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FOWORD

This Annual Historical Review, prepared in accordance with the PrO-
“isi,onaof AR 870-5, covers, the nineteenth year of life fOr the US A~Y

Materiel Development and Readiness Comand {DARCOM), The hietory was
prepared from submissions from historical officers of Staff elemerts dis-

cussed in the text and frOm sOurces assembled tfirOughvariOus research
programs. The review is the official hietory of the Comand. It is used

for orienting newly assigned pereonnel and for providing history :Indpre-
cedent upon which to base cownd operations, It is also a reference work

for the preparatiorl of more comprehensive comand and Army histories.
Detailed histories of DARC~ major subordinate comands, installations,
and activities are preserved in the DARCOM Historical Office Arch~:ves.

The most significant change that occurred during 1981 was the retire-
ment of the Co~nd ing General, John B. Guthrie, on 31 August 198i. He
was succeeded on 1 September by General DOnald R. Keith, fO~er D~~euty Chief
Of Staff for Resea~rch, Development and AcquisitiOn~ us A~Y. A comprehen-

sive Resource Self.-Help Affordability Planning Effort (RSSHAPE) was initi-
ated during the fiscal year to best utilize all available resourcf?s.
Consolidation of TAC~ and CECOM was accomplished, and a major realignment
took place at Headquarters DARCOM, effective 15 OctOber lg81. At the start

Of the year, the functiOns Of the Directorate ‘Or ‘attlef‘~ld ‘y~”t~ms inte-
gration was assumed by the US Amy Materiel Systems Analysls Actrvlty (AMSAA)
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, At the end of fiscal year 1981, a new respon-
sibility, that of Executive Director for Conventional Amunition ~as assigned
to Lieutenant General Harold F. Hardin, Jr. , Deputy Comanding Ger!eral for
Materiel Readiness.

AS in the past, total Army logistics readiness cent inued to be DARCOM’ S

goal . DARCOM’s efforts to meet this challenge and to plan for the 500 new
weapons and materiel systems expected are discussed within different areas
of the text.

The preparation of the history continued to be a team effort. The
project director was George J. Stanafield, who planned the history and also
prepared Chapter VI - Materiel Readiness . Mr. Stansfield was also joint
author with Major Howard K. Butler, TSARCOM Comand Historian, Of Chapter I -
Comnd Management; and joint author with Dr. Michael J. CassitY, University
of Georgia, Major USA (MOBDES),Of Chapter VII - Security ‘Ssistance and
Chapter VIII - Highlights and Trends. Don E. McLeod prepared Chapters II -
Resources Management, III - Materiel Development, IV - project Management -
Weapons, and V - E’rejectManagement - Equipment and Management S}”stems-

The manuscriF,t was edited, typed, and proofed by MIS. GuYanre parker
and Ms Dianne Alexander.

GEORGE J . STl~SFIELD
Senior Histo]?ian
Project Team Leader

DALE BIRDSELL
Chief Historian
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@AP~R I

COW.AND MANA~~NT

I]ntmduction

(U) In the fall of 1981. @neral John R. Guthrie, the outEOing
DARCOM commander, sumarized {is program undertaken during that-yea;.
“WO urgent considerations dotinate DARCOM’s goals and objectives today
md for tbe future: the threat confronting our nation and the OppOrtmi-
ties at Ilmd for preparing our forces to Imet and deter it.”l In order
to t~e advantage Of these opportmities , Gneral Guthrie stated.,“We
are etiarked on a major Ar~ modernization program, the largest since
World War II. Over the next five years, more tha 500 new weapcns md
materiel systernswill enter our invento~. ”2 He further pointed. out

that based upon General Myer’s “~ree Days of War” 1980 white paper,
DARCOM was able “to have planned and executed a well-conceived, well-
integrated force modernization program..” ~is modernization progrm
also presented DA.R~M with “its biggest challenge: the developu~ent

process of each new system, the vertical support i~act-equip~n.t,
people-training, force-structure i~licatiom , Iogistics support cOn-
cepts , and operating support costs.“3

(~UO) In order to support this program, three prima~ cor.cerna
were expressed regarding DARCOM1s compliance with the fiscal yes~r
1983-1987 Program, Analysis and Resource Review (PARR) AW Guid:mce:
It was considered., first, that “the PARR should be developed as a

requirements-based program to include a statemnt of valid manpower
requirements”; the second concern e~ressed regarded “the monmental
increase in program detail required by the PARR”; and third, that
!,de~eite tie DA ~e~Ource increase supporting the Force MOderniz+itiOn

Program, DARCOM had been forced to fund an additional $75 millicn from
our core to adequately support these system .”4

(FOUO) Program requirements indicated a peacetime shortfall of

approximately 25,000 civilian positions with a fiscal year 1983
requirement for :m additional 20,000 milita~ and civilian spacc!s.5

‘General John F{.Guthrie, “me ~reat: Means to Meet It Domin:lte
DARCOM Objectives ,“ ~, October 1981, p. 82.

