Energy Lasers {unintelligible w/deletions)

FATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. {also on Enclosure 3)

NET Technical Assessment--0U.5. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Guided Projectile Copperhead (CLGP} (also on Enclosure 3)

Impact of Procurement Changes on the .F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)

{unintelligible w/deletions)
Bir to Air Missile inventory {(also on Enclosu;e 3}
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile {also on Enﬁlosure-B}
General Support Rocket System {GSR5}) (alsc on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3)
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. CHEMIGCAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT

1. (U} Subject of Issue: DoD efforis to improve chemical warfare

~(CVW) posture, both protectivs and retaliatory.

o USSR posesrserious threat in CW. ' S

Y

o]

"o US has ra.h.ﬁed Geneva. Protocol wv.th reserva.uon which essen’aa.lly
bans first use of Cw.

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports effarts to modernize chemical warfare

. 4.5 ) Curren‘t Status: . R -

t

PO Defensive Programs: .

"~ capability and to improve pro*ecuve postu*e to allow continuing opera-
= t:ms in 2 CW environment. :

budﬂ’et conta.l_ns[ __| .

and war reserve furds; FY 19 70 bt,dfret (:c:m_ta1r1'=f blall for
. unprovemen.. of defensive and probecﬁ.ve posture.

- e "FY 1977 Army budget contained 595 8M for procure—nsnt O&M,

S .0 Y 1977 A.u Force bL.dcreL c:)rr_alned $17 Z\I for protective items;

" FY 1978 containsl| li
S rmining e beine i : o - T
o Training is being improvad iz both Army and Air Force, about !
arsoanzl will be added to traising and disasier greparadness teams

. -

Ca

- — o FY 1977 budget contalned $37. am fo* aefenswe RD'I‘&.,_., ¥Y 1978
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k} Retaliatory Programs:

- !

(1)
v

o Binary chemical munition RDT&E is continuing;,
© programmed by FY 1978. ' :

-—

O

-l . Ta
‘o Mo production decision on binary runitions has beexn made, nor.
. has any modernization program been undextaken pending further
review of national policy in this area. Various studies are in
.+ progress to better develop the DoD position. . - .. .
-2 T e N0 T : . v R S
. . - o . LT o . L - - - b' st -
LTS T . - - .._ . - .- , .
v %Conference of the Committee on Disarmament {UN)
: - . ) _ : i o )
L] — .'_,:‘. .. - . - . "._;"-_- . K o
'_; . , ;” - -: - . - .
S e . L : = ; .- = T 2 ;_ . ’
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M-X ,
- .- . ? '
Issu=: What_should'be-the M-X develcpment pace?
i. Subiect \ . : ‘ SR A .. -
The M-X is ‘2nvisionad as a larce h¢rhly accurate, MiIRVed |

‘missile (anprox1nately 170,000 lbs) canaole of being novad from

aimpoint to almpoint in a manner which will conceal its location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground ’
shelters or invisible sub;erranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoints can be prollferated at relatively low cost. .The M-X

thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also

“Tetain the rapid response characteristics and positive command ahd

control features 1nherent in a land based ICBM

?.. Background | -

" Four new-genération Soviet ICBMs andid ."Tpéyload

..variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This

evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy,
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is

‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our

cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RED effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvemsnts.
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs .in the 19805, as well .as a

partial redress of the ‘growing throwweight imbalance, can be

achieved by making the ICBM traﬂsportable and hard to an optimal

. degree.. By providing credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the

weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided.

3. Dol Position -}

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for

-Strateﬂic deterrence baccuse the diversity of three entirely diffceren
ystems will precluds & potential disaster by one technology breakx-
LhTO”UR- ICBMs offer a unique capability not present 1in the other
twao 1e s of the TRIAD, nza=2ly, capability across the entire target
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target %ill capability; fa far

1
p131t1vg cemmand and control; and an sxceilent inherent

For rveodreossing throwweighnt ’Fuuldncﬂ”. 45 the ICBH is v
5

TRIAD, its surv1vab‘?1ty nnuld therefore ba insured.

rt
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4. Current Status | B -,h

2 advanced develonment
in the areas of guidance

M-X technolegy has proceeded in th
5 ¢ for several years, particularly
and propulsion: | ’ T

rt
o
ta

) ] :  Basing mode studies have been
complished, indicating that the shelter and trench concepts
the most promising. /

Y

5. Funding (Millions) \

FY 78 . 79 80 81 . 82
[ g
o \
i -y .
&3 Originator: DDREE
Date: = T30 Novemoot 1976

SRl ——
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. . +SLEMN/TRIDENT 11
Yseue: Why do we nooed TRIDENT X7 suissile
. . § ) .
i.  Subject - R S R
. . . ':.‘ - - . \
; i
;
1
N N .2. ] :r_;(. Pv-o ‘ﬂt- ] ) . .‘_ ’- i ‘_*‘ -_-_‘ : B -

In our stritegic TRIA
stable by cppesing s

! OTRIDINT Y vepresents ancther

'1-lt

jmely step 1n the CfJOLf of ‘uana:ww the ”nﬂysigbu

t
3. hod Pcsition Vo C e T T }A;f' .
_ By virtue of the rela
"of tho TRIDENT ‘meallﬂﬂg
to Tulily vtiliz > )
desirable. : S e S - e

L, Ourrent

- — . . _——

5. Fundiag (Millioms) . i -
FY 77 & Prier . 7€ IR S
: . ‘ ’ -
]

G5 S S e T - :
= ' C e . o -Oviginator: DDRSE
: "~ Date: 30 November 197§
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6 -" BRIEFING PAPER

. .Purpose:  To describe weapons sysicms
‘ might be: S

'Zﬁ"iﬁi., -~ Construed as having & firsz st:

U LI capability .
S S oS oalo .~ Bubjects of concern in aras ) -
oL oo e ‘negotiations because ol ;gf?; .
TLoerTe aem LIl lah e . T EENSA
. LU L T ies Possible verification problems.
: .ot olo 0 s~~.Possible threats to Sovicet atratL01c
’ Vs et wWaTe ma?:no capabllltles. _
- 1s Yossible First §i rlkc Wcﬂ)on.,1 :
The only conceiveble reason for our aLLeanlng a IJLSL
strike wouid be to disarm the Soviets, i €., to deliver a
.. surprise initial attack of such m@hnztua as to recduce to
ra.relatively negligible level the Soviet capecity for
: - . retaliztion.. Otherwise, we-invite their retsliaziion. - They
== - " have an assvred second strike capability ~- achieved through
' a TRIAD similsr to our own ~- vhicn ve cannet obliterate by
cny present or proposed capability, or evern. uy cepabilities
_:alc“ are still in the Tealm of SpCCUldllbn. At least twice
~ -3in the last thirty years the Sovicts did pot have an assured

.. Tetaliatory capability; they were engaged Tin provokimg us,
and yet, 3t was not 1lm ouTr nature o attempt even limite
n+111ar' acticn goaln t then, '

" -The ability. to excchie z disarming first strike reguires
- three esse ntlal I ,Qhﬁ,g_._-_; e
ﬁ-hccu1ate loc“tlon of all Soviet JtlﬂtﬁgiC~H03pUﬁS.
. . = Sufficient weapons to attack PleLt ively all Soviet
S0 sl styategic weapons, e e T
WS Svrprlse. - -‘jajjiycr“;;;cjiTyff-Fﬁ;'];:ff“?u'
.. Ye do not possess either of the First two military capabil
.- tizs and our open society forecloses the third esserntial.
.5til1l, there are some who believe that the developiment of
certain _weapons systems poses a potential first strike cepo
- bals ty In this context, a hard target kill (HTK) capability
‘35 most often cited as a Pirst strike capability n HTK -
caaablllt) would be necessary but nUL_anflClCnL, ui*' ui

=1

satis{ying the above criteria, for a first strike. U:.S. IiTK
capabilitices and goals derive from a desire for effectiveness
. and efficiency in a retaliatory role, and -- for those weapons
=# _ targeted against his strategic nublbar forces -- to destrvoy
"his residual ot reserve ferce to preclude coercion .or further
-war-making capacity after the -onsct of hostilities. = '

=y
i
S

N RN Al = ¥ . < in s ae o o ¢



5 Not only do we not scek a flrst strlke capablllty, we
"seek to Teduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in
“a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char-

" acteristics.that an aggressor would not significantly change
- ‘the outcome. by striking first in a crisis.’ .This .is the
,'essencc of strateglc stabllluy.;_:_ :T:,-ﬁil;;vz--. ol

N Those SYSanS most frequently cr1t1c17ed as hav1ng a iitiﬂ;
:-flrst strlke capablllty are:. . IR SIS BT

which will be deceptlvely based

among a large number of hardened aim points. - It will satlsfy

requlrements for,: (1)-multiple aim point: basing to redress -~ ;5 ;

the increasing vulnerability-of siloc based ICBM'S' (2) greater:
payload. to somewhat offset the existing Soviet throw- -weight. < .70

_ advantage 'in new ECBM's and SLBM'sy and, (3) the capability . .. ...

F to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of targets,UQZJ'"

> Through M-X. development we seek the ab111ty to’ i o
: ~17ma1nta1n a credible second strike ‘which is in fact that whlch .
Iy €§5~ deters a Soviet first strlke.‘ However,. the ultimate founda-
= ¥ tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed . .
=" weapons -and not in the weapon systenm development. They are s
separable con51deratlons.”,é,¢,__,,mdrln”untﬁ 5 St . DL

~n€'M X multlple ‘aim p01nt ba51ng is cr1t1c17cd by'sone on" -f'j”rfﬁ
the grounds that it . is difficult to verlfy numbers-of m15511e5.;-ar"
We note that while this may be true ip..the general case, .. : .. °7
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con-;ﬁ*'
fidence counting even without: on- site:inspection and-thatgi;f’”
- on-site counting.is quite reliable,:in any event._ Banning .= -
;moblle missiles. is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
"it is only‘a matter-of time before the survivability. 0f U.S. T
~silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably  low.:.Further, mobile : -
ICBM's, because of-their high surv1vab111ty, do not invite a -
first strike (there'is no premium for, StTlLlHU_;lrbt) and “s;

hence represent a stablllzlna 1nf1uence.;_,ng;*

f b. Inproved Yleld and Accuracy for MINUT HAN: :Jfﬁf*;lﬁ3}

 MINUTEMAN. III is b81xg:i‘proved,

~These.ara-"interim




2. Subjects-of Concern - Verlelcatlon

-TERCCM terrain matching guid

- . s T Sty
; T : 7}". e LT 3
essential equivalence pzanding the aVall“Dlllty of M- X tumbers
of MINUTEMAN III are inade uate even with improved accuracy
and hizher yield, to represent a first strike threat.

c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehiclc).'

MaRV's are potent:
missile. They have twe z
defensive missiles, thz ¢

ially applicable to any ballistic
plications. One is for evading
her. is for improving overzll missile

r+ l‘"‘

. System accuracy. /

-

As with other weapons systems or conaouenhs this
deVeIODﬂent does not threaten any adversary. FurtHer deployed
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three
essentlal criteria for a first strlke.

d. Bonbers and Crulse Missiles.

. 'i : - T - -~
.. Lhese represent no concelvable first strlke poteleal
because of the long fllght times 1nvolved.

a. M-X: Discussed, above under first strike.

b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

~in advanced development: the air launched cruiseé missile

(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile, The
ALCM, deployed on B-52s,. could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall

targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TOMAHAVI.L
The conventlonally armed anti- Sn1p TOMAHAWN will provids the
Navy a much nceded capability to insure that our shlps and

submarines will not be out-ranged by poteriial adversaries,

The nuclear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be depleved on
SﬂDﬂaflﬂCS, surface ships, =z ra Et, and mobile land launchers.
for tactical or strategic at :

'.’

o 1.
I
it
B
[

r: r:

o

) Both ALCHM and TCHAMAWX are nighly accurat
inexpensive weapons. They aro qmall ac_vl ‘namic vehic1e<
that {1y at high subsonic soac dq at very lbm aiti
them very difficult to d,L\,v ney
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n
O
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~
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ruclear warhead.
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Rt ST expe ctbd that 2 decision will be pade in the next féu S
~  months on whether to enter engineering development WILh A
-either both., - FRCRE o CUUE

prM or TOMAHAWK or

If cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreements,
- there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
“»gddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the
total number of cruise missiles deployed cr in storage and .
the sccond could involve ILnILS on range of tbe n1551lcs. . E

- fhére 15 no known adequate technical basis for verl-m

- flab}v .constrazining cruise missile range. For example, some

*.” current Soviet P*sqlles, with substantizlly less Tange th
the potential U.S. cruise mis§iles, are physically nruch larnor
than the.U.S. cruise missiles vauld be. An overrtiding con-

v .“éideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile

.= ... vange is the fact that the geographical dlstrlbuglon of Soviet
i . targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruise missiles . .

;. 'whereas” héavy coastal population and industrial ceoncentration
v...in the United States- ‘permits attuck by short range Soviet R
L oo -crulse missiles. There'is no realistic way ‘to dlfferentlate. oo

;ﬂ_;a._bet«ceu taCLlC&l and stvauegﬂc cru1se m1551les. e e e S

3.0 qubwct of Concern ~ Threats to Soviet St rﬁt oic War-
] '“fPﬂth‘ Caguhillties - . -

@, U S Of‘en51Ve Systems-_ DlsCUSSed 1n l above. 'fjfi:_-iffi

-__' T el et

R ¥ ABH e have no deployed A M capeo:llty “We have a
program (~ $200M) in advanced component and systems technolony
No weapons system 1S under development. ABM huD has the- L
‘following objectives which. represent no threat to arny Soviet kT
“$trategic war-making capab lity: SRR - e - S
o -"Maintain a cmpﬂbll*ty to develop and deploy an AB}

system should one be required for defense of ICBM o

forces, c3 systems, or other high value targets. = - ..

- . . . . >
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e e I‘-fétintain the U.S. lcad in’ ABM technology *‘*rounﬁ
o Anvestigation of advanced ccm“.onsats, tc'*hnﬁ‘a;,'as,
, . o2t and systems concepts that could yield z technologi-
- e o cal breaktbrougn. o, '
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2% e ¥ <. - SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALZ SRR
: Ispue: Does U.'S. run short of special nuciear meterials for
S~ ... Aits weapens? . PR
- ‘ : . N

‘1.0 Swpject [T L Lo

. ‘The term special nuclear matexrjals (SN¥), consisis of en
' -uranium, plutonium, and tritium. | :

T . A [}

w2, Backgroundﬂ“_‘
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o__There are two alternatives which may be considered:
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4. 'Current Status&mm- ' | et
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0. The program is essentna]]y in the exp!oratory and ear ly advanhed

deve!oprant stage.
‘e have made a concerted effort to focus on tcchru!oqy and avo

. f o 4
directing major portions of our c;forta toward specnr C near term applica
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FATO AIERORNE E &.L\ VAZNTHG (AEW) ATIRCRAFT

PRUBLEM: TATO hes a ineed for un airborne eavly warning ajrerafr to

provids the key element in establishiag control of the air eaviien~

Y - T '
rent wharever NATO forces are emgaged. |
Tri-Major WATO Commzndars requirem=znf has been-stated for a force cf
these aircrafr. A cecision on this matter will Lave to ba r"" dux i.

the Feb-lay 1377 times frame
EACKGROUND ‘ e

Since 1973 the U5 has proposed that FATO accept the USAF E-3A AUACS
(or a derivztion thercof) as the candidate aircraft to satis{y the
(ti~Majer WATO Commanders RCC for a force of NATO Alirbormne Early Uarm-
ing aircrafuc. Several different NATO committees, study groups, and S
steering cormittees have been foruwed to provide recomuendations on
airersit L}jﬂ, configuration, force size, ground interface wmodificaticus
with WADGE, Strida YI, UKADGE, :pq___-'fp?__x__.{a;d,_. )

e A e L . B Sl SRS - 2 ane \

- T At Y T L TV L T SRERR T, IV L IR, it et ——
e e e e —— e e A e s b s —_— R e

Othaé ®ATO vations such as Norvay and -
Ke uulla da h:ve exr essed st;on" support, but :

The wost »ocent expression of NATO oz this. matter was at the § Decenier
19756 MATO Defense Planning Committee mesting, ﬁt tvat meeting the NATD
Defense Ministers reaffivmed the importance of a TD AER-f arce znd agrazed
te & meeting of high level experts i it gL
cial aspects to be followed sk

by

Minicters to decide vhether o

PoD POSITION @

Gratus: DoR rapresan“tivns ars p"cnarino for participation in
the neeting of the NATO high level experts to be held in January 1277.
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. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT--U.S. wva. USSR RDTSE

1. Subject of Iunterest: The relative capabilities of tha U.S. and
Uss:a for periorcing military RDTEE.

2. Backéround:vL;_l__

transfer tachnology from the U.S.