2
Ibid. , p. 83.

3
Ibid. , p. 85.

4
Major @neral Robert L. Berquist, “COmmd Statemnt FY 83-87 Program

kalysis ad Resc,urce Reviews (PARR) ,“ DARCOM Comand Statement @
~ (P~R) , VO1 I, FY 1983-1987, p. 1.

5
Ibid. , pp. 2, 6.

1
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It was considered that the Resource SelfiHelp Affordability Planning
Effort (mSHAPE) would provide “a partial solution, ” “ith full aCCOm

plishment possible in 5 years .6 The deterioration of the industrial
base was also in an area in which additional resources were required,
as well as to support the requirement to comply with pollution control
standards. 7 Another area whih was e~ected to be deficient, if adequate
persmnel md finds were not available , was central procurement. 8
General Guthrie also pointed out that because of the nature of the m-
gl~orous day-to-day activities of DARCOM, “they have difficulty crepeting
when it is necessa~ to accommodate inflation, fuel increases, and
unanticipated cost growth or when finds mus t be provided for urgent,
new priorities. “9

Management By Goals and Objectives

(U) DARCOM’S goals md objectives for fiscal year 1981 were:

(1) Readiness--’’Prepare total force for rapid transition to coqete,
fully capable of performing Its wartime mission”; (2) The People Wal--
“Provide the total force “ith highly effective md mrally responsive
soldiers md citili~s capable of per feting reliably in war, insure
equal opportunity for all , provide quality of life support for our
soldiers , civili=s , ad their families , ad require from them reciprocal
dedication to service” ; (3) me Materiel tial--”Develop, procure, store,
issue, field, and maintain a balanced war fighting md swtaining capa-
bility”; (4) The Strategic Mobility Goal--’’Improve Amy deployment
capability to move forces as scheduled in order to increase early
availability of cofiat power” ; (5) me Future Development Goal--’’I~rove
Am equipment by e~loiting new technology and concepts” ; (6) me
Management Goal--’’Manage and utilize existing and programed resources
more effectively and strengthen the Ar~’s resource justification process” ;
and (7) The Security Assistance Goal--’’Provide weapons , equipment, and

services to desi~ated allied/friendly comtries in an effective manner
on a integrated basis with DARCOM support to the total US AmY. ”lo

61bid
p. 3.

71bid: ‘
, P. 4.

81bid
.> p. 5, 6.

9
“Written Statemnt of General John R. Guthrie , Commding @neral,

DARCOM,” 29 Apr 81, US 97th Congress , 1st sessiOn. House
Commit tee on Amed Services , Hearings on Mili taq Posture ~d HR 2970

and HR 745, Part 5, “Operations and Maintenmce Title 111,” p. 863.

10
Ltr, COL H. L. Harrison, Director, Pl~s and halysis, subj: N

DARCOM Goals and Objectives, 8 Aug 80. Note: This inclosed the goal.
and 53 proposed implenlenting objectives. See also, BG William H. Schneider,

DRCPA-P, subj: ~ 1981 DARCOM Program Plan, 25 Nov 80.

2
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(U) A Review of Productivity Goals tO Support the ~ 1983-1987
PARR WaS also undertaken within Headquarters , DARCOM relating tO the

implementing objectives of the D.ARCoM gOals.11 Guidance was prO~’ided
regarding Acquisition Policy, “Interim Guidance on Major System
Acquisition ,“ frontthe Department of Defense level in response tc
Deputy Secreta~ Carlucci’s memrandm of 30 April on “IWrOving the
Acquisition Process .“12

(U) A series of annual conferences continued to i~rove the amy-
indu~t~ business relationship, with the latest held in Atl~ta on

11-13 May 1981. The meetings theme, as eqressed by @neral Guthrie,
was to correct the!“relative military imbalace beween the Free World
ad Sotiet Russia:,” ad he quoted President Reagan, “this imbalar~ce tO
continue is a thrc:at to our national security. ” He considered that

“the greatest sin[;le threat, the most serious problem to be faced and

solved is cost corhtrol.” LTG Donald R. Keith, DCSRDA, discussed problem
of ~Ode~i=~~, and a panel headed by LTG Robert J. Lunll, DCG

for Materiel DeveILopmen t, DARCoM, discussed program stability ad control .

h afternoon pmel headed by LTG Harold F. Hardin, DCG fOr Materisl
Readiness, DARCOM, discussed force readiness. MG Robert L. Herri ford,
Director of Procurement =d Production, fOllOwed as chai~= Of a P~el
on multi-year contracting. 13

me Re,.urce Selfi-HelpAffordability Planning Effort (~SH~E)

(U) The Resource Summaw in regard to finds was:
Total

Obligation FT 19s3 m 1984 m 1985
Authority
(ToA) ($000) $31,293 $40,427 $40,079

~SHAFE initiatives were mdertaken in FY 1981 and included such major
areas as use of overhire =d overtime, organizational streamlining, and
the use of capital investment with a goal in mind to increase frOm 63
percent to 69 percent the total of mapwer used in direct labor sffort -
Other initiatives that were used were the use of such e~loyee incentives
to increase productivity and procedural imprOvemnts, = well as imprOved
managemnt of travel , training, and sick leave.14 Accomp Iishments in

llDF, LTC Richard E. Darcy , Executive Officer, DRCCP, subj: Productivity
GOSIS , 31 Mar 81.

12Me~0 to ASA (R.D&A),,Na~ (MRA&L) and (~&S) , and Air Force (RD&L) ,

from Richard D. ~leLauer, USD~. sub i: Interim Guidance on Major System

Acquisition.
13,,

Atlanta VII--The Opportunity =d the Problem, ”
Development Magaz~, Jul-Aug 1981, p. 3, 6.

14
PARR, ~ 83-8i’, PDIPS, VOI II, p. 9.

3
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this area included the consolidation of TACOM and CECOM, each during
fiscal year 1981. CITA reviews, the fomal affliation and increase of
~eserve component training at DARCOM depots, and the civilian
high-grade reduction moratorium were also achievements of this year. The
post-AMARC reviews ad study of resource allocation models continued
during the year. 15

~t

(U) At the initiative of Gsneral Guthrie , a separate study of
Headquarters realignment was started in October 1979 with the develop-
ment of an organizational concept, continuing unti 1 Februa~ 1980,
producing Phase I of this effort. The resulting concept was to establish
a matrix mnagemnt in Headquarters , DARCOM by establishing MO lead
directors for system management, deveLopmnt engineering and acquisition,
ad supply maintenance ad transportation. Fmctional directors were to
maage their program and support system lead directors . It was further
considered to centralize ,technical leadership for capital investment and

requirements for PA, A, OW, and ASF appropriations. In addition, it was
planned to centralize programing for PPBS and to establish a single
Headquarters “face to the field.’116 me second phase was an analysis Of
the cmcept by a civilian SES pmel, co~rised of Mr. S. J. Lorber,
Director of Product Assurance; Mr. Darold L. Griffin, Director of the
Office of Manufacturing Technology; and Mr. William L. Clemens, Associate
Director of Procurement, and Later Deputy Director of the Directorate for
Pmcuremnt and Production. This took place from Februa~ through
Nove&er 1980.17 ~ese cwcepts were related to DARCOM eW10Yees18
at the October A~ Commanders ‘ Conference and guided the Phase 111

study group tiich made a validation of the concepts uder the chaim~-
ship of Willim M. Fermn, within the office of Major Gsneral R. L.
Bergquis t, Deputy C~anding General for Resources ad Management. 19
me headquarter was advised that realignment was under study by the
~SHAPE Tea headed by Major Gsneral Bergquist md that a HOTLINE would
be available for “e~lqees questions concerning the reali~ment. “20
me study exatined workload ad resource and performance trends for
major DARCOM directorates and separate reporting activities . It
cmsidered the issues involved ad made a fwctional aalysis providing
sizing md distribution options .21

15
General Guthrie, DIAG Entrance Briefing, 24 Feb 81, p. 27,

16
DARCOM Headquarters Reali~ment Study, Chart 2.

170ra1 interview
Mr. R. G. Silvey, Deputy Director, Directorate for

Management, 16 Ju; 81.
18
Wmo to All DARCOM Employees , from General Guthrie, DRCCS , subj:

~SHAPE II, 6 Aug 80.
19

Ltr, DRCDWW, from Mr. FerrOn, Chairman, HQ Realignment Study
Group, to Chief, Historical “Office, 9 Jun 81.
20

DRCIN-CI , ~L Richard L. Horvath , Realignment HOTLINE, 19 NOV 80.