" "Trese analysés show the USSR outspending the U.S. in .
military RDT&E for at least the last six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E

style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology

_advances, aad relevance to system mission capability. A judgmental

assessment has been made taking these factors into- account, znd
indicates a2 comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of
Sovier military RDT&E.  Although U.S. technological quality -
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the cocbinztica of
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality meruvemergs is of sevicus
concern to future U.S. national securlty
3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in milit ary technology, and
neads to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost--a military

balarce with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or
win limited wars. he U.S. has an inhesrent advantage, in that

‘advances in several militarily icportant techmologies are iointly

supported by the military and commercial markets (2.g., aircraft gos
turbines, semi-ccnductor and integratad-circuit indestries, and
computers). There is no counterpart to this jeint market support in

“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDTGE effort in the past has generally

empiizsized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent

" yeurs ‘they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there

is no U.S. commercial base and Dol doas not support technolozy
advances (e.g., chemical warfare). Today, Soviet militzry EDTLE
exhibiits increasing wiilingness to invest in high-risk technologies
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chocsas to do so
(e.p., air-to-a2ir avionics and military space systems), despite the

advavtages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. opea scciety.

4. Current Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior
‘techmology can offset numerical advantages in materiel znd persoanel.
Declared Scviet science/tachnology policy is to surpass the U.S.,
but they have signalled key deficiencies by apgressive attempts 2o

. _ ODDR&E
- ST o B : 2 Dece=ber 1876



. . : Hom.ver, ’
therz are gaps in our ‘un de*standln" of some Soviet miTitary RDTLE

izz, which appear to be related to vitsl wission arecs of ’
C Three steps need to be taken to zvoid te chnological

1)-Ccatinue to moaitor and 2ssess Soviet RDTSE

es and their potential relationships to the military balance.
tain a vigorous R&D effort to generate techknological options
in areas whore our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprisc
is.great. {(3) Maintain a persisteat and ‘toherent program of RDT&E
for advancing and exploiting militarily important technology areas

[ =)

E
.
f‘\‘

. ‘whera U.S. is rong. In additdon, the U.S. must develop unew
- etrangths for apnl;cat:on in selected mission areas where Soviet
cfforts are creatin g an imbalance. | - .
LN '.h.‘




Budget Related Issue

' CHAIR BERITAGE

:. Issue: (U) The Navy has been prevented by, Conoressmnal aclion frO'n

continuing the Chair Heritage Program at__ "7 funding levels.
. - - e m s e A SR S

e UM RS muiemoeoeo- QI T e A ] S e e e e T T R T T

e ‘The Fiscal

1977 request for authorization contained an E:rploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to

" linitiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator (ATA),. -

These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services -
‘pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage p‘*o-—

gram by the JASON Committee, *

(U; The JASON Comrruttee completed its study and reported favorable
regarding program continuation., - The results of the JASON review

and the proposecd program were presented to the Congressional stafis
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HASC concurrente has not been received. All FY 7 f‘L..EdS are de erred

pending resolution of thl.; issue,

| Positio-1- (U) HASC - Cerent pos*t:.on is not known,

w:lth HASC staff may cla.rv"y sitvation, = -

Imnpending meeting ©

. ODDRAE - N ~ T

.

| 'g:A DARPA Advisory Comumittes

. Impact: (U) Delaying this program'fof moze than a year will break up l

the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the
answers needed to establish the feasibility cf the use of thl..a machine

asa ‘viable weapons system.

. OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec"?6 :

.



—

CAIHOR LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJEGTILE COPPERHEAD (CLCP)

P L R
e Bt b o e it
. . .-
1
'
.
.

-2, Probiem:  The Army has boen ine -rgnuuux*Jﬁ Develepsient since 1975
. oa a li5m C“*ﬂuu Launched Guidod Projeetile with uuTﬂlual bomicy capa-

e b*lity, and has the progran on contract to Martin-lizrietta. The Havy R

. has zls0 bezen doing-s;m lar in-louse work wa a 5" o o}c: 1le for ship—
board use and more receatly has done work oa an 8" tided projectile.

- DoD has continually stressed commonality of tha Navy 5" and the hrmy

153mm rounds, ) _ o o

L : o O the other hand, the lbuse Armed Secvices
. : Commuiitee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus

i _ delaying the probr=m, while directing that more comronzlity studies be con-
P .- . ducted. _ Lo IR » - T

R

T 2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporated
L - were selected im February 1672 for participation in Advanced Development.: :
<+ 7. - . During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPERHEAD (CLGP) were gun.
fired to datermine survivabiliry. The two contractors, with different
design concepts, were authorized to enter imic the Val¢daglon ‘hasc cf
Zivznced Develepment in September 1973, T o T
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SR : DEARC II was held on 19 Jume 1975, resuliiug in anthoziza- .
. ... tion to enter xul1 Scale Engincaring Development. Hariin-Marietta was =~ - -
i . ewardad an Engineering Davelopuzent Contract on 25 July 1975. :The contrast '
rmodificztion feor the restructured contract, necessltated by Congressional

. . reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increzsed the program by o
.~ §3. A task force chaired by DDR&E with Army, Navy, and Harine Cerps o
.5 L. 17 members,. conducted a guidsed projectile commonzlity study during liay thou oo
e © Sep 76. ‘This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed BN
. Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force reccomended &hat both
» ... 5" and 155zm guided projectile developmant should be continued. Io

.. - "view of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibility
5 .7 . Enpgineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The HASC subsequently

[ Y =4

SHiear

AT

*?E .: .- held up PEP and approval to initiare it was givea to the Army on 3 Decemher
T -7 701976 with liability limirved to °830 00u and efforts to stop at enc of

7. ..~ February 1977. Co e e : e

5 3. DoD Position: _ T T T T LS
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: IMPACT OF, PROCUREMENT CHANGES
ON THE F1$

1. Problem: The Fi§ pregram

2. Backoround:

e e —— -

3. Dob Position:é

o e e

[

4. Current Status: The PBD's reflect these changos.”

——,
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' AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENIORY .
1. Problem: USHN and USAF fighter alrer1ft arei C _ S

2; Backaround" A number of factors have caused a shortage oflalr to-air
guided m15511es. The har in Vleenam causer] etpenel*ures to be hlwh
both for conbat end tralnlng, Lhe inc rea51ng cost of new mlS:lleS 1 L
'results in redueed quantlt} bLYS and the 1ow n15511e klll probab*llty: t—'--

' translates into a TEQUlTemenL for more m15511es to meet substan—' _‘ -
tially the same threat. In addlulon developnent programs for

navw missiles (ADM-7F and ADM-9L) both ran into problems ‘which

:_(;;; ~ . resulted in delays and further exacerbated the 1nveneo*y pfoblen
3. DoD Position: -i ' T ol

For Lh° immediate future we must strive to develop a

L3 : 3 -"_";——'__

'f;{f‘fﬂlg new generatlon of m1551les which (a) are more affordable by v1rtue_

A‘of lower’ cost of acqu151L10n and ownersnlp, (b) have a h1 er r kill "f :7;?;;

'probablllty so that we need to procur= them in feher nunbers and.f o

(c} can be deveuoped on scheﬁu1ex ‘

. 4. Current Stafu:-j/

 dum o e =T

Tﬁeae mlS:lleS kl;l be Jo_nt

(JSh/USAr] develocﬂenus
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CCONVERTTONAL AIRFICLD ATTACH MISSILE
1. Problom: Do we nsed a Conventionnl Alviield Attach Missile (O0AM)7
2. Backeround: The combination cf the ¥arssw Pact Alr Force munber
di 5031‘1‘.:} coupleod with their op lm‘ﬁx.d., to initiate an attack
against HATO air bases coniinues to bo'a difficult probiem. Qur
effort to counter the Rod advantage hias in the past included
sheltering of our aircraft, deplovment of ground and air defenses
and prov 1d.mcr a co*wculon:xl strike SU‘ ond capability utilizing
attack aircraft. The erdiction of Pact Main operatmg air
bases (MOBs) is ;fflf‘ult be\_ausa of the combination of defenses
and weather. j o
1
,f |
U 1 The p*:mf‘ Coﬂuld'l’.‘.‘ for the G4 is
; ,
| !
: |
|
b 3. Dod Position: i T o - .
— o -t |
|
' e T S s s e LT |
4. Current S atus: The PBDs refliect the Ded positien with - /
mlt‘u 0 ‘Ellng established an FY73. e !




I - T Y a
o . e T il I S e

r"' " ' \ N o ' &l
—_‘__‘-'t‘ o -

i . GERERAL SUPPORT ROC&ETJSYSTEH udn)) '

H g - )

s e

1. Probioam:

_'::;./

<7
! 2. Eackground* The GSPS concedt haa been axisteat in irts
) since 1973. Army Joint VWorking Group (JWE) was esizbh¥izhad
Ll 1874 to assess tne n=ed for a GSRS with a gcounterfire fooun
| sir defense suvppression) mission. The JWs conductzd & pral
technical and cost assessment of & mulitipiz taunch rochet 3
on a threat provided by thz USA Fisld Artiliery Schost {FA3
1974, DA dirscted a study of tahz Artiliery Svsten {Tazk For
wn:ch conQ|d=red two CSR: concepts.
! e - - .
;(¢j -} i The JuG prepared 2 Letter of Agreement {LDA) which was @ -
' . .epproved by DA in September 1975.. A,Speciai Study Group {(SS3) was
.. - subseguently formed to conduct en in-depth investigation of GSEI concepts,
~ _and arrive at a recomrended spprozch to Tulfill the system need. The
] threat was the impetus behind the reguirecmant, and was o meior facisr in. -
- .. 'determining the required physicel and performancs charestoristics of ths e
_w. GSAS. Using a representative torget list, @ Reguest for Propszal was o
S 7«% releaszd te industry in December 1975 to a:;?st in determining the bast
L techrical approach {BTA). Five contractors wore chosan o assist in .
) ~devclcpment of system concepts and to propcse in-~dspth technlcs! and i
cost trade=offs and program cost and scheduls dztz. In-addition, a survey
B 4"_i;,0: foreign rocket system technology was coaducted for zpriication... The =
. SSCG then procended with a Cost and Operaticnal Effzctiveness fnalvsis.
covaarnng tHe BTA to fore:on er;sLtﬂg U S. nd parameiric systams.

) T
© 3. DoD Positian: - _ . .
r_-____ - ! R N o .. —
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¥ FS:SEatus. The An‘:':y is preparing for
and 'i7 th2 program-is approved, Tra
i Barch-April 1977. : :
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. . ' _ DERALTD MAACTYI EZEIEL A
‘ S : (For .'\ir to Srmound

T 1. Prohlcnm: The Alr Torce has
Developaent with the MAVERICK =is
=T T

“The Favy now agrees to utilize IS
. sently fully supporting devc*,kg

et

A— e s e v we e AR e el elLh e ama e s e e

o 2. BRackground: Effor ts have teen on- boiug
-+ . sinca 1972 to develop am ircaging sesker suit
"7 . small dicmeter missile. Coq*r-LLora involy
ment have been Hughes and Ta 1

the Air Force has more enegc-:crlly funde

he Armr ) issi*e Co*"‘
for & 1iborr° use on a o
o 1

-n

=T e

gran with Hughes for a MAVERIZK seecker. 1w

Deovelopment to commence im Aprii 1577, Ti

BULLDGG nd 2 non-imaging sechier, is nor supporticg MAVERICE imaging.

3. DoD Doqltlon. T
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e £2r. . JO.;.E‘.;.

4. Startus: Air FTorce
- Wavy use. The Army is
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size.of In-House Technology Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

.Chemical Warfare-Biclogical Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatiqn

Computer Software .
Bombers

Briefing Paper (alsé on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XM1 Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATé Airbprne Early Warning {(AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2)
Test and Evaluation Efficiency |

Major Range and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible
w/deletions)

Independent Reszarch and Development
Export of Technology . \
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D

Atk 3
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7+ TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNI DING INCREASE o
N ——— - e e . - S
1. . Subject of Interest: The term .LE,’Ch’]G;_E- gy Bas« refers te tie Defense
. Research (6. 1) and Exploratory Developmment {6, 2) calsgories of the ]
RDTLE budber and paxt cf the fidvanced Developraunt 16,3} category.
. N . T . .
‘2. Background: The 'I'f:chnolog;: E ase cousiifutes tpproeximately 20%
of the DoD RDT&E budget. It is the foundation for the RDTEE program
and providcs the technology options for new techaiuse s systems
and better manpower use leading toward improved militzry capability.
The Technology Basc contributes to the economic he naticn
through commercialization of R&D by-prodvcts. nolezy Base is
B performed in the in-house laberatories as wail ao 1w cortiracing’
¢fforts with universities, and irdu sixzy., o S B
. S, . " e e _ e e e ™
_ The Technolagy Ba fort decreased rhont 4 .' UF constant
.  dollars begipning in ¥ ¢d
finencial support fo the Techoele 1 'f..his.
_ increase has been supperied by DoI‘J and the Avmmsd u-::f"m'::s Comroittees
- and the Appropriations Commitiees, . i
3. Do_) Fosition: The 'I‘cc’“ .J“»'y Basc is cur {oo ion fox the fuvinre .
sccurity of ‘the nation, It has given us sons notabls firsis in military
- " eapabilities, including initiatives in lascr ¢ » finproved jot i
_ improved ae: r-ocynam c'z, advanced simmlotors fox snaerpradunic pllot
training, improved materials, night vision devicer, conwnunicatiouns
. tc chnﬂulo"y an d renuc-;.d mo tahty Io:- ihr CerT ’,n Cliurad, :
4. Current qtatuf' The PPGI specifics 13
ef 2 minimum of 10% per year in constan 1
. . further, that Exploratcry Development {&. - b Geore :
below the FY 78 buc.gct request in constant dcliars in ¥Y 7$-83. Tt 7 -
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6.1 achivved in FT 80 to the totzl
RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6.2 achieved in Y 78 to the totzl
 RDT&E budget will be maintaired as the rnmiﬂ: wm guidance level in
SUL scguent years. . - o . .
e T L e 2. . . - . s or e 5‘5: C.._)
increase will continue the trend tovrard reinvigorating our Technology
.. Base program and will serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit-
ment to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress. L

. . = l'_' . 1_-_-..::':'-'f:'.-"".-‘.:'CDD‘(R&A.T)
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_ , Budget Related Issue . o -

-, CONTROL OF BIZE OF IN-HOUSE TEt HNOLOGY bASL PRO‘JRAM
Issue: We are restructuring ilie Technelopy DBasc plograrn by decreasing
the amount of work done in-houee and incrcasing the amount done in
industry and univercities '

Historv: The DoD Techncle,w BDase hes wuree major participants (the
in-house laboratcries, induiliyy znd univuersities), each performing a
unique part of the overall pregram, Ok—'c: the past ten yecars there has
been a decreasc of approximately 407 in the level of effort in the DoD
Technology Base program, Thi
the university and industry pro
remained essentially level. T e ir
approximately 22% of thn tolol ’re‘c"m..;vl;: g
approximately 43% in FY
vwell as the balance ‘t etwean
: program:, directing thzt t
industry programs and by &
in the in-house RDT&E prog
portion of the DoD Iechnolc:&_f:

iz decrense has been taken primarily in
rams whila tho n-house effort has

rtien had increased from
- Dosz program in FY 68 to
g thz level of efiort as
rcasing the fu;dlnn in the
vily io the university and
Arawdown of approximately 10%

t
o
)
[
-y
[H]
i Tl
o}
kg
[
0
3

7321 15 to reduce the in-hous
ara to approximately .)O/o.

23 .

< Position: In FY76 the Air Forze prog s wes approximately 43% in-hous
the Navy 41%, the Axymy 607, wnd, DARPA and DNA essentially all
contract, the overall Dol 1ol i3 386%;, Ve are (‘O:]tin"‘il‘l’f to control thq
in-houcse procrarn by estabi: a irmum level ol effort for the Arnmy,
Na.vy ‘*3‘:1 Alr Forue in XY ’

|
o - ‘
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.+ ... DOD “USE OF ANIMM_S IN '1:‘ BSTARGH © ¢ s

Subject of Issum - Pc "'-miir.:ally‘, edeorse pobiic and Congrascicmal
BRI $ 51 eres t to DoD usicg animmads in resaniely, eapecizily beagles, occure.
H'_smry- Annually in the Smrz ng, sevora

enimed nrotective azsoeiations
and Congressional members rescpen 2 Jeiter campaign which gquesti

r
the need for, the proper care cf, . =
-favorite tactic has been to asscciate €1y complaing v'1h1 a Dol progridi
that is also judged unpopular or inhuwinens by other groups, such as

g in rescarch. A

chemical warfare agent develepment, @nd to uss this as a basis for

getting restrictiorns on animizl use placed inte Dold budget and authoriza-
tion legislation. The constrzints, however, zrs writtenin a manne
.ynalking them applicable to rnore than DI and : wmpopulax
rograrn to which they are atinched {1 ., 231 7
PTof ¥ { ;

.
L resnoaren.

Testing using ani
resenye h m. 4_}_1.-, rnedical and lie scienews nron. Tabatitates Loy salimals
are used to the mzirmuern pessible,

We comply v all dzvs

tx‘c p'coper use of animals., This-has heen puhl
3216, 1, FPolicy cn .E:«...na
Instructional Programs. VWilhoui usc
programs to establish standards
- combat trauma and hlocd subsii
new drugs ¢-nd vaccines could

g dm Dol R

Jt
—

e
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o Program Objectives: In support of current nat:.o nal policy,’ these
" programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of
CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide 2 retaliatory
capability if deterrence fails, The emphasis of the program is to
~provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedurcs to warn
0 of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an
A ‘_:*.sse.s ment of the t.hreaL and thc v'ulﬁerf..blhty of U.S. forces.