‘%em For All Directors and Office Chiefs, DRCCS , s“bj : RRSHAPE ,

=3 chart 4 and g, chart ~87> 16 oct 80.
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(U) The study ’s s-aw described what the realignment w= (z~ected
to do. Firs t, it t7as to enhance the headquarter’s management process by
improving coordination through the well-defined matrix management of the
wo lead directoral:es. It would add te~nical co~etence back to the
headquarters cost f.nprior organizational changes. It WaS to PinPOint
responsibility for system in the principal directorates of Development
=d Engineering and Supply Maintenance and TranspOrtatiOn, and f~lctiOnallY
in other directorates . It clarified interfaces upward, dwnward, and
laterally.22

(U) me realisment also strengthened resource management by
centralizing the management of PA and A in Supply Maintenance and Trans-
portation, widenin:g the role of Director, Progrm Analysis and Evaluation,

ad centralizing capital investment planning in the Office of Manufacturing
Technology.23

(U) In the area of readiness planning, it strengthened the readiness
directorate by better focusing if:stission ad centralizing contingency
planning. It also increased the productivity of separate reporting
activities (SRA) by retision of staff responsibilities for SWS, “byshifting
workload from headquarters to SRAS, and by subjecting SW tO tighter
management cmtrols .24

(U) @neral Guthrie continued his efforts to obtain additional
manpower for Headquarters , DARCOI! and presented this need in a letter
to General E. C. Meyer, A- Chief Of Staff. In his letter of 3 Februa~
1981, General Meyer stated, “I believe the only chance for success in
obtaining any sizable increase in your headquarters is for you to clearly
demonstrate the expected advatages in tew of i~roved readiness,
productivity i~rovements, Or manag~~t efficiencies which are ewected
to result from your reorganizatim. In reply, General Guthrie
remarked, “I am convinced, after studying intensely for almost four
years , that the need to realign Headquarters, DARCoM is acute.” He
further pointed out that, in the 1975-1976 eeri Od realiWment > the
headquarters was reduced by 700 spaces , 0f which nearly 300 spaces

consisted of “our comodity and weapon systerntechnical expertise. ” This
step also reflected AMARC reorganization concepts in which post-AMARC
reviews had identified deficiencies that were remedied by the MICOM, TACOM,
and CECOM mergers. 26 General Guthrie concluded his detailed description,
“In q view the proposed reali~mnt is ~:~ capstone of our efforts to

i~rove our orgai.zation and managemnt.

22
23=, Chart 1[!7.

Ibid.
24
25-, Chart 1[18.

Ltr, from GEN Meyer to GEN Gu.thrie, 18 Mar 81.
26Ltr

, from GRN Guthrie tO GEN Meyer, 27 Mar 81, p. 1.
271bid

., p. 3.
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(u)
completed
stated in

Gneral Meyer indicated late in May that the Amy staff had

its reviW Of the “pr~osed headquarters reorganization. ” ad
a letter to Gneral Guthrie, “~is reorganiza~ion is approved

in concept.” He pointed out that 100 spacea would be available from
“sources w~~hin DARCOM, ” but that other spaces would not so Clearlv be
available.’5 me Department Of tie A% ~Oncept aPproval “as re~e~ved

On 29 Mq 1981, and on 8 June, the first step w= t~en to implewnt

aPP~Oval ~Y ~tarting to co~lete detailed floorspace planning for the
entire bulldlng.29 A second step was t~en in mid-Jue to request all
Directors and Chiefs of separate staff offices and seniced activities
tO “withhold requests for civilian p~si ti~n st~ct”re changes not related
to the reali~mnt until 30 Septe&er 1981.”30 me reali~ment meant
that tio principal directorates would be establi~hed with ~ COmitment
to matrix management ad also, to increaae the staffing of the headquarters
as far as possible .31

(U) By tid-October 1981, the reali~men t took shape through the
disestablishment of four directorates, chages to established directorates ,
md the creation of a new directorate to which old and new fmctions were
given. Four orgmizations were discs tablished: the Directorate for Plms ,
Doctrine and System ; the Office Of product I~rOve~nt; the office of
Project M=agement; and the Office of International Research, De”elo~ment
and

md

Stmdardization .

(U) The chmges to mission and fuctions involved several offices
directorates as follows.32

a. me Co~troller lost the responsibility for te~nical
pmponency for four capital investment program which were transferred
to the Directorate for Manufacturing Technology, as well as the program

malysis resource retiew (PARR) , which was given to the Directorate for
Program kalysis and Evaluation.

b. The Demlopment, Engineering ad Acquisition Directorate
was given enhanced systeu mana~ment responsibilities and acquired
Intentional Research ~d Stmdardization, prOd”ct IWrOvemnt, ad
Project Managemnt Office responsibilities. TO coqensate for the
additional workload, the directorate lost the tissi~n for speci fication~ ,

stmdards, and engineering to the Directorate for Manufacturing Te@nolo~,
and the testing tission was given to the Directorate for Product Assurance
md Test.