-___' 'n..‘(- . . PR .k.' :- I

.

. * o OSD gu1dance in PPGM and DPPG empln izes defen.,wc program ,

" both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected

' 7 segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliation.

" *Plapning Programming Guidance Memorandum = _ODbR&E (E&LS)

**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance “: 29 November 1976

O g e T S Y T, T T T MR s

¥ CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGIGAL DEFENSE =~ . ‘<.
"1, —Subiect of Issu uer Chemical werfare and éhemical/biological (CW/EBL)
defense programs. : : - :
2., Background L o

Lo '1}13 {a%SR ha th-.. \"on.ld’ [rrr.c.tc,r,t Cupr.»b‘l ty to, opcra‘ce ina
; CW envivonment. - T P
.o The US retaliatory ¢ io;lpﬂe rcquuos modclmzanon i‘o ba credible;
. "g__,-ma_]or nsprovexnems m the deien ive po ture are requived. -
*. .o Strong Congressional 0pposition cxists to the develnpment of a
... binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where nomn-
.~ lethal components form the same toxic chernicals as the prescent
.- stockpile when {ired) 25 2 meens of moderrization; good Cengres-
RN swnal sup,_;ort exists £or an 1mprovcd d(’fCﬂS]vC capablhiy‘
o' RDT(“., ig gcne: r,b\r adcqu te; hf:'vmrér procuremeit of defc'nsiﬁ:&
h .- equlprlc,m dud troop irmmng nc.ed< merovemcnt a:nd empha -
. RS * :. - - 1 ‘. "
3r '30") Po:,lhon T
.'.o Suppo ts effort to irnprove US forces caprbility to operate ina’
5 chem1c;.1/b1c=logxc¢.1 environment; encourag,es f”lles to fo)luw sirnilar
o - ;course. : : : ‘ - :
..'4 .



" ... o The Department of the Army has completed one study, '""Chemical .
"~ ... Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies
“Institute, A similar study is in progress by Stanford Resezich
.. Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of refevence,
~.. funded jointly by the Army ard the A5D{ISA). The JCS is developing,
" -under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical rnunition
reguirements utilizing a two-sided wargame scenaric based vn an
. _  analysis of targets. The Army has a similar effor{ in progxress at
“o. 7. the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director {(P&X) ha. completed
SR a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program
o .. .7 - -issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current nationz2l policy altcrnatives

i . 1s still outstanding.’ :
R : (.

. o Procurement of dcfensive equipment and training is being emphacsized

L.+ *'. .in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Depariment of ey con-
ol 7 tract study in progress to defline scope end specific needs.
ST =L & ) : L ) .
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< o S Budget Relatcd Issuc L
&+ .- CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY

1. Subwct of Issue: Lonq s‘andeg C*,emzcal Yarfare (CW) policyis:
no-fixst use of CV, maintain a chemnicel weniare capability fo deter

. the use of CW against the US or its Allies and itr he able to retaliate in

.-kind should deterrence fail, and - be zble to p*‘oicct Lbe US forces
against CW attacls, '

2. Background: The zbove policy has heen cizted many thines, most -
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any blO]CUlCc.l warfare cd,pablllt').

- In Janvary 1975, the US ratificd both the Geneva Protocol and the Biological
Weapons Convention (BWC).. The Geneva Protoccl bans first use of CW '
only since all major powers retain the right to retalizte in-kind, The BWC
binds all part1es to continue negotiations on 2n agrecment banning chemiczl
weapons. | B B o T
A mumher of siudics Ly the i_)u;‘:...a.u'ht.;.., oi e Lrmy, ASDIGA), Director ek
(P&L), the JCE, and the Navy are in various stages of com wletion, » The

Congress has requested the GAO to review the tolzl CW pol.gy and posfure.

3. DoD Position: Supports extensive efforts to iimpreved Hrot; clive

posture through R&D and procurement and cncoura

rares Allies to {follow
. v
similar course; supports limited ¢ for.. to rmainizin a revalictory | -
capability. ‘ . | : ’

4. Current Staius:

. OAD(E&L.5)
29 Noveinber 1976



Tt e . WEATHER MODIFICATION

-1, Issues: ' S e T T B TS
R a. Advertant Modification. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in
B weather rnodificdtion, and has been mst*ume‘\ta.l in 1nvolv:.ng the U.S, ina
... treazfy to prohibit military weather mochf‘ tion, : : :

T _.b. Inadvertant I\’Iodification.

-

2. DBackpround:

~ o ‘Therc is
pubhc concern, and in some cascs fear, that man's weather medificztion
d»Cth‘h.eS may cause LI"E!.CCC"?to ble qar'u.ae and human uuf;.un.uge

ST

S -Doﬂ has been criticized for its precipifeiion enhancement ope‘a Hons over
©. Vietnarm. Senator Pell has pressed to vestrain DoD frem all rescarch o7
‘operatiens in weather modification.: o L A L

The U.S. is negotialing o converntion, "The Prohibition of Militasyy or Any-
- Other Hostile Use of Envirommental Modificalion Technigues.™

- The Congress has asked the-Executive Agenciecs to conduct research into
" stratospheric pocllution. MNASA and NOAA are tosked to conduct a rosearch
7 and-monitoring program. DoD oyu-w*atcv mnjc‘ ity of facilifics that czn L.
_ .+ gample in stratosphere, but such » ou"* ",'_'_:rpg;'v- be‘yonc- J"ioD rind Le L0,
Tl !}‘ - .‘ . "' . _',.-'. Loy . Ny ._ __: Y c e . A ) L * . .
: _ 3. DoD Positien: 7 '.~_‘_- L i e e T T
DOD ‘prccent.u_,r is noi. cnga.s,ed in an y classified »esearch ox'opara-

AR tlrm:. in weather modification, All DoD activilies are reperted to and
~ .- - published by the¢'National Oceanic and Atrnospheric Administration.

L



, < .
S R 1. Subjzct of Yssue: D')D spends appr 0“"1"13.1':61}’ $3 billion zpnually S
©Y in coftware deveclopment and test in new weapon systems, three B
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly

.missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software ' | :

“utiiizetion. Congress has repcatedly cut the software techncology .

budgets, and the Services ht_ve bee.: reluctant to properly fund IR
e prograins. ‘ L S T el

2. Backr—:round: This probiem is now i-eceivin‘g a concerted OSD- e
wicde effort, including ODDR&E, OASD{C), QASD(I&L), and DARPA, | o
© fppropriate committees have been formed, a manzgement plan IR

~ = o draited, and 2 DoD Directive 5000. 29 was issucd on the Management _—
s of Computer Resources in Major Dofense Systems establishing . I
- puliey. Re*r'cw_, and meetings have been held with key people in e

. th& Services and Congress to provide 2 understanding of ouxr
. programs and to rcceive their support.. A mzjor effort in establis hm”
- osiandard htg,],r“ rder language (I-IOL) h.....: been 1mt1 ted.

LI s oLs T . PR v -

3. .D’iD Posi

N
—— e i s

{
1

1
]

1

:
)
\
{

T4, C'hrre:u{ Status: Woilk in this area 1 w]* gaining momentum.
”~
N

Current St is slowly g
T BIOL standardizzation is proces g feirly well en schedule, but
munt be closely watched, Cooréin 1. among elements of 05D is s
- c1u.1te cifective. However, much werk remains o unn te the appro- L -
. -'-'_' p teclmu?oby work in c,ac-b of ilm e ;v;\,u:( SR I T :

oAB/EPS) . 4
‘1Dec76 . - i
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R . - .'.‘. . N oL . '- - “., "'.- ,‘-.-‘-_" -."l' '_. ’ .
Crosnrt knothe Mascile Age, why do ve aneed boembers? Lo
N - “-: 3 .T_m(-‘- :
P ._.:'__.,:._.‘, 2
.. : .
Lombers re_“in the one leg of the TRIAD where U. S. stili re-

: oy
v=ins significant numerical advantuge over its Soviet countecypartl
vantzge 15 in both hard and sofi target kill capability.

; o
wmhers can be lazunchied on T‘TTiHE and dispersed. The bomter is
|

. Ced

woallnule after launch; it caw be verouted envouta; it can be

in different 1le vels of conflict. 'The bomber can demonstrate

: resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering
nto combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets prc-
clucdes 1% as a first-strike force. The bomber force is thus =2

. 1 s v o - -
,uEuLLl"T& forc:.

et

Ly e
Al
. 1
i
(St
®

Coentinued improvement of Soviet zir defenses make the stratosic

ety job incrcas1nw1y difricult. Gince the 1950s, the B-52
the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and
ci 2ir lavached nisziles (SRAM) has perwmitted growth caps-

: the zciveraft's basic technelogy -is that of the 19504,
ge Tadir cross section, sofiness to blast eifcects a2nd 1ts bomb-
andg. navigation systen Jimit the coatinuved potential c¢f the B-L%.

NEWA
-
L)
o

*
)

he B-1 is ‘schedr 19 to cntoer th

1C n oM}
-2 will allow the continuance of the most-fliexible leg of ou
, the bombery, to mzintain Jup 311i0vity over the Soviets with
mnroved penetration capabil 1ty, low radar cross sechion,
ris. avionics, end larger and move Slexible werpon mii,
o '
!
i
S e ]
Lo T Curyent Status .
Somz E-52 avionics improvements ar
2:13 necessary to maintain its eficctd
the B-1 is nearing compliction. The gresz
t?at"trc E-13s ready {03 PTCJUHLTDR. o L

E}i_j_ﬁ_ S T B 80 81 sz
GOO | 129 487 }

Originator: DI
Datels ol

1674




S T BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ' -7
‘]- u'\l[l {odd .. . .- ) _:- . -_' . -.' o _"_':

2. WHaeckground
oL GACKATOERT

'ﬁlfg erational cyStem.

s

"4, Current Status - '_'_if=: o ;ﬂ¢i§;}‘._-;”fw

) :-5; Funding (mlIllon¢) 3 FY FY 76 jﬂl-'_.2§; Zﬂ;' . 80 7.‘ 81

. . - - .
. . . Lo . . P

" The Ballistic HsSSlle Defensc (BHD) program is compr:scd of two

Comylcu_ntary efforts ~- The Advanced Technology progron and the Systems
}_Technology program. o

. [ -
.. v g
B 3

T A

" Qur BMD cfforts are directed at maintaining a technology lead over

. the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence

“.hgencies by maintaining an in~depth understanding of EMD techrology.

“These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new .

. technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for

"“'appllcat:on to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation
“-of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed EMD system and with

-the reorientation of the Site Defense pregram we are pot-developing en

The princtpal focus of the Jyﬁtemq TLc!nD]oqy cffort Lnrougn 1¢ 7h

- 4111 be dirccted toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts are aiso
~being initiated on & non-nuclear intercept capability that could

complemznt a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept

;.app.tc ble to the defense of a mobilte 1CBM force. These twe new tasks
~will form the basis for the future cf10rL% qu the level of funding for
them rcqu:rea ccns:dnrat:on. . -

: 1" 3}_'- . w fﬁ .:::L
The EMD efforts are the Army s only strategic programs.

3. EED Position S ?f?3¥9:ﬁu'

{ - e ) o

e “o Funding level is 'r*dequate in FY 78 to prOpcrly support new tasks.

- © The BFD programs are the responsibility of the Army.

Advanced Technology 97.0 . 102.7 .

~¥ystems Technology 1060.0 100,71

U
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i HIGH/LOW MIX I -.-‘:,,.

1. Problem: Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing.our

S forces,

2. Packpround: The Warsaw PACT presently has a quantitative advaniuge
in weapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of
new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs,
The High/Low Mix is,a force structure planning concept which attcmpts
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform-
ance systems ("'High'') to counter the superior threat, and a larger
fleet of lower-perfommance systems (''Low'") to counter the average
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large
mmbers of "low' systems where we heve a qualitative =dvantage,

or to develop small numbers of expensive “high' systems for missions
" in which we have near parity of nwsbers. The latter approach has

worked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi-

_\ tion because the "low!' svstems are generally out of preduction.

In May 1974, the Secrctary of Defonse told the SASC that he would
approve expansion of the Alr Force tactical structure frgm 21 to
206 wings if the Air Force could develop and field largce nurnoers of
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such tha
the total cost of the 26 Wing force vould not be _sipgnificently
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force.

A I

2. DoD Postion:|
- ST

e — g - N

4. Current Status: The High/Low Mix concept is included in missicn
area planniﬁﬁ—hnd Extended Planning Annexes which provide fo;cg
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some exanples of high/low
mixes in which we are developing low systems are theﬁF—lS(E-lG,
F-14/F-18, A-10, and IIG-7 Patrol Frigate. [High sysL?T mlmeg
being developed are the ULTAS/Ul-1, X4-1/M-60, AAH/COBRA, an
MICV/M-113. S , S

g
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o - ' Xl TANK PROGRAM

..

1. ISSUE: 'xq1 Tank/Leopard 2{AV)} Tank Ccoparative Evaluaticn.

i

-

X
%

2. BACKGROUUD: - e T

&, The US Army and the TFRG's Federal Ilnlst'y of Dofense eatered into
an agreement in December 1974 to make all rcasonable efiorts to achieve max-
jmum standardization on the X1 and Leopard 2 tauls. As part of this apree-
ment,.the US Arwy confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 2, as wmodifioed
to meet US requirements, to the somre groun* ules and constraints establishied
for the 1 and include it in a copparative test and evzluation. ’

b. The competitive test of the s Crnrysler and ‘General Mators XMl protoe-
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comﬁarative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Versioa) (AV) was conducted dur1n° the
period September~December 1976. : : :

c. In July 1976 an Addenduxm to the 1974 agx

enent was approved which
concern=d the procedures to be fellowed in ottt t

ot o identify znd amplify
arecas of potential standavdization in the X! and Leovpard 2 tank programe,
iiajor areas to be considered wvere the main eun and arzzueition, enging, track,
_ tyensmission, and fire control. ' )

¢. Followiug a £0u1~hanL

h delay in thoe Z¥1 progrom to permit the controctnrs
to vesubirlt additional proposals '
g

i
based on tre standordizaticon eddenduw, Chryaler
wvas awarded the full- CalE en g Gevelopmeat ccutracr on Povcmoor 12, 1976,

e. Access to 24 test rceuirv vere clo"eiv contreliced within the Army ond
0SD to protect the highly competitive nature of progran. DPD(TEE) evaluation
of test results was performed by Lhc assigned wilitsvy steff assistant. DH(TL)

"assessment of test resulte, relessed prior to selection of witniug contractern,

was written in a generic sense. C , - .
£. The UG sche iL ed to gelact by Mo 33, 1877, ocither tue Toryslen

. .propeszl or the IRG' Leopaxd 2{4V) propocel fozw antiﬂtea full-scale enginoey-
: irg dov lopment. '

£- Charges of lack of OSh and Avmy abjzctivity during test ond gﬂuauq nt
cvaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raiszd in the press and by DSA Int'l ;
rentatives. . These charges have been manifested in press ariticles to the oLf i
thet OSD has predstermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); “.
Intermational representatives have discussed their appreheusions concerning objee~
tive T&E analysis with varlous "Departments of State and Defense officials,

fal

t-"‘ >~!

3. RLCOHFENDED Posxrxow- B S A
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' T FRG/UK/US TANK GUX FIRING TRIALS e . .

1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness cf U5 105zm M68 gun with iwproved armu-
nition, FEG 120mm smoothbore gun and developmentzl amzunition, and UK 120
rifled gun with curreant and LexelopmeuLul anmandtion, oo

2. DAG BA(IGROWID: . L I y'
) "~ e. A FRG/UZ/US5 joint evaluation of mzin armamsnt svcrors fo: u“in Lat*le

tanks vas conduzted betveen Novewder 1873 and Aupust 1975.  The overzll ob-
dective of this Trilateral Tank Fain Armapent Evalnation was to seek a decinion
en & courdn solution for the main armanc £ the TRC Leoparld 2, the US 2,

#nd the UK/FRG Futurc Main Battle Tanh (FERT). The candidate systems stuvdded
. in the evaluation were the FRG 120nm swmoothbeore syoter, the UR 110mm rifled
- . bore systemw, and the US 105mm rifled bore systea.'

b.- The Trilateral Group recommended that production c¢f ithe XMl be ind-~
tiated using the improved 105zm systewm but COuS«UEratiD"‘bp riven i the X2
program to possible incorporation of a 1%0mm aricam a later dstce:

“ that the first lot of Lecpavd 2 be preoduced wich @ L yitew but the
YLeopard 2's turrct desipn optimized for o ; et system; and thit an

©optimal main armanent systes, giving covs oth swooth oand rifled
- 3 ' » . eyt - -

bore designs But based indtially on the FRE 12U %unnthbm e systen, be dovele
cped as expeditisusly az possible for the Leopnid 2 Lot 2, TELRT, ond pussikle

.,

preduvcr improvemsnt of the XM,

wroved the Ay 's recor—
2 Lmproved 105mm pun systen

c. Imn January 1976, the Sccrctary of Defense

—
r b
fotha XD wavh ot

:ndations to initizte produstion of

=

ad rlans for a cooperative devalopxen: pregren {07 an optinsl tanii main
cystem for the long tcrm futurs. ted the divmy to
that the production ML design could zceommndar. un will: essent

chenge in the tank dﬂslgn other than tho turreu.

4

d. A TFRG/US July 1076 addendun fo axd

v e
an b

bould strive for marimw: standavdizstion . a co anoinda eveubial
se by both countxiles of 1Z0we gum. & Janweyy 15, ADYY. deeision Jarf

In July 1470,

cotablished for selection of the 1”\"M LU By i oS iE
)2 oorrractoys an opnony

¥H1 tark prograr was delzyed four
to present proposals based on ths

¢ e. Congress (HASC) objected to delay inm X pTﬂ"ram and passad a rTecolution

" to effect that 321 should be Fielded wizh US i0Zm: ME8 ¢ Further, the resol-

- -« . ution stated the gun was not to ba replaced until Lazeat ulct»,e‘ need for lirpe:
gun, and the 120ma pun proven, through tesvs, suparior to the 105ma gun.

f. FRG/UR/US conducted additionszl tank firing trlsls, Rovember-

to include UK 120me vifled hore dezipgns, to supplement 1975 Trilate

elitenpt to reseive FRG issue and relative meil,g of 120ms swooth and zifaau.r

- -__3-'_' RECO?‘T"{EI{DI'D POSTITION: ‘: T - i e - ~



2.8

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

.

1. issue: Arc DD{TEE) policies under DoD Directive 5C00.3
rezulting .in undue program delays, cxcessive costs, or both,
‘due to test requirements? T ' .

2. Background: In ecarrying out the directives which imple-
nent the efforts to correct the deficiencies highlighted by
% the Blue Ribbon DBefense Panel, testing beyornd that requircd
ender ecarlier practices is often included in the R&0 pnases
ef system acquisition programs. The testing itself, and
. the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are
significent elements in the cost of the RDTEE phases of the
program and its durastion. : :

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under cariiar
procurcment metnods, would have taken plzce afier field intro-
ducticn, are specifically idaentified as pari o1 the develosnen:
‘and initial operational testing efforts, and made arpart of th:
Ludgetery reckoning., : o - - .

The present TeE procedures lced to the acauisition of systenms
vhich are more nearly ready for operotional use, and less
susceptible to the need Tor extensive backfit or 'get well"
programs (o correct previously undeteccted deficiencies.

G;ﬁ . 3. DSB fissessment: A task force of the Defende Sciciuce Bosrd,

"> under the Chaivmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was created in

ltay 1576, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf curre
TEE policics and procedures. The final report of this task ferc:
.will be availablc in February 1977. o h

i - - PR - e uar -
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' LT MLJOR RANGE AR TEST YATULITY PASE
i. 7 " Cowponeznts. The Hajor Range cnd Test Facility Basé (MRYFR)

is comprisc“ of 26 DoD raages and test facillties which are managed
by the Military Depertments snd manitered for OSD hy the DDfTuE)

2. 7 Intended Mission, h: MRTE is @ coctly national asset (wanval
10A about $1.7 biliion including $£752 pillicun RDTGE) spanning the eatire
gpectrum of physical and siculation envivonments critically needed for
cffective testing and training. Containing troplcal, arctie, coastzl
&nd high desert land areas, the facilities z2zlso include associated -
airspace and water areas recuired for the wide variety of progranms
‘cupported. Thne vast ampount of instrunentaiion, fscillties and pﬂ“sounvl

Jnvolved In this nrogram consuituiez a lovrse fpvestmont that wust Le
countlnuocusiy wppradad and modified fo neet new Lest presram demands.

Some of the facilities are ewtensively useod by nen-Lob ¢rganiza ,o"u,
Cefiey IS4, DAT, FRUL, NOAA, nou-Govarnucai, .

3. Basis for IV 1878 R wudgets weve prépa:eﬁ b\

e m:lltary departnmants bas future worklecad. /Zu axtessive

05D review, with OMB participacion, iprures that the budget reflects the
minimum Coliars and persennel nesded to SUpLOYD ueer reguivoemenls,

:“Q:*L Hajor Issuxe.

L_m,___.,_.___ - .:-__._-..____,_._.....-__‘_ - Mem e e B R -

s Curvunt Trogram Status. ATha facilivdes ave funded to provide

"ell mandutory operating, wairteunance and improvewent dollars. Improvenmant
programs Inuclude effiorts necessary to weel ucw reguirements, increase
c¢ffieiency or replace antiquated equipment. Ascets are continuousiy

- .reviewed for need and removed from jnventoyy whea no longer cost effcctive.




!1-3. RECOMYENDED_POSTYION

TP DF”T I FLIGFT TEST PROCEAM AT THT EASTREN TEST KANGE

1;'ISSU". Teots ass

nissite upon activ
(b S) will te c04:3

. -~ .- — LT N _,- T
2. RACRGROMAD:  Tn preparation for TRIDTNE 7 (C~3) =dssile flight teul
$nitiction on the Eastern Test Loone, fha L;vy cendveoted o statice fdving
test of the first booster stage and activated the FIS of ths TR

2

o
(C-4) missile in Juno 1976. When the FIS was acitivated, deten

resulted.

The DDR&E Gecision did wou LPeoiily Leliine Lo be talten if che

deponstration tesis veosulted du deteonaticn.
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.~ subject to certain restric
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1N3:"aluﬂﬂt RF EARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Icsue: To develep a means of natis I}Lp" the objectiveé of IR&D and D&T
Which cau be supporited by the ¥ 2h, Lhe Congress aud the
Indi:: Ty, : ) - L

tiiweee In limh"P Lr;Lnolcg)
vhose obgan*lVL, e dad
zture in chosen product aress
nunovanive concepis in thaze
be vy GiEot custonern
zfense environment., The halance
2l doing business and these contu
wisst elther be expenmeu arcounting period or capital
for recovery in laver accovnting pericds. Dol has permitted defence
conkractors teo expencs surh costs ac overhead charges on defense contracts
cince 1858, 'The-rahLﬁ.glL 1 indruias for such zllowance have
Lezn the subjzet of contin sralwsis both within NeD vl
within ths Executive | 205 0l Coag?css bave royoatedly
criiizad hotih the ?th“T cifori -
in rocent yeurs -ancy cf the
TL via hmzdomrn huochhe Soraon L owehe D ;“-niJu 203 of o

¢

drveloping
L7 advancing th
iannwn pr'duﬁi

gve normal costs of nny
to a contiontor's overhoad
:levancy and emevnt of
unl eroundrules for
stabliches the nu' Loy
.relevancy and tcchnlcul

Q'Po :r*cﬂ' oD wadntnia. o7

l:L.“J.IlE‘.S ang :IzCL Fors nyo

dollars allewad. The ABYR &
TR&D/BEP allcwance vwhile D

"nd proceJuvea fox Rl
quality. : ’ A

.

. Caywent Statuz: | The ariven din Che On
since the subwissi : I results of tu srdding funddugz
¢f IRLD/BEP by liwe dloem of tho badsat 3T - ferﬁrdr v phin
leTatyre and P"”Rm-‘“ Sz i ma Even Joduat
Subconmittee hearings in Sop: to dizcess the yesults of
a comprehensive, G40 study preceding Lwe years.,  The
.ceacept of Lina Itenm Budgs Allocation of Twin/uvi¥ funds

Fas
=

to major contractoys uas oue 0f The rocomhe endationc iz the GAO repert.
vclonlng an Rxoecutive Y¥rench
e T D T e
Co Lo S DDR&E
ce ST . S . 2 Dzc 1976
UHCLASSIFIED
e e T w7 g g L e oy s e+ e ee o S ) .:. - - o \ i ey et e e mn




.- EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY ST

1. lgsua: High technclogy transfer to thc Bloc countries, either dirccily
or via our Allies, is of deep concern to DoD., Past technolopy tvancicrs
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last
Congress resulted frora strong differences of opinion on the value of
rresent export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of Dold
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Export
Ceatrol Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition
of'defense articles" and "defense services" that will be subject tothe
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our
competitive economic bzase resultlng from unrestricted exports of
Iizh tcchnolo : ' '

Wiciory: 'I‘hp transier of high U, S, tcchnoloc) to {hc Scvigt and Chiness
Lice is creating increased concern in the DoD and ameong certain somments
¢! the Congress., During this past two years, various cammittees have
Leen set up by the Congress, the President, Commerce, Deflense, Stzte
znd the GAO to highlight the various views,

byt

- Lk _. R
) — ) '
S ——

The Defense Science Board completed a 'sti:.dy in Feb 1976 recommending
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech-
nology rather then control of products as is now the case. DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underweay.
This is now a bread interzgency effort. Primery focus is on the

"identification of critical strategic technologics and mechaovisms of
technology transfer, Some of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified
pertaining to the allocation of additional resources to the export

© control problem. . ) T o
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management attention :

spact

ct:
duc te lack of time and

The Con'r"css £e11.=-rT to extend the Kxper
! mzny unresclved issues,

The accom aplis

fed by Congrecy and Industry will dexn
an:d allocaticn of requisite resources.

ishment of taese almes in Umely maraer as
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STANDARDIZATION AND INTE ROPERAB_LITY
"+ WITHIN NATO
1. FProblem: NATO's combat capability, military efficicney and
" deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand-
ardization and intecroperzbility of weapon sys tcrn., ir the Alliancc,
Greater standardization should 2lso result in appreciakle Jong tex
cfficiencies in developmaent, prodvction, ‘orrlsb.. 5, training, ond
nzintenance,
2. Background: The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf-
" ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects
and cover such other vitzl nationzl-level considerations as industrial
‘production base, craployment, technology base and balance of txads
Flovrever, we are {inding ways to deal with these py o"lcrh.

. .

Generally, 'Lhe most satisfactoty approeach to co:ﬂ:ermnrf '\"iﬂ‘ domestic

problems associated with standardization is through licensed pro-

duction of standard equipment in both Woirth America and Eurepe--

R examples are the ROLAND II Shoext Ru.UE & Air Defense System and

C"‘n‘ . - the F-156 programns.
-

Nany of the benefits of sta ~dard_1.4,..1o,1 can bh reg.hzcd. throogh
“ensuring interoperability of equipment--for example, being able

- to service aircraft on each othex!s aixfields, being able to com-
.municate with cach other, q.nd being able 1,0 use COmmon fuc]’
and aramunition. :

%, DoD Posiition: The Do strongly "111“‘\' s Nﬁ TO standardiznaiion
and interoperability efforts. We have strenpgihened the Dol Weapen

Systemn Acquisition process fo ensure thai adequate consideration is
" gaven to foreign solutions, that U.S. sysitems are designed to be
interoperable with those of our MATO Allies to the grestest degree
possible and practical. We seek methods by which our NATO Allies
will be encouraged to agree to U, S, solutions {e. g,., tln'ough co-
p"‘oduchon oppcrt\.u 1uee) wh(_n appropna‘;e, : -

£, Current Sh.tuS' :

S




. 'HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

.

1. Issuc: The House Appropriations Céonnnitiée reduced the FY 74

program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Appro-.

" priations Committce restored $10M4.

2. Background: This technicz] area includes work in training; treiuning
devices and simulators; personnel, marpower, and contemporary issues
{¢oual opportenity, rzce relaticons); and human factors in weapon systems
development and operations. In reducing funding, the House Appropria-
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the R&D, The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula-

tion projects to be continued.

" The FY 77 funding request for the five Pregram Eloments reduced by

Congress in FY 76 was keld ic the ¥Y 76 budgst reguast level, o svb-

" stuntial reduction from the growth planned Jor this arca. The arce of

Ilvinan Resources R&D was separated into three categorics of work:

{1) the technologies for trzining, siinulailon, iraining equinment zud

human enginecring, (2) a2 smaller effort in the perscnnel and monpewar
area,.and (3) a separate effort in the sociel science contemporary
issues area, The purpose was to clearly dclinesie these three sub-arcas

of work so that they can be independently structured end appraised.

‘This action was successful sinse 1o acrozs the board redveton way mode
- by Cecugress in FY 1977, B

R : : S
L RANERS:

. technology area has becn netitle
fo emphasize program recrientation.

3. DoD Position:!

by

4. Current Status: Congress has reaquested und the GAO has conducted
‘a major survey of the arca. The GAO report is expected to be released
in January 1977 to the House Appropriations Convnittee.

o ‘_. .- 3 o . X = " ’ o _" 3 D . - L R . » i\_
S T e OAD(ELLS) S
SRS N N 29 November 1975
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REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S)

1. Issue: Remotely Piloted Vehicles (ﬁ‘f:V'S)'

-

2, Background: DoD has considered that RPV's offers significant capa-
bilitics for hig h risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance.
DARPAs 5-year irnitiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in FY 77, The three Services are each funding the types of
RPV's pertinent o their individual necds, withk 2 Tri-Service cocrdinating
prouoy and DIDNREE guarding against redundancy and duplication. The
Lrmy (Aquila Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 lbs)
for rcconnaissance and :1“_.11ery correctiocn and designation with the
cbjcctive to provide to TRADOC an interim RPV system for development of
the ROC** for the full miiitarized system. The Navy is zlso pursuing a
.mini-RPV (undexr 300 1lbs) to provide zn over-the-horizon targeting
cepability for Harpoon cauippszd ships. Since many of these ships are
snwﬂ and ner-aviztion rated, the RPPV size is coustrained to under 300
ibs Zor legistics reasons. The Air IPoree has a loug operational histery
vrith 11116.1 {300 {0 3000 lb'»“) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for pnhoto-re-
C(‘J'—'-"I'F‘..;UHC&' znd clectronic warfare jiomming and deception. A large

portion of their program is fo increase the utility of these systems with
engin cring improvements. The Air Fonce expendable drone prowram,
invelving = midi-sized decoy and a mini~sized Larassmnent weapon, was

cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these prcwrams from gomcf to

full scale engineering development. fbelieved to be premature by Congressl.
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long-
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systems such as Sidclooking”Aivborne Radar (SLAR) to provide
tactical battiefield surveillance. Congress withlicld $3M of the $6M

¥y 77 appropriation for Compzss Cope unlil the Alyx Force cormmniticd

te a specific paylecad. In gencral, Congress hes poid particelar atteation
“to the RPV programs,

= e e m — e e mm——

_ - ; ;
3. DoD Position:!

- #Training and Doctrine Gommand ) OAD(E &PS)
**Required Operational Capability , 1 Dec 76 7
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rzines and two ground control

4. "Current Status: Twenty Aguilz
stztions will be delivered to TRADOC in the Spring of '77 for a six
month evaluation leading te a ROC for the engineering development, A

Navy RITO¥* for its mini-RI°V will bo released this month and contractor

S ad,

-.u‘.-,.u;‘_-_.:.__h.‘ R

: solection will be made in the Spring of 1277, The Alw Force siudy on
: {he ROV confrol systern will bagin in inta TY 77,

:
3

) " #Joint Tactical Integrated Dotu Sycizsm

*¥Request for Quotaiion
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. 7 Budget Related Issue

ELECTRON DEVICES

Izcue:  The funding for development of electronic devices has de-
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a
percentage of investment in electronic system_s.- Since these devices
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
future systems, PDM*guidancc was established tvo years ago in-
creasing the clectron device budget.

History: The current PDM*lirects an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the
.Services were directed to establish device Advancaed Duvelopment
Prograins. The Air Force, Novy progvams zre in accord with the
fruidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the House
Axrned Services Commiltee (HASC) refused to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program staxt in FY 77. A Navy
Advanced Developiment Program with a similiar scunding title wae
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device program survived,

Kt

Irmpact:
Fo i}
o

P OAD(E &FPS)
S ‘ , ' 30 Nov 76
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R " . Budget Related Issue |
REMOTILY PILOTED VEHICLES
{PVs) -
i e - : - - - LSRR .- L j'
Issve:! ' : T
l- e ; (;I‘.Cl)
i
| | . Problen
have heen encounterad in schedule slippages and cost overruns, :
RPV's have drawn considerable Congressional attention. :
| IR g _ - )
History: The Air Force bas a loug operational h istory with midi-
sized (300 to 3000 1b) RT’\"‘ {ur photo- v qmum.umce and electronic |
warfarc. They hcw'e not needed to develop simall vadars and infrared
imagers for the 209 300 1L class ef m:ud-RPV's the Army and Navy
intend to use. Ty
f ' 605
¥
‘* a
Position:
S (d)
e e : . | The Aix
Force under PE (32 /39% is fermwulating thic concept of an RPV migsing
control system that is intended to bhe JTIDA compatible, vy
[ \ \-‘"‘.{J

*Reque it for Quotation
¥¥Joint Tactical Integ.:.ted Data .JY-,tem

o T OAD(E&PS)
T e _ 1 Dec 76




) T
.

o - o " Budget Related Issue

__” IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM

' 'Subject of Issue:  Congress has charged the DoD to conduct the
national RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiaticn as.2 mecans
of sterilizing meat products.

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach fer preserving
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Fedexal
agencies also terminated like efforts. Hewever, Congress rejecizd
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work.
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for huwmnan use, per FDA

gtandards. Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretary of the
Arxray a2ccelerated the test program by zdding the other wmneats in
sirmultzneous efforts rather than the sequential tests ecarlicr plunned.
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program.

e
Budgetary Impact: |

e o Funding for all Service food technology
R&D is an Army responsibility since they serve as the DoD Exccutive
Service for this effort.

. \
DoD Position:;

R :\_‘.,t‘)
OAD(E&LS){Y~
.. 29 November 19'_?6
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. PR Budget Re_iei?edql_s f;l;é

. .

HANPOVWER, PERGZONNEL AND COMNTEMIPFORARY ISSURS

"1.) Issue: RLAT raised sericus concerns with regard to both the level
of R&D effort allocated to ianvower, Perscnnel and Contemnorary

'f;(‘,,

in
R

Issues ond

Z. History: Concern over this technical area by the House

Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the

Human Resources program in ¥Y 76, Continued concern by the .
_Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected. b Sa(n

. . . .

3. Current Position: The Services have been regquesizad to bried

ODD(RLAT) on their prepesed FY 78 Tecn Base programs in this area.
The objectives arc an assessment of the utility 6f the R&D, whether ibe
level of investment and the expected return justify an amnual investment
of over $20M, whether the planned program is corvectly focused, and
whether the program (or porficns thereci) should wore appropriately

be funded from a non-RDTLE account.

4. Impact:

b

L e 7 OAD(ELLS)
: 30 Nov 76
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_ Budget Related “Iss'ue
FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CI—EI \/IICAL WARTARE
' MUNITIONS -

1. 1Issue: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading,
ns:aembly, and pachaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillexy
prejectiles to be cousts ructed 2t Pine Bluif Arsenal, Arkensas.

2. XBackground: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurcment
ang Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of
$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It wzs in-
¢luded again in the FY 1976 budget request {or $8. 8N, After cxtensive

Jbearings it was deleted pending further disenssions at the UNGA Conferense of
e Cormmittee on Disavimament {(CCPH). Because of this decision, no
ruequest was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordunce with Congressionnl
wichies to dclay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial
pregress in disarrmament diccussions bas becu evident during the one
year deley, - :

. ’ :“'"—"_ _ - .- .- -
5. Dol Fosition:
.i o YRRy
4. Current Status: The funding for this facility has heen imade the
uu’r,‘; ct of an ASD(C) FBID issue and is being ruised as a {funding iscue
at OMB level.! . | ' Cne )

OAD/E&LS)
29 Nov 76
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Budget Related Issue .

SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT

1. Issue: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technolegy’
has been marked by DD{R&AT) as an area for concentrated growih,
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun.

2. History:; OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of
flight sirmulators to improve traihing, reduce costs and reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level
. interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduction/performance
‘effectiveness. ’ :

=
3. Current Position: !

;; The F‘I’mlmc)-'t‘S inulgiét rec;uest includes

c—

OAD(E&LS)
30 Nov 76
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ARI\’Y 1.DTE DRAWDOWN

Issue : The Army has agreed to a manpower drawdown to reduce
its in-house Techneology Base work and to increase its program with
universities and industry. -

History: The l.Jaboz'atoff‘)r' Utilization Stody which was corapleted in
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and clectronice was too large., An agreement
was made with the Army {o reduce ils RDT&L in-house strength by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis and com-

pleting the drawdown by .'E"Y78 These reductions by fiscal year are

as follO‘hS: FY 75 -905, Y7t -879, FY?? -733, and FYY8 ~-433,
The Arnmey has met its comumitments 2o of V76, hcwevcr,’

I ol
i
z

. - - 1

We hawve encourzged the Ariuy to take these reductions throagh hiring
{reecxes, attrition, and trzoefer of the manpower to work and fundiug
in other areas

.r‘gﬂncm:‘, ) , }? "“"'~(')
al

ODD(R&AT) is 1-sisting that the manpower dravrdovn be completed as
scheduled..

.‘ ODD(R&AT)
“ 30 Nov 76




NAVY BLOCK FUNDING - .

Issuer VWe are encouraging the Nevy to provide most of their Technology
Base funds directly to their laberatories in large “blocks' without dis-
tributicy throngh the Sysiems Comands. ' '

, -t The Navy TEc!moIogy Base funding to the Chicf of Naval
Material Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways.
Sore of the funds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chief of
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A
mjor portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however,
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily

Jsuprortive of the particular Systems Comwvmard.

H

We hvve enceurage? the Navy te block

4y

und most of the Techrology Bacse
funds directly to the laboratories ounce the laboratories technical program
Lias been agreed upon by the lahoratory, the Systeras Command, and the
Chief of Naval Materizl,

Position: The Navy has proposcd to "blocdl program® funding to ihe

labeoratories, .

ODD(R&AT) -
1 Dec 76
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", ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MLEASURES (ECC.}\.{)

- Issoe: ;

| .

j
[

FHistery: The lessons lerrrned in the Yom Kippur Israeli war indicated the
need for a major_thrust in ECCM, There are several aspacts to a good
ECCM posture.: : '

l
|
|
|
|

Positions: Dol Divective C-4600. 3, Elcctvonic Counter Counlter Mezoures
Policy defines the tacks and responsible agencics with regard te threat
.definition and evaluation of immpact upon system performance. The imple-
mentation of this policy is still being forrnulated. To create an NCCM
awareness in the service laboratories, DDR&I hzs sponsored syrmposia
on ECCM topics and has irduced the Air Force to create Program Element
(3750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy techuology
L base program element managers have been made awere of the need for
responsive attention to this subjeci,

o L Lo OAD(E&PS)
B I " 1 Dec 76
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oot T T ZIRCRAFT PRCOPULEION -
li — - ——— - - - - aa
Issue:

Niscussion: At the present time “here is no cont:nu g
program of advanced development for small aircraft engines
technology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets,
and RPVs indicates a need for active support of this tech-
- nology. )

. -

The Joint USAF/Navy Technology Demonstinior Engine (oo
program meshes the Nevy efforts in larqb aircraft engineg
technology work with the larger reolat=d pregrams of the
ALr Force, to the bLenefit cf both. ' .

positionn: DDIREAT).

R P

e hrmy_snd Newvy.

S e .. .. 30 Nov 176
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. . .. LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's)

..
.

Jesue: The House zrmed Services Committee (HASC) has

deleted all KRavy funding in FY 77 and beyond for LPG's and
directed that the Defense 2Zdvanced Pecearch Projects Agsnoy
(DARPA) should support any future efforts.

‘PDiscrssion:

|

i

!

|

Vierd in the technelogy of LPS's bhas been -suppori =G oporadically |
cince the mid-19507s , .. Hovever, for o bk

decade priocr to about 1970, the level of efifort was extremaly
low.  In about 1970 the Kevy, jointly with DARPA, decided wo

sunDort a wajor effort Lo develop LPGE's based on & bulli-
loaded propellant charge design concept. The EASC in actiing
upon the FY 77 budget observed that LPGE's had been supporied
for over 20 years with little appurent useful ouvtcomsz and
therefore deleted the Navy RDT&E funding.

S

i

JPosition:

OAD/ET
30 Nov 76
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- COWUFOSITE MRTERIATS

Riscrssimn: Current and planned RED on these materials
encompasses work with organic, carbeon, or metal matrices
reinforced by grarhite, carbod, or boron fibers. Demonstra-
tions of organic (epocry) matrix compesites in full scale

aircraft componants have been underwav for several vears

and major structures are components of Tlying ailrcrait. The
Al Force alonn has zpent mor: v 51500 on t:“¢ techinciony
sipee 1881. my and Havy alsa F3beet

.
S_'..‘-t.?.- - 1...\1.\ WOULLE .

Lhere 185 now t.;ce.aprt:a’* support heovy dvnvestnent
i 1'.'&'\‘.1.‘;“‘( v o for work on inose mats 15, and they are: inoreznilgly

£

U £ % .
aceepted for sicre~-ofi-~the-art

Carboy
moY e SP~".

inisgile QO:lUj.

Compecsitos potentially £
q . r

CLLg reles in eircraft and

!
!
1

T % .. UAD/JER
R o 30 Nov 1976
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'I‘RANSPOR.TATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATERIALS

1. . Subject of Issue: Transportation and @isposal of chemical warfawve

- .
agents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, and
. simiiar items has become a public concern!
; ;
i -o- .
2. B:rclevound:'
|
!
_ o i The Environmental
Jrapact Staternent process must be fully followed and become a part of the
decisinu making process. - '
po S
!
|
!
!
E e
’ 2, oD Peeitien: The NEPA and 2ll applicable laws vwill be fnlly followed,
N o & e e - -
- Mooem 7T - ' '

) 4. Current Status: Planning is proceeding in necovdonce with applizalle
laws 1o continue movements necessary in the inlevests of nationzl scevrity
or to improve operations. -

B . B
S . e , - .
. N
Ly pemrmean C : : ) ] .
R S0 0 7 OAD(E&LS)
R o ' L 29 Novermber 1976
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willingnes

5
verifiable bao

t A opart of Uus
o negotiate
on CVW.

Cuemiczl Wurhre pohcy has been cur
zn agreement to develep an effective,

Sukjest of Iae
t

Pa cl’p‘-ourr?: Aole I of the B
(rdflf*cd by the T, 5, in January 167
negotiniions on

Biological Weap pons Conven on {BWO
z 51 binds 211 s ,,,;IDLLO to continue
an agrecment banning chemical weapons., The U. 5,
area, particulurly through the UNGA Conre
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for-at least ten years.
has been the subject of 2 number of other Confercnces,.
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical -
to the BWC which contains no verification procodures,
cirstacle to date in all & nents is {he definid
azcents to be banned and :-:ﬁ::.chmb
jimspection and verification proce

e
LW

has negoliaizd in this rence

It

The mejor

dcn of the chamicazl

cin praciical and effectiva.-
dures and other safeguards., ’

. e
areeinenl

DoD Pesition:

3.

4, Currevt Status:

- v *abp,
¥
~J_.' i -
S
r -
.
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L
b x
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- . "7 NANSEN DRIFT

1. Is sue' Should the United States freezc a decommiissioned icchrealier
into “the A Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing cccan
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about

Z years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT.

2. Background: The Navy has bec-n a sircng proponent for the HNANSESR

- DRIFT project, pointing out the opporiunily to conduct new research in
~ the Soviet Arctic and to support political objectives of the Umwr Stetes.
: They e°t1mate the pro_]ect will-cost $15 r:illion over a three year period,

. .,..--.—.......q-..,._.-,——“

1 'SE has been somewhat reluctant to undesiake the project, p;cﬂr-1
& rloy to force heavier funding support from Dol and otiicr agencies,

The project is supported sirongly by the Nationzl Research Comm_ll, the

- Department of State, ard in principle by DoD.  The Ko rwegians suppor
:the pro_]ect. o -

ore o

153
A3 an

3. oD 'Po sition: Nome. DoD needs to establish its position on WANITIN
DRIFT, art of this decieion is the level of finzncial suppert to provide
to 'th-:-._pro_]cct. ' i - T
e T D e e
2 E .
. - ’ N

Loy T T OAD(E&LS)

o R .. - . 26 November 1976
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' .. NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL)
1. Issuer What should ne fufure* status of NARL?

2, - Background: Trn Naval Aretic Research laho ratory (I\WI‘L}, =N
Barrow, Alaska, is the only continucusly cperated U, S, research
lzl:orztory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics supnort
and coordinaticn of mission research for i"w Navy and other gr:wﬂr'mx‘n{.
vgencizs., I is operated by a civilian contractor and is managed by the
Oifice of Naval Pegearch {OITR). N4 RLi a com plctc sel -sustr_m ing
base facility on over 5,000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings,

i .
C an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities he laboratory maintains

a fleet of 6 {ixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and

« water craft, In addition, NARL opc:ra."'es some L4 remote camps elong,
the Aluska coast supporiing rescarsh projs cb
CThe eucrating b‘-_.rm" of NARL is appraxiraately $7.0M por yeor, paid
for from RLWER funds, Other goverument agencies doing R&D at
NARL provide relmbursemecnts but these reimbursermnents do not cover
their operating a::»d logiztics coste. The Navy csiimates that only 13% -~
of NARL activiiv is in direct support of DoD speusored rescaxch and
developnent. ' ’
There is @ continuing pecd for NARL as & Nevy or Nationul base cump

on the Arciic Ocean. |
.3. DDI‘E«: "3 Pomi LG O}: 18 October the HNovy wira asked to reviev e
mans gernent and financing of WARL, snd to adjusi ROTHIE n‘.,.ruugr’:
v NARL to a level coasistent with the 2105 T &I weork verficrmed at WARI.
by198L . o S
'.\ + e A < v S ¥ "'; -
IR A _ e o OADE&LS)
cLe T T T . © 1 . 7 . 26 November 1976




HCED "rr.'rf\‘ LOGY GUN

1o Problem: fa edveaced technolesy aeriel cunnon is ceded to enhance

the capabilities of our tectical aircroft.

bS]
b-‘
J
a3
D
-2
fhers
o]
1
)
-h
\
a
—
y
i
N
L
hat
g
ot

Lowas ceveloped many years ago,

and the GAY &

are e princiypsl guns plawmed for Service use.
Both the Navy and USAF have cxpendod a considerable amount of work
R -

trylno to overcome the shoricomings of these two guns,

U
Pt 3 o 3 e e e r T

-
=,
(mq
L
g
bwae o —— -
3. DoD Position: Db 1¢;L;1 15 continue develepment of advanced malti-
purpose aCJ]dl Comins,
4. Qurrent Status: cr duiare @l Govelopent continues




TWO-PLACE A-10

Problem: Why do we need 2 two-place A-107

Ba C]ZI{Z round:

|
|
|

DOQR@SH‘.‘IUH:
ro 0 -

Status:

-
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COMPASS CO

Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE pregram be confinued.

: D : - Ty Teoren
Backeround: COMPPASS COPL was conceived by the Air Force,
as a Jong-endurance, high flying, remotely piloted multi-

mission vehicle.

_f

DoD Position:

e

Current Status; The PBDs reflect the Dol posilion,

B L ittt Rt
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i ~ . FLIR/LOPAIR :

b

4 - : . ) L

: = 3 ; ’ 3 e ete NPI PR N
n ‘1. Subicct of Issnnt Advenced cheminal agent warsing and Celcotion

gystemes; Lcmg Path Infra-Red (LOPAIR}) an Army developinent and

Forwerd Looking Infra-FRed (FLIK) ¢ Navy development.,

)

2( T)(L(d-ﬂvr“l (S84 ) ’ . _.'_ T ' .-

o Piaogram Obic - a1 advanced chemizal ageni datee-

-.10.‘_1 c‘a.ld ngI‘I}J-)g ‘-3

o The Army has evalueted long path infrared deLec_t'cm me,ihod for
sorne years n acfive concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated
in favor of a passive concept. Critical technical problems in discrimi-

nztion of agents {rovn r:m.oke, dugt, and oil‘er inteferences have cadsted

in the pest. Howewver, the present passive LOPAIR which eunteyed -Advanced
- e wc?opmcm. in Jar HLIY 1974 13 b:zl'ievce:l to have resolved these techuical
' prohlems, - L eamese g mee )
o The Nevy, while evalaaticzy the FLIR foxr fire cont ro] PUTpoLCa

Y 3 - T

(the primury mission), discovezed ina't techniciuns could obsezrve

emissions from incoming azriel tarpets., By the usc of optical filters,
soyne discrimination of cmissions cen e made. ‘

ot

N o Imitially the Hi3C%*reguested a side-by-side test; thin was fully

plennced, but not periormed. Subscguently, the BASC repuested that
LOPAIR be termipaicd in {avor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramining
for a side-by-side test., The Arrmy dQid nst follow complete guidance on
the funding for the side-by-~side test. The 1I4SC im_:n inilinted 2 GAC
luvestigation of all expenditurern. L

"3, Dol Fosition; el T e

o

Ty

O}

o

4. Current Status: The DoD
dex clogmencc was r;:,n.zsed.

t b —_ [ .. .=

1 request to the HASC to continue both

-
4
e
pry
pde
I

e r——

" %*Houge Armeced Servicé Committee - PR - - OAD(EKLS)
- o C . A + 29 November 1976
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’The attached documenta represent tbe "iasue papers" prepared by DDR&E
.for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford

to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conform to
the definition of "issue papers” es defined by U.S. News and World

‘Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly

within the intent of that definition.

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Enclosure 1. BSome parts of some of these papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it 18 determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitirate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under

‘exemption 1 in that they. contain classified security informationm.

The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the

national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1); 1.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); i.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans.

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose' is the
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub~
1ic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

were prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements,
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

V_TZLﬂL



Note:

Enclosure 1

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED

Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs}
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers

Joint Service Development/Test Programs

- Systems Acquisition Management

Prototyping

Travel Funds

DOD Medical Research Charter

Reduction of Outyear Operatiqg and Support (0&S) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost (LCC)} Reduction

Design to Cost .

Specificati;ns and Standards

Eeliability and Maintainability

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Pr;ctice
Competition in Defeﬁsé Procurement

Expeditious JOT&E O0f ITIR MAVERICK

Al
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DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES

1. Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs.

AJ

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories _
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are
directed toward mcreasmg the innovation and productwu.ty in the
laboratortes. '

o - The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and
- supervision is being increased.: To initiate this, block
" funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead
- laboratory concepts for technology areas have been
- implemented. : . :
© . We are increasing ‘the use of investment strategies as a
SR technique for apportioning the resources across the various
. technology areas in the Technology Base. ‘

"o, ° ‘The 1aborator1es are bemg asmgned prime technology
e area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant _

-5 7 .7 and lesser productive areas.

o - The percentage of_the Technology Base work which is
.. performed by universities and industry is being increased
. "'to take advantage of their umque contnbutlons to the

C program. DT '

"0 . The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
.~ -tion is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
~-Asgessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems
which are meeting Defense Systams AchLSI.thI" Remew
Council Milestones I and II. ’

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4, . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology
Base are being applied selectively acrass the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technigue; the
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- = °
house with the ultirnate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown

- amounts to approxlmately 6 900 authonzatmns to be completed by the

end of FY 78.

Cms
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- UNCLASSIFIED -
. FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS
= i (FCRC s)

0‘_"_.'. . . . R

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managi—ng DoD-

Federal Contract Resea.rc:h Centers (FCRCs) be a.ccepta.ble to Congress‘?

2. Ba.ckground Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to B since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government
agencies have similar orgamza.tl.ons. '

.~'—:~ System Eng‘ineering/ - Studies &

Laboratories ' Tech Direction (SE/TD) - Analyses (S&A)
oo - (FY76) - (FY76) o _ (FY76)
MIT Lincoln  $51M ~ MITRE Corp - $45M RAND $17TM
‘Johns Hopkins' $53M Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $10M
'Penn State $8M SR . ANSER %M

$112M S $127M T $40M

La.bora.tory FCRCS perform dl_fflcult tec'hmcal pro;ects embracmg both
research and new prototype systems concepts. (SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,

communications and command and control (C3) systems, (S&A) FGRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations
for force planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, hlgh officials
on DoD sta.ffs, etc. .

A hlgh degree of control is ma;ntamed over FCRCS. -The Senate Armed
- Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ce:.hng. Four major prob-
Iems exist w:r.th usmg FCRC&« i

’

° Severa.l years ago, Congfess e}'pressed concern regardmg salaries,

""nu.m.ber, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the
_ixnp_gsition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this cc:.hng
- has not kept pace with inflation. I

o Cona'fressmnal concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as ”ex..ensmn of heaaqua.rters staffs, "
espec:.ally the S&.A FCRCs. '

| wi w7 . ODDIRRAT)
UNCLASSIFIED o R&AT
o . S 24Nov7H




o Partof the for- profit industry sector is edp'pesed to both the non-profit
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as pertalns to the success
of some FCRCs in d1ver51£1cat10n :

o . The fiscal cgﬂlng has espec1ally been a hlndrance in accomph shing
space and C SE/TD work. . : -

3. DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976
.in response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows:

o Analy‘h.cal Semces (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC L “
o The Applied Physics Laboratory (J'ohns Hopluns) and Apphed Research -
. Laboratory (Penn State) w111 not be con51dered FCRCs begm.mng in )

LI TR S
.-,-"' ’

"o MIT meoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Pro]ect S
_ Air Force {formerly.Project Rand}and the Institute for Defense Analyses -

. (IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels, The
- non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporaiaon mll not be consid- .
' ..Aereda.nFCRC o S, R T ;-__';_

PR A - . Lo
- __--.‘. . LTI : AR

) _,LTRE Bedford w111 be separated from MITRE W’ashmcton. All DoD
. G~ work will be done at Mitre-Bedford. MITRE- Washington will not
- be considered a Do) FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work
. unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at Mltre Becr_ford
i _w:ll be governed by DoD C3 workload

o Aerosgace Corp w111 be restrlcted to DoD space program endeavors
-~ except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i, e. joint DoD-NASA),

Level of DoD eifort at AerosEace vnll be governed by DoD space . '

system workload. . : e

4, Current Status:- A report was provided the four concerned Congre‘ssional
Committees, Informal approval received. DoD will be implementing above
"actions in the FY'78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions
"-in their reports on the budget will provide basis for fui:ure managemsa=nt of

L FCRCs...

UNCLASSIFIED

[ ST . .
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‘unacceptable hazard,

DOD R&D TESTING .USINC- HUMAN VOLUNTEERS
. ' ‘ [ ’ . R e .
o Subject of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans

are being used as guinea p:.gs needlessly and under circumstances of :

Jpp— L B - TN s TR

' Background: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who vperforn'-x

tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public
and Congressional dialogue on the subject, In 1975, Congressional
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 60a and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

. that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the tzst subjects.
~ These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
- had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its
*'~ own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human.
" . volunteer subjects, although this point was careﬁﬂly avoided or 1gnored

mtheheanngs. T T

e
N

DoD Position: DoD must eonduct tests that use human test volunteers

- in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed

‘tests are needed and worth the investnent and risk, properly planned;

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.
As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level,

- ":.l‘,_t.hey are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and
. critique of our R&D. In all ca.ses, only fully' informed and volunteer
) _.fi‘.':_.aubJects will be used. T

"

- ——————

. _-___"..' B ._.~‘-..-:. X . .:.'1;‘_ ’ B '-..-d_' . i . . : ..- ¥ . ,.ca
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

1. Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the
| same basic operational requirements.

2. Background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec-
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
uvltimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

' be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully
examnined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,
and achleve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(ISL) in working groups.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates
- for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cae-third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact
“that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to
the annual procurement costs and are increasing dve to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly léveragea and provide a basis for significant
"cost reductions.

‘3. DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requivements. Our policies to achieve this objective are

" stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces-
sary, by fiat. A speclal policy for Single Service Management of

. Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
‘ endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

4. Status: We have established commonality between Services that is
intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all
DSARC reviews. Working groups and speclal committees have been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Direetive on electronic equipment will utilize the requirementg™
:gg process and other existing means to identify those items which are
5 ’ candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead"




@ Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate (QSD
offices. .

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, ths Air Force has been assigned as Executive
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacewent will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements. ‘

g
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SYSTEHS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT - "

!

.Issuer’ In order-to maintain national security in times of highly
constrained defense budgets it is imperatives that we manage the

acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner.

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense sys:tems

acquisition were established in mid-197} with the publication of DoD
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.' Since that
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense
systems acquisition process have been.published, i.e., the Commission
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review ’
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recent]y the Acquisition Advisory Group.

DoD Position:’ While many of the recomm¢nded lmprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implerénted we
are continuing toc evaluate and adopt other promising changes.

Current Status:. In many areas .we have made major strides in improving

the management of Dol systems acquisition.. Some of these managemznt

‘initiatives are:

a) FIy*befbre-buy {hardware demonstration) ' .

b) Achisvement milestones vs calendar milestones o
c) Competition, especially during system validation . .-,
d) Design to Cost o - e

e) - Hi~Lo- force mix Ll IR L
f} Creation of viable options e -
g) HMaintaining strong technical base B T
h). Improved program management. - - - - SR SN

" Other areas of promising efforts uﬁderwéy but still éVOlvihg.are:

a) “Front-end" planning-mission nceds and af fordabn!nty
b) Life Cycle Costing -

Sound manacgement of defense systems arqu151t|on impacts on the defense
posture of the U.S. |t is probably the single must important task of
DoD as it impacts dircctly on force readiness, the yearly defense budget
and also the outyear expznditures for operating and maintaining our
weapon systems. We will continus to evaluate all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvements in national deFense and more efficient
development, production, opzration and support of our defense.system.

i
ni
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. PROTOTY? 1 KG

Issue: To improve the basis for managemcnt decisions during the .

development and acqulsxtson of defense systems and equ:pment.

Background: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstratlon

rather than paper studies,. as the basis for key program decisions,

It has been referred to as the "fly before buy or "test before buy"

approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in a few demonstration models {prototyp=ss) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool

by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become an important

~aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of

prototyptng and endorsed’ ltS applscatlon in defense programs.

DoD Position: Prototyplng is an aid to nanagement that reflectks a

basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of
risk. It must always be viewed in the decision-making context. It
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We
emplhasize prototyping where it is peeded to support and strengthen
our basis for decisions, not as ""the thing to do' in order to geot

_.programs approved.

’ L]
Currcnt Status: Ve hove gained considerable experience in protctyping

over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder-
zdlng of the dnffcrenee bctween ite two fundamzatal upplicae.unq

Protouya:ng is used dur;ng th° acguisition cyc]e to reduce" 'he risks
associated with zpplyinu advanced technology to meet definad cpera-

-tional requirements. -These are the '"full-scale cng:neering develop-

ment' prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicie;

“Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter;

Submarine Launched Cruise Wissile.) Where it is impractical to
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied tu subsystens
and components. {Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborna TACAH; Lizvy Hodular

Electronic Warfare Suite.)

Prototyping is 2lso usad to explore and advance now technology prior
to the fexlnlllO‘ of specnflc requirements. These are '"technology
base' or "“exploratory develogmznt prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viablie options for future decisions. Exploratory prototvping
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities,
stimulates competition .and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradecoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Flgﬁter, Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically
Agt!e Radar, )

DDRGE
30 Nov 76




Budget Related Issue

. : TRAVEL FUNDS

ISSue:- ODOJ{R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77.

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42.3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. o

f’osition: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate,

Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.

ODDIR&AT)
30Nov7é
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Budget QcIatcd Issue

DOD IVIED[C.‘-\L-RESEARCH CHARTER
- (vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Con sional actions on DoD bud

are being denied in cases w

gT
5 eTe any other agency iz cond:
in the area.
History: Congressional actions during FY 76 c.nd ?Y 17 budget cycle
denied DoD requests for mon=zy [or research in drug and alzohol abuse, 2nd
a series of infectious and dental diseases. 7The basis for deunizl has
been thatl the Department, Healtk, Education, and Welicre (DHEW) is
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should rot require
any effort in the area. This has besn cited especially in cases where
the Dol level of eifort is much smaller than the DHEW commicment.
' A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76,
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 aad beyond.

- Budzetary Impact:. Previous reductions were not made until late in
the fiscal year. As 2 result, money had beez cornmitted to new and
‘continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thu
when all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional
funds were a2lso lost due to the fact that the earlier commibtments to
_contracts had been rmade and could not be recouped.

U'

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordizate and draw irom the civil
and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

. vnique problems of the Military Services or those aspects of the
problem that the civil sector canaot or will not address. Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD invesiment represents 2 complimentary
effort that provides spscialized results of interest ts DoD. '

-
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PEDUCTION OF OUTYEAR GPERATING AND SUPPORT {0D&5) CUSTS

1. Issva: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budyet allocated
to system opatating and support cosis, while atf the sa=: time maintain-
ing operaticnal readiuness. ‘

2. Background: Contiaued growth in the fraction of thz DoD budget
allocated to opesrate and support current systems has impaired force
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future 0&S
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as

‘new systems enter the inventory.

Better visibility on the specific 055 cecsts of current systems is a
necegsary step im defining and reducing the 05S cost of future systems.
The next step is to eamploy the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Positioan: We are confideat that we can achieve the ability to
idantify aed track the 045 costs of individual types of defense systecs.
We must also control the future O&S costs of systems now ia developmant,
50 as to achieve a net reduction in the 085S portion of the DoD budger.

4. ‘Current Status: The DzpSecDzf mecorandum on Raduction of Qutvear
Gpsrating and Support Costs, 28 Februmary 1976, directed the Military
D=zpartments to establish 0&5 cost targets for each major systea now in
development, and to propose mathods to zssess the net 0&S cost impact

“on future Dspartmznt budgets of all DSARC decisions.
b . . .

The Services have forvarded their planned approaches to the establish-
ment of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process
and proposad methodolegy fsv annual -assessment of the net 0&5 cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding yzar. Refinemznts
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress.

R T ——————— ey Jpap S N T

e,



LCLASSITIED

VISIBEILITY AND MAhﬁC:HFNT OF OPERATING "D STPPORT COSTS
1. Issus To develop wethods for determining the oparating and support
costs attributable to particular Defense systems.

2. Background: SecDef and DDR&E posture statements for FY 1976 men-—
tioned the need to improve visibility on the ppsrating and support.
(0&S) costs of current systems, as a necessary step in reducing the
life cycle cost (LCC) of future waapon systems.

During SecPef's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDR&E responded
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems.

Thereafter, Senator Culver proposed 2n amendment to- the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This :amendaent
was deleted in conference when DoD stated it was unable to provide
such estimates for all major systems. However, DoD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for alrcraft systeas w1th

the FY 1978 budget.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accounting systems we2xe not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual weapon
systems. We are working to improve wisibility on operating and support
costs. : : :

4. Current Statevs: ASD(ISL) has been tasked to define the management
information sysiem needed to account for 0&S costs by weapon systen
type. The Services have presented their proposed mznagement inforpa-
tion systems for ASD(ISL) review. Refinements in, response to ASD(I&EL)
review ‘are mow in progress.

ASD (Comptroller) has beea tasked to modify the DoD accounting systens
as necessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(I&L).

0SD and the Services are working to improve cost comparability among
the Services.

The Air Forca den onstkated a pro;oL}p= 0&S cost managemant information
system for alzcvaft during FY 1977 and is now evaluating its effectivensss
prior to schaduling its expansion to other types of wazpon systems. The

nrﬂ} and Navy are working on similar projects, and the Navy has also
veloped p1a15 for &n 0&S cost Haonagemant Inforwation § n

THCLASSIFIED OORRLE/ AR P)
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LIFE CYCLE CO5T (LCC) REDUCTION

1. Issue: To definz and reduce the total cost of acquiring, cpzrat
taining and supporting defense systems, wvhille at the same tiue maint
force modernization, readiness and operzrional effectiveness,

2. Packground: LCC reduction is a major objective of rhe DoD. There is
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Presznt appropria-
tion accounting wakas it relatively easy to ideatify developmznz, procurement

and wmilitary construction costs of specif‘c weapon systems. Howsver, op=rat-
ing and support (035) cost appropriations are related to type of organization

and functzon, rather tham to type o; weapon system.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and
we ars improving that capability. We caa and are holding acquisition programs
_to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are recessary to define and reduce the 0&5
~cast of current and future wsapon systems. Those steps are now undarway.

4. Current Status (mores detail in attached backup papers):

Design to Cost - Dol Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Dazpartments to design systeas to pradetermined unit production costs, and to
‘tcade off performance, schadule and quantity as nacessary to meeat cost goals.
Host major systems not yet in production eithar have established DIC gozals or
have made cost an "equal partaar®” with Ycost drivers" in eerly design studies.
DIC is an issue at DSA4RC reviews and corrective action is directed for breach
‘'of DTC thresholds.

Visibility . and Managewesnt of Oparating and Support Costs — A DepSecDzf
memorandum dated 16 Octobar 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to dafine the management
information system needed to accouant for the 058 costs of current systeas by
system typa.. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
as necassary. The Military Dapartments have presented their proposals for
.such an information system and refinements are in progress.

Reductlon of Outvesar Opzrating and Support Costs - A DopsacDeL wemorandum
dated 28 February 1975 directed the Military Departments to establish 0&S
cost goals for each major system devalopment program and to propsosz wnethods
ior an annual assessma2nt of the net impact of 2ll DSARC decisions on thz 0&S

ction of their outyaac budgafs Tne on4“111 objective is a na2:t o )
2é'cLlon in that fraction of the DoD bedger allocated to 0&S comts.

'b

.

10

ligbility and maintaipabilicy (RLM)
=

Reliebilit ty and ¥ainteinability - R
b

ars System paramsters tha link svsiea P“1r:ctefistics to G&5 cost,
r2adiness and operational effectiveness tative R&M requiremanls aza
row ifacluded in alroJL all DCPs; howavar, Dot policy on R&YM neads to bn
clarified and eyLend»d to subsystems and l=us-Chan-major syvteﬂ; in

to facilitate LCC reduciton. DDREE and AJW\I¢L) ara preparing a Dod

siv2 on this subject a?d supervising the revision of appropriate Milita
Srandards.

- . 7 - T 2]
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DESIGN TC COST

1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to mnew
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975, Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tanrk. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost
drivers. ' :

: ODDR&E /OAD( SAM)
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4 SPECITICATICHNS AND STARDARLC

¢

i

:

1. Problem: With increasing costs of defense systems, equin
ment and meterial, there were concerns that military
specifications were the "cost drivers™.

il . :

2. Issue. tMllltar) specifications and standards have
occablondily containgd unrealistic, obsolete or marginzl
requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

3. DoD Position: DoD is zttacking the problem on three
fronts: : o
a) ASD(IEL) and DPREE co-sponsor tha lefense Material

P Specifications and Standards Board to raview on a fon

| tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiz

tion pregram management to recommend necessary changes
in policy to the ﬂﬂCD;f

b) At the reqiiest of LopSechar, tha Sorvices havs
"established R¥P (Reguest for Troposal) Review Bnzrds
to review and Yscrub' NFPs, prioer to thelr formal
release to hidlers, of any excenzive veauiremenis ool
uhwarranted Cosi~dviving regulremnnty, includirs

. specification require:.snts.

4 N

: c) ASD(I%L) ard jointly st B

' Science EBoard Task fC UG TeTC

_ specifications ar cidards pol;,

: 4. Status:

; A. DMSSB:

. 1) Now have five Technical TFanals {i.e., Matsvials,

! Electionics, Meotricetion, Clothing and Toextile

' . . A 2 . : . = . 2

‘ Audio Visual). The Metrication Punel, for exemple

| prepared an int2rim policy on the use cof thz weiri

: yatem of measuiament in the Dol which vas sirned

; by Deptecheid.

' 2) A task group ravised the Dol Standardization
Manuzl coveving specification ;rcparation,
coordination and Pdha._m.ﬁt.

DDREE
Sn ;\EO‘J TL‘
i
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R¥P Revicw Boards:

All three Services have estz b;lshnd these rcview
boards &nd are actually scrubbing new major system
RFPs. On several procuvrements, draft RFPs were
submitted to industry prior to formal release to
bidders soliciting ccemments cn the identificaticn
of cest-driving elements and suggestions on how to
neet the intent of the need at lower cost.

Defense Science Board Task Force:

Found that while needing continuel attention for
improvement, spec1Llcat10ns and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
probLem was - real1y the over-application (or blanket
application} of these documents, which in many cases .
resvlted in unwarranted costs. - Among the Task Force
recommendations are: 1) ”tailoringﬁ or selecitive
application of the specification requirements to :
engn prsgram, 2) establish an en nvircameat to proviae
nive: : *?“"*orc/nluacru for proposing

for roocomnending cozt

asts, and €) edvcanion
nospecificavion anplicatism

e SerTy Jices are, curventliy

2nt tiiose receormandailons

[ O R P
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UNCLASSIFIED

RELIABILITY AND MATUNTATSABILITY

1. fssua: To reduce the opzrating and support cost of defense sys

maintalning or increasing thelir readiness and opgratloﬁal eflectlvrp‘

¢ parameters that link system desipgn characteristics to readi
effectiveness, opsrating 2ad support cost. Imoroved R&M simultaneous
increasas readlness and pzrcantage of successiul missions, while decreasing
naintenance, supply and maapowar requirements. In the past, field reliability
‘has often been only a fractioa of that "dz=ronstrated” by the contractor in
REL DEM0 done to a MIL STD. 7This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a
"“failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. 05D has major
initiatives underuay to improve thls situatioa.

2. Background: Relisbility acd Maintainability (R&Y) are weasurable pzvior—
ness

3

i

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&YM of
systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systews already ia production.

4. Current Status: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
al!l DCPs and attainm2nt of these thresholds has becom2 an i1ssue at DSAUC
raviews. The Daputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority
.on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his
repcsts to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and thz DSARC Chairman at all
critical milestone dacisions. '

OTDREE and OASD(ISL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&H to ensure thzse
parameters are addressad as an integral part of the acquisition process for
both major and less—than-major system and subsystem programs.

The Military Dzpariments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli-
ability, ‘especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more
realistic test facilities 1is to bz paid for by shorter total test tims and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

The Szrvices have receatly included in thzir budgets funds to iwmprove readi-
ness and reduce operating cosis for equipment in thz2 field. " This is
accomplished primarily throuvgh the upgrading of equipwment reliability and
maintainability identified by organizations spacifically charzed with this
responsibility such as thz Alvr Yorce Productivity, Reliability, Avallehilicy
and Maintalnability (PRAM) Program Office.

Govarnment and industrial tschasiogy base activitd

feasibilicy of using highly reliable electroaic mo Jqu as basic

blocks for widespread application ito elecironlces aquipment. Hizh ¢
reliability and tight quality control are to be paid for by savings achisvad
theough volume productleon and standardization.

Con n

ctual approaches are bei
tgn equipmant for hish re -bility and lou repalr costs.
ssfully usaed include contract award fees zad reliability wars
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SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTIRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine and practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet science has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific~technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology--
overall-—-will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDR&E
2 December 1975
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systemns being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk
of surprise is great. . :
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1974,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final reportby August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.




Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - {Classified)

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and
such papers ‘are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént {also on Enclosure 3)'
M-X

SIBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletiéns)

Briefing Paper'(also on Enclosure 3}

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible Q/deletions)

Space Dafense tunintelligible w/deletions)

High Fnergy Lasers {unintelligible w/deletions)

HATO Airborng Early Warning {AEW) Aircraft. {alsc on Enclosure 3)
NET Technical Assessment--U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage {(also on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Guided Proﬁectile Copperhead {(CLGP) {also on Enclosure 3)

Impact of Procurement Changes on the .F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)
(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure  3)
General Support Rocket System {GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker {also on Enclosure 3)
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CHEMICAL WARTFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT

. ..
" - . . )
B . . = . . - . .
L 2N . .
s ) - B R .
Ry .

i (U) Subject of Issue: DoD efioris to improve chemical warfare
.(CW) posture, both protective and retaliatory.

o USSR posesvserious threat in CW. - : oo
- \ . A

(]

£

"o UShas rat1f1ed Geneva. Protocol W1th reservation which essentla_lly
bans first use of CwW.

—m

3. (U) DcD Position: Supports efforts to moderrnize chemical warfare-
-. capability acd to improve pro*ectwe pos“ure to allow continuing opera-

.t-ans in a CW enviromment. o P _ s
L ; 4, % Current Status: R C
¢ N PR X I _
Dsfensive Programs: .

L. - ) i . R . R t Yo - N e

.o FY 1977 budget contained §37. 4M for defensive RDT&H, FY 1973
- 'budcret conu.a.ms! _I _ ' S ' -
T o ".'E‘Y 1977 Army bL.dcet contalnﬂd 595 8M for procurernﬁnt O&M,

v and war reserve funds; FY 1978 bL.dcret conta:.ns’ b]a]_l for
unprovemen.. of defensive and pratective pos‘ur ' -

‘o FY 1977 Air Force b\_dcreL cortainad 317 Z\JI for DIOf‘ect]_v‘e ‘tems;
" FY 1978 coatains| Ig . : . B _

- " ’ . = =7
- o Tralzzlng is being improvad in ot ¢ -rl”'l’f and Air Force, about !
parsonnel will be added to training and disasier grepavedness teams

by =7 1978.

CAD(ELLS)

30 Wowvamber 1973
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Retaliato—s Programs:

. S -
e - . o -
o Binary chemical munition RDT %X is continuing;:

© programmed by FY 1978. ‘

e
53]

K]

. - . . Lo ) ] . .

‘o No production decision on binary munitions has beea mads, nor.
" _has any modernization program been undertaken perding further

i review of national policy in this area. Various studies are in
progress to better develop the DoD postition. R
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‘M-X o

Issuv=: What should be the M-X develozment pace? o :

i. Subject | . : I -
The M-X is ‘envisionad as a 1arce h;rhly accurate, MiRVed i
‘missile (anprox1mately 170,000 lba) canable of being novud from
aimpoint to aimpoint in a nanner which will conceal its location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground -
shelterg‘or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoints can be prollferated at relatively low cost. .The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also
" Tetaln the rapid response characteristics and p051t1ve commnand aud
control features 1nherent in a land based ICBM.

»

2._ Background | o : -. eon o

L4

Four new-generation Soviet ICBMs and‘“ ipayload
.variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This !
evolving Soviet ICBM fcrce with its improvements 1n accuracy, ‘
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is
‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our
citles. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RED effort beyond
the current deploymsnt activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
improvement of their counterfcrce capzbility and a broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 19805, as well.as a
partial redress of the ‘growing throwweight imbalance, can be
achieved by making the icBM traisportable and hard to an optlmal
. de=gree. By prov1d1ng credible azimpoints which are cheaper than the
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided.

3. DoD Position -!{ |, - ; -

The DoD believes in the TRIAD a5 an absolute nscessity for .- '
strategic deterrence baczuse the diversity of three entirely different
systems will preclude = potertial disaster by one technology break-

el

through. ICBMs offer a unique capability not present in Lh¢ other
two legs of the TRIAD, nam=ly, capabilit; 2cross the entire target
spcc;er, a time urgent, hard target %ill capability; facilility Ior

3sitive command and control; and an =2xcellent inhserent capacity
For vedressing throwweight imbzlances. A5 the ICBM is vital to the
TRIAD, 1ts surv4wau1'ﬁ-y snould '

therefare ha insured.

o Y T - - — e -t Yyt g At e ———— s -
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4. Current Status | .
M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development
stage for several years, particularly in the areas’ ox guidance
and propulsion. ) T
Basing mode studies have been

complished, indicating that the shelter and _.trench concepts

ac
25 the most promising. /
O -
§. Funding (Millioms) 3\ |
FY 78 . 79 80 81 82 R
i - _ '
P 4 |
.' = | \ ' -
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':-fb Originatotr: DUREE
Date: TS0 Novemost 1976
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G BRIEFING PAPER

Bt s Lt e M T e -

1.'.?[3?Cq;I To 1)¢crlbc weapons sysicms under develcopmeout which
' might bes - ’ R '

D)o« Construed as having & first
v LA cepability -
Cooa TP 0 - Bubjects of concern in oarms ontrol,
oo e o v e ‘negotilations bLecause ofd L
- : : PRI = :

CIeRii L. o U~~ Possible verificatiom problcoms.
o oo "~~~ .Possible threats to Soviet strategic
"v"f;q ir:gn;__ =?_war~maL1ng capabilities. :

I P .§ibIe Pirst q trikc Wc pon§

'icnp 1ng a fJLCt

P N

" The ‘only conceiveble Teason FOT our .a
strike would be to disarum the Soviets, i‘e_, to deliver a
S osurprise Initial attack of such magnitude as to roauce to
"z relatively negligible level the Soviet capecity for
.- .retalistion.. Otherwise, we-invite their retaliziion. - They
s> . have an assured second strike capability "~- achieved through
" a TRIAD similer to our own -- which we cawnnot cobliterate by
i; any present or proposed capability, or cver by cepabilities
' which are still in the realm of speculaticn. At least twice
in the last thirty years the Sovicts did met have an assured
. retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provokiny us;
~and yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even limited
n¢llbg.} acticdn against then, ' o '
rT hec ob]llty °VLCU1“ a disarming fivst stvike reouires
o threes es scntlals' S _L]L;\;-. e

“-ﬂCCUlate location of all 50»10t strategic

~WEaPOns,
. .~ Sufficient weapons to attack 01;0Ctl“01} a2ll Zoviet
< er strategic ne“ponJ. [ T A
,-,_. R - Slvrprlse oL . . . ‘_' _ " ‘ . Loldems
A no sess eith 12 £irst two military capabili-
Hc do t posse 1tlnr of t] t 1 y pobil

- ties and our open society LOTCC10¢05 tle third esscentizl.
. St11l), there are some who belleve that the development of
certzin weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa-
- bility. In this context, a hard target kill (HTK) cau<u¢lity
35 most often cited as a Pirst strike capability. An HTK '
capability would be ne :cessary but not suflficient, hj‘“out'
s@Linylng the above criteria, for a first strike. U.S. IITK
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for effﬂclec.cz
and efficiency in a retaliatory role, a2nd ~- for those wegapo
targeted against his strategic nuclecar forces -- -to desiroy
his residual or reserve ferce to preclude cocercion or further
.War- mak:np ﬁapﬂc1f) after the- onset of hostilities. i '

o
..‘l
1
l




.n Not only do we not scek a f1rst strlkc capablllty, we
>seek ‘to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in
“a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char-

" acteristics.that an aggressor would not significantly change
- ‘the outcome by striking first in a crisis.  .This is the

jessencc of strateglc stablllty., . ;T,,gf :

N Those SYSL ms most frequently cr1t1 :.d as hav1ng a o :iljf;
'flISt strlke capablllty are.;w ey T ITED e s

S o fhlch will be deceptlvely based ",
among 4 large number of hardened aim points.” - It will satlsfy"
‘Tequirements: for,  {1):multiple aim point: basing to redress - - /- .
~the increasing- vulnerablllty of silo based ICBM'S' (2) greater
fpayload to sorewhat offset the existing Soviet throw-weight ~* 7.
~advantage in new ¥CBM's and SLBM's3 and, (3) the capability . . ...°
:jto attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set’ of targets.fh}ﬁ"%

o Through M X development we seeL the ab111ty to “"ﬁf
;gmalntaln a2 credible second strike 'which is in fact that whlch
- deters a Soviet first strike.w However,, the ultimate founda-
.tion of the credible second’ strike is in numbers of deployed.
-.wWeapons ‘and not in the weapon system development They are
;separable con51deratlons.ﬁ AH;,_”,,H. i

RN "'.-'r' _A._-_ '-'~-,"-.

i -i'M~X multlple “aim p01nt ba51ng is cr1t1c17cd by‘some on - T
‘the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers-of missiles. .-
We note that while this-may be true in..the general case, - - .. ":
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con--“”'
. fidence counting  even without on- site:inspection and that .
‘on-site‘counting is quite reliable,:in any event. - Banning
;moblle missiles is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
it is only a matter-of time before the survivability of U.S. " 01.7
- silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably.-low.: Further, mobile;.lﬁi}t
- ICBM's, because of-their high surv1vab111ty, do not invite a ~ i
- first strike (there'is no premium for strlklnc_rlr:t) and '
;hence represent a stablllzlnc 1nfluence.;_,¢{,“ R

b. Inproved Yleld and Accu cy for MINUTENAN.M

MINUTE“AV III is belnv 1mprovedi

~These:arz interim




+

. System accuracy. /

essential equivalence pznding the availability of M-X. tlumbers

of MINUTEMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accuracy
and higher yleld to Tepresent a first strike threat.

c. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle):'

MaRV's are potecntially applicable to any ballistic
missiie. They have two applications. One is for evading
derenalve missiles, the cther is for improving overall missile

As with other weapons systems or conaonents " this
develounent does not threaten any adversary. Further deployed
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three

essentlal criteria for a first strike. .

d. Bonbers and Crulse Missiles. - B

'. R " T - - -~

. Lhese represent no conceivable first strike potentlal
hecause of the long fllght tlmes 1nvolved.‘ : .

2.  Subjects of Concern - Verlrlcatlon

a. M-X: Discussed, above under first strike.

b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

-in advanced development: the air launched cruisé missile

(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile. The
ALCHM, depTO)cd on B-5Zs, could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by dlIULan Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall

1A e

targeting flexibility. Therc are two versioas of the TOMANAWI.L

AT

The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWY will provids the
Navy a much nceded capabilit> to insure that our ships and
submarines will not be out-ranced by poteptlﬁl adversaries,
The nuclear armed Land Attack TOMAHAWK could be depleoyed on
submzTines, surface ships, ail 1Et and mcobile land launchers.
for tactical or strategic atti ~

[¢ BN g]
L e

-
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te, flexiple,
c vehicies
e making

COHa
n

) Botn ALCM and TOHAHAWK are highly ace
inexpensiva weapons. lhev 2k ;
that {1y at high subsonic spoc
them very difficult to detect qnd dtstroy. 1 y
~TERCCM tervain matching ghilsnte, system turbine
nchC““ varhead. - :
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T4, is expected that a2 ‘decision will be made in the next feouw
months on whether to entar enginecring dexelopment with
either ALCM or TOMAHAWK or both. : R L

- .there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
rgddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the

" total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storzge and
the sccond could involve 1imiTs ‘on range of the m15511es.

St fHére is no known adequate technical basis for veri-

|-~ " fiably .constraining cruise missile range. For example 'some

current Soviet P*sqlles, with substantially less range th

the potential U.S. cruise misgiles, are physically nuch larﬂar

than the . U.S. cruise missiles would be. An overrviding con-
‘sideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile

fzf?_" range is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet

. . targets Teguires a -long range for U.S. cruise missiles .
' wherchs heavy coastal ponulatloﬁ and industrial concentration
_in the United States- perm‘ts attack by short range Soviet
" -cruise missiles. There' is no realistic way to dlfferentlate
e e betwcen taCLlCul and st?auegﬂc cru1se m15511es. :
3; Sub1ect of Concern - Threats to 3oviet SLratev;c War-
: Thaking Capahilities 5 - -

ia.' U S. Ofﬁen51ve SysteNS'_ Diséussed in 1. above.
[ i 8 ABH Ve have no dep’oynd ADM capao:llty “le have a
program (~ $200M) in advanced component and systems techuolo"y
.No weapons system 1s under development. ABM h&D has the-
following ob3ect1vos which. represent no tthJt to any Sov1et
stratenlc war-making capab Yity: o

-

-+'Ma1ntaln a ca qull’ty to develop and deploy an A“M
system should one be required for defense of ICBM
forces, c3 systems, or other high value targets.

N 7 . ..A.:V..-_._.— . . e . - . .. - v

If cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agrecnents,
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. ‘The term special nuclear materials
-uranium, plutonium, and tritium.

‘,‘. :

"2, ‘Backsround |
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. Ysgue: Does U, S. run short of special
its weapens? . -

=
a"
-~

-t P P4
nuclear wicterials

M .
L A

-8 - -

th

(SN}, consists of enriched

) * 0 There are two alternatives which
P, A+ C twld alrel SALLLEE
N r

oy T

v N '
nATNETT i LFy

-

_may be considered:

.-
"L -,
PO T -
- . . . -
T ) - ‘o
-

——— -



5. DoD Position (U)
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C 2. pac Background k\ D R ”‘ L
T o The program is essentially in the exP‘OratUrY and ear 1y advan”Ed

R deve!oprent stage. . S S LT
S - 0 We have made a concerted effort to focus on tcchr logy and avo
", 7 directing major portions of our efforts toward specific near term applica-
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t:ons. : T I o ,
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- )
three Services and DARPA are involved and DSREE has @ stroagzr

.
1
al coordination role.
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i S FIATO ATRBORNE PAPLY VARNTHG (AEW) AIRCRAFT
SR o
. Lo PRODLTH: TATO hes a need for za airborne eatly warning aiccrafr to
' 534 ids the key element in establishilcg control of the a2ir caviven~
©. - uent wherever NATO forces are emjaged. h

Tri-Major NATO CommanderS requiremant has been stated for a forec cf
these alreraft. A decision on this matter will kave to be md”* during
ka2 Feb-lay 1377 tiz= frame. :

IT. EBACRGROUND _ A SPTE
Since 1973 the U3 has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AVACS
(or a derivzrion thercof) as the candidate aircraft to satisfy the
Tri-Hajer WATO Commanders RCC for s force of NATO Airborne Early Warn-
ing aircraft. Sevaral diifferant NATO committees, study groups, and Ce
Steering cormittees have besn for'ad to provide recomumenda2tions cn _
alrcrait L)pt, configuration, force size, ground ioterface modifications
wvith NADGE, Strida II, UKADSE, and 407L/412L. ) :
'\"_-_._ .”.__— N —_———— . —— e e
Oghe: WATO pations suc h zs Norvay and .
Nétﬁcrlahda have evpressed stLo 3 cupport, but e e e
L . S emtar -
. The wost reccont expression of HATO on this. katter was ot the g LeceTncc ‘
1876 MATO Defense Planniung Cormittee mexting. At that meeting the NATO o
D2fense Ministers realfiyrmed the importance of a HATO AW -force and zgraed
te o meeting of high leval experte in early January-1977 to emaming [inan-
. cial aspects to be followed shottly therealter by a meeting of Dziense
.+ linicters to decide vhether or not to proceed. : -

ITI. ToD POSITION =

s T e e e e S R, L TS T T T AT ST S S TS N S ST Uiy, T
— Mtk A Ld Wi JeL e - ———

IV, SGiastus: Dod representativés arz preparing for part¢cinatia in’
the meetinyg cf the KWATO huigh level-experts to be held in Januwary 1977.




. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT~-U.S. va. USSR RDT&E

1. Subject of Iunterest: The relative capabilities of thz U.S. and
USSE for periovming military RDTEE.

. e ek a m e+ wie e - = b itan - -
2. Background: . | e e s s e i e e e £

e et bt edemamA e A A s e s ee g L

e awd kg rfatae

b i et e it St i Stk s e 8 s e

Trese analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in .
mi11tary RDT&E for at least the last six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology
advances, acd relevance to system mission capability. A judgzental
assessment has bezen made taking these factors into- account, znd
Indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of
Scviet military RDT&GE. Although U.S. technological quality -
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the cocbinzticn of
Soviat quantitative advantage and quality ;mprovements is of sericus
concern to future U.S. national securlty

.

.

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in wilitary technology, and
needs to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost-—a military
balerncé with the USSR, so as to deter g global coafliet and deter or
win limited wars. he U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that
‘advaunces in several militarily important technologzies are jointly
supparted by the military and commercizl markets {e.g., aircraft gos
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint marke: support ia
“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDTGE effort in the past has gencrally
emphizsized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent

" years ‘they have shown that they can pull zhead of the U.S. if there
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support techmology
advances (e.g., chemical warfare). Today, Soviet military EDTLE
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technelogies
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can
beat the Soviets without commercial suppart if Dol choosas to do so
(e.g-., air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the
advaptages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. _open society.

4. Currant Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior
techrniology can oifset numerical advantages in materiel znd personnel.

Declazed Scviet sciencef/techrology policy is to surpass the U.5.,

but they have signalled key deficiencies by ag gressive attempts o
transfer technology from the U.S. o

L : _ ODDRSE
- SR . ' - 2 Dececber 1976
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geps in our under St;ndlﬂ" of some Soviet miTltary ROTLE

‘wnich appear to be related to vital nission arecs
. Three steps need to be taken to zvoid technologic
(1)‘Ccnt1nue to moaitor and assess Soviet RDTLE

and their potential relationships to the military
2in a vigorous R&D effort to generate techknological

LAY

whare our vulneradilicy is uncertain and risk of sur

.

‘-

{3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of

weing and exploiting militarily importaot technolopy

of '

1

ad

balance.
oprtions
prisc
RDTLE
areas

is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new

for application in selected mission areas where Soviet
s are creatin g an 1mbalance. ‘
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Issue: {U) The Navy has beun prevented by Concrressmnal action from |

o MTTRTIL e R T T T, T At T T AT S ARSI TRAS S AS T S E ST F T T TS L S A

. "Impact: (U) Delaying this program for moze than a year will break up

‘%A DARPA' Advisory Committee

- e —— & e - 3 P R —— —

¢ e e

- -..-1-.-.—4..:.;, \ L e e _-

B\..daet R.elc.ted Issue

CI—:A.LR I—:ERJ.TACT"

continuing the Chair Heritage Program at__ ] ~ funding levels.
; . : ™. e - - - —_ —_ A —_— * - -
BHStOTY: | i mrmrmmm e e e -

o . - The Fiscal
1977 request for authorization contained an Eyploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritzge.

The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to

"initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator {ATA), . - C

These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services -~
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Hentaﬂe p"o-
gram by the J'ASON Committee, * '

| (U) The JASON Committee completed its s'tudy' ard reported favorable

regarding program continuation. -The results of the JASON review

and the proposecd program were presented to the Congressional stafis
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HASC concurrente has not been received. All FY 7 ft_nds are de err'ed
pending resolution of this issue,

- . ) ) T, - : . . T -
Position: (U} HASC - Current position is not known., Impending meeting

- with HASC staff may clarify sitvation,

. ODDR&E - . . s e e ' ; "\{ N
R . i

L ) ’ c : N ° ", v A - - t T :ww.;

a

the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the
answers needed {o establish the feasibility of the use of this machine

" as a viable weapons systern.

OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76
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l CATNOE LAURCUHED GUIDED PROJEGTILE COPPEREEAD (CLCP)

) 15% . .

E 1. Problem: Th; Army has bLezen in-Eng ginceriug Develepalont since 1375

i . oa a 155 Camnown Launched Guilded Projectile vith teminal homicy capa-

i - bility, and has the progras on contract to Martin-lisrietta. The Havy .
i has also been doing similar in-liouse work ou a 5% p:o}e:tile for ship-

0 boaré use and more receantly has done work oa an 8" gulded projectile. )
i - DoD has continually stressed commonality of tha Ravy 5". and the Aray )

i A55mm rounds,y o _ T

e On the other hand, the libuse Armed Services

i * Commaittee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERMELD thus

q delaying- the prograa, while directing that more commonality studies be con- .
: ducted. = | Lo Coe e o

2. BPBackground: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Iﬁstruments Incorporated
were sealected in February 1972 for participation in Advanced Development.: ufj
Duripg this phase the mzjor subsystems of the COPPERIEAD (CLGT) were guiur. )
fired to determine survivabiliry. The two coniractors, with different
cdesign concepts, were authorized to enter inte the Validation ‘thc ef

~ tivanced Development in September 1973. | R

PR S )

...-—.......:..-.'..l.".._.‘.

T TR AR i T L £ 1 E g Tt S i e AR T T R et Lot e e d T G P ]

RN TN

e e 1 S b e A

LT : DSARC II was held on 19 June 1875, resuliing in uutnor11“* L
}h':lA 'T;Q ‘tion to enter ru11 Scale Engincering Development.  HMartin-Harietta wvas S
¢ o0 .., awarded an Engineering Developuent Contrzet on 25 July 1975. 'The contrast

f . "+ modificztion fer the restructured contract, necessitated hy Congressional ’

K veduction in TY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increcsed the pxov*am by -
[ - $5. A task force chaired by DDREE with Army, Navy, sod Marine COorps -
o 7. . members, conducted a guided projectile commonality study curing lay thru :

Sep 76.

‘This study was

‘The task force recons

coopleted and forwarded to Congressional Armed

endad tnat both

... Service Committees on 27 Sep 75.
] Vo0 5" and 155mm guided projectile development should be centinued. Ia
%ffl;iﬁfﬁén ‘wiew of the above, the Army was avthorized to initiate Producibility o

. - ‘Epgineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. The HASC subsegquently

[T

o

F w a{

s keld up PEP and approval to initiate it was givea to the Army oa 3 Deceaber
O - 1976 with liability limited to °830 OU“ and e:-orts to stop at end of

;7. ... February 1977, . T e

3. DoD Position: Saf

s ey mtap
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: IMPACT OF. PROCUREMENT CHANGES

1. Problem: The Fi8 program

b i

e e —

2. Background: i

M
H

3. Tob Position:g

B L T T T

ON TIE F18

1

e —— T ™

&

4. Current Status: The PBD's roflect these chanvss,”

— e e
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' AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY L.
1. Problem: USKN and USAF flfmrer alr_r1ft are‘ - _ \» R

2; Backﬂ'romd A nu:rber of factors have caused a shortage of air- ..o;alr
gulded m15511es. The ‘ﬁar in Vlemam caused expenditures to be h1rrh
both for ccmbat a.nd trammg, the mﬂreasmg cost of new m1551les - )
'results m ra:lu\,ed quan..lt} buys and the low n15511e klll probablllty :. )
' translates J.nto a reqalremem. fo*' mere m1551165 to meet subst_n- - g
tially the same threat. In additioh, devn10pm=~r.t programs for

navw missiles (AIM-7F and AD4-9L) both Tran into problems whlch

( ‘ - Tesulted in delays and .xurthar exaceroa..ed thn mvemo"y problen.

3. DoD P051t10n:j : ‘ _ o 't'__:_.-; o

S

[ o For the immediate future, we must strive to develop a

s, T Y

| neA generatlon of lTllelleS whlch (a) are more affordable by v1rtLL,
_'of lower’ cost of aC(.'{LllSIth'l and owersnlp, (b] have a h1 er klll

PTObffﬂ'JlllLt}F so that we need to procure them in fe-.‘er mmbers a.nd ) 2

(c) can be deve;opod on sc ‘wa le.\w )

4. Current Stah::/

R

o T‘le:,e ms:lles 1-.111 be Jo_n; o

T . . . . - La e

(USZ\/bSA:) dev..lomems L T e s

Simrrer e T e L 4 e e ———-




— - —— - o -

R ,
WVENTIONAL ATRET

R L

Lo w2 need a Conventional Alviield Attack Missile ((AAM)7

i

Problom:

Backeround: The combination cf th
disparizy coupled with their oppor
against NATO air bases conlinues ¢
efrort to counter 1‘*1“ I\\.J aadva "t:w" hos

she]term" of ouar

iate an atiack
1t ! ‘O‘C-:. em. Qor
a 1 Lf] T

t Adlr Force munher
itiat

I
au.tacL aucnxt "'h° int ]'OlCt].Oll of ”act Mai;
bases (»03s) J_, .Lffl"Ult be\,aus—'- of the combin

and weather. |

R

i The p".‘L""" Tcandidate for the COAM is

Do 3] Poutlon: :

Qurrent Status: The PEDs reflect the DoD position with i
mnitial funding established in FY¥S. e
L

§T
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. GERERAL SUPPORY ROCK&T SYSTEN (z303) )
1. Probium:
\
.
\
2. Eac'qrouno' The GSRS concept haa bes %?stent i i g
since 1973. Army Joint VWorking Group (VWc) was establiz P
1874 to assess the naed for a GSRS with a counterfive fc :
zir cefense suppression) mission. The JW5 conducted o &
technical end cost assessment of a multipiz leunch recie
on a threat provided by the USA Fisld Artiilery Schoo! |
1875, DA diracted a study of thz Artiliery Svatem {Task
whs»h conqsd=rcd two CaRa ‘concepts. : - e
! LT R g e
_”;l T The JWG prepared 2 Letter of fgrecment {L0A) which was - . E
‘eporoved by DA in Septombar 1975.. A Specizi Study Sroup {S53) was
subsequently fosmed to conduct en in-degin investigation of GSES concepts,
_and arrive at a recommanded approach te TulFiil the system need. The
. threat was the impetus bshind the requ:,an:nt, and waz o mzior facisr in Lo
... determining the required physiccl and performancs cha aristics of the :
.. GSRS. Using a representative tovget list, & faguest © *ORSEDT WAS -
-  reteaszd tc indusiry in December 19735 to assist in determining the bast :
. techrnical approach {(BTA). Five contractors wore chossn ¢ ausist in . S
* -develcopment of system concents and fo pronose in-~cepth techiicsl and .
“.cost tradeoffs and program cosi and scheduls dstz. In-addition, a survey
- of foreign rocket system technology was conducted for zppiicotion. - The! =
- S§SC then procesded with a Cost and Operaticnal Effectiveness fnalysis. - o
cowaarnng the BTA to foreaun, existing U.S. and paramstric systams.

" pm——cre ey

. RN
- 3. ©bob Position:?
R A "

B et —




L. Status: The Army is preparing for a DS22s on 19 Jonuams ;7
ictual i "
i '

R B .
end i1 the program-ts approve:d, cont
i F : .

arch-April 1977,

. .
i
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| o . - . INFRATTD MHAGIND :
' (For &Air to Gmeund)

o 1. Prohicna: Toe AIx 7
Developzent with the MA
- "The Yavy row agrees to u

opently fully supporting

3 2. Rackground: Effo*ts have been on going at the Ammy Mis sila Co Tomand EE
: . gince 1972 to develop an imaging secker scuiizble £ zlidorme useon a ‘L -
,W\" " . small dicmeter missile. Contractors iavolvod t3 Euploratory D-velo“—'.xﬁf

' ment have been Hughaes and Texas Inctrunanis. i ha sama timefzame L
- the Air Force has more enegetically funded a Davzicpment pro—
gran with Hughas for a MAVELRICK seekar. The d x Zﬁglpeﬂr“ﬂ"

Developnent to cosmence in April 1977.

b

-

viier SLpport11°
BULLDOG 2nd a non-imzging s=echer, is Cx :

. i PR - - N e

3. DoD Doqltlon'

. &. Status: rarts 1877 exn
- Havy use. The Army is working a very iow level £€.2 «Elo
planring a no~1ﬁal 6.3 start in FY 70 for a HELLFIRD imaging . seenar. . Joirnt
B coeratuoual tests are baing conduened! TTTT T e
o ;r.___._,___m_““"""‘_,,. i
Tl
e e e e e e e e e e s mmimin = e = - I
< o
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

_Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement {also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatiqn

Computer Software »
Bombers

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XMl Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATé Airbprne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2)
Test énd Evaluation Effic¢iency

Major Range and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible
w/deletions)

Independent Resesarch and Development
Export of Technology : )
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D




mwc; INCREASE ’

1, . Subject of Interest: The term Techuels, zv Base r1efers to
Research {6.1) and Exploratsry Developinent (6. 2) c“—iegr): ies oi the
RDT&E budget, and paxt cf the Aidvanced Developimant 16,.3) c;:-fCl‘ur,.
2. Background: The Te chno‘o"y Base constitutes '_p*"'c:) J.I:..I-LC-. y 20%
of the DoD RDT&E budget. 1t is the fourdaticn for the RDTEE program
P n :
£

and provides the technology options for now iechiiqas
and better manpower use leading toward iniproved m
The Technology Base contributes to the economic huznlih
through cormuncercialization of R&D by-~prodvcis. 7
- performed in the in-house laberatories as wzil oo
‘cfforts with universities, and i _:m*t"'}t . LT

o T TR e s e N art A o o 2 Ak o, o o b it

_ The Technology Base effort decreased zbouvt 4079 in ierses of constant
. . €ollars beginning in ¥Y 64. This trend was reversod Hhrcodg! sed
finuncial support to the Tachnclegy Base beginnivg i 7 76, This
increase hes been supported by Dol ard the Avmeld Sarvices Committees
and the Apprepriations Commilices. . oLl e
2. DoD FPositicn: The Technology Base is au L {or the fuinve .

. security of the nation. It has given us sone notahic firsts in military
o ezpabilities, includiang initiatives inlascr syste
Unproved aerodynamics, advanced simnlotos
“training; improved mal erials, night r'fsion deviaon
!nc}xnolo"y and rpnum-d ot c\.l ty Io- e cornh

e — —————

4. Currcnt qtam,,. The T—"PG v{ ..,n:.'.‘C"fiCS AR
]

fur.her. that E\plor'“t(‘ Ty Develupmcri {€. d) :
below the FY 78 budget request in constant ¢
gocs on to specify that the percantage of 6.1
RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6.2 achieved in T'Y 7€ to the
RDT&E budget will be maintaiped as the minlmum guldsnce level in

G

suL sequent years.,

increase will continue the trend foward reinvigorating our Techaology
.'. Base prograra and will serve a5 tangible evidence of a renewed comnmit-

nent to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Céngres 5. -
S . - N D .': . <. CDDIREAT)

o L . 1 Der 76
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Budget Rr_lah.d Issue

+ o, COnTROL or S VAN OF IN-HCUSE "‘“QE* \OLOG’)‘ BASL PROUP\AM
R i X ..‘l R,