28
Ltr, from GRN Mayer to GSN Guthrie , 27 Mq 81.

29
DF, DRCPA, sbj: Iqlemmtation of HQ Realignment ad Floorspace

planning, from R. G. Silvey, Chaiman, HQ, DARCOM Realignment Iq lementation

Comittee, 8 Jun 81.
30
Mem , DRCCO-PC, For All Directors and Chiefs of Separate Staff Offices ,

stij: Curtailment of Civilian Position Structure Changes During the HQ
Realignment, signed MG W. H. Schneider, 19 Jm 81.
31
=, Chart 2, Directorate for Management briefing fiarts , HQ Realignment.

32
Directorate for Managemnt briefing charts .
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c. ~,e Directorate for Mmagemnt

fission whi~ wtw transferred to AMSAA.
lost the system analysis

d. ~Le Directorate for Manufacturing Technology acquired
responsibility for specificatims stmdard and engineering (from D/DEA) ,
technical proporiency for capital inws tmnt program from the Controller,
and assumed responsibility for capital investment master planning.

e. The Directorate for Procurement ad Production received
enhanced weapons system orientation md lost PAA appropriate OI1execution
to D/SMT.

f. ~le Directorate for Product Assurace and Test also received
enhanced weapons systems orien~tation ad acquired testing resp(]nsibilitie~~”
frm D/DEA.

g. The Readiness Directorate acquired logistics pl=lning md
milita~ plans :EromD/PDS and !,in tum, 10st ILS, equiPment iWrOve~nt >
POMCUS , ad forf:emodernization to D/SMT.

h. ~Ie lead directorate, supply Maintenance and Tr=lsportation,

had its system management responsibilities enhmced and acquired the
following additional responsibilities : ILS; Force Modernization; POMCUS;
md Equip~nt Il~rovement froo%the Directorate for Readiness; ~?ar reserws
ad wholesale legistics system from D/PDS; and PAA execution frOm D/p&p.

i. ~~e Directorate for Technology Plmning ad Management
received enhanced staffing and acquired the Technical Information Litison
Office (TILO) altdIndependent Research and Development from D/:DEA.

j. fl~elast major action was that a new Directorate for Progrm
kalysis and Evaluation was established with responsibilities for integra-
tion, ad the balmce of staf:Eprograming and planing efforts, the
perfomnce of analysis ad e.~aluatim of allocation or resources, and
the mission as staff proponent of PARR ad MRIS. 33

Trms fer of Items to the Defense Logis tics Agency

(u) Deputy Secretaw Frznk C. Carlucci decided, On 7 Ju1 81> that
,,additional ~on~umable item should be tras ferred to the Defense LOgistics

A~ecy (DLA).” Specifically excluded were I,field_le’~el repara’bles, design

unstable items , classified item , milita~ se=ice manufactured item,
item controlled by the Wfense Nuclear Agency and National Security Agen~,
and nuclear propulsion item. ” me ASD (NRA&L) was to be “responsible for
implewnting this decision md for chairing a steering cotittee to oversee
and direct this transfer” of about 200,000 item within the next six
~Onth~. 34 A JOi*t Implementation Group was also established and was responsible

for the development of an i~lementation plan which was finally subtitted to

.-
53
Ibid.

34
Memo For the!Secretaries of the Milita~ Departments , Chairmn JCS,

Director DLA, Director DNA, and Director DSA, subj: Realignment of Item

Managemnt Assignwnts, 7 Ju1 8!.
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theJoint Steering Cotittee bv 21 SeDtember 1981. The DARCOM response
was a mess age sent on 13 July to the Comanders of TACOM, CECOM, MICOM,
TSARCOM, ARWCOM, and ARRCOM frm Major General Welch, Director of
Materiel Management, indicating the suma~ of the Deputy Secretary’s
memorandum and setting up a meeting o“ 16 July 1981 to develop the
DARCOM plan. 35 Input was made to the final Department of Defense time-
phased plan for transfer of 200,000 consumable itew to the Defense,
Logistics Agency in October 1981. The first stage of the Am’s share
(35,000 item) transfer was to take place in fiscal year lg82.36

Personnel Developments

(U) The most si~ificant Aange that occurred near the end of the
fiscal year was the retirement of &neral John R. Guthrie on 31 August
1981. Gneral Guthrie had served as Comanding General of DARCOM since
May 1977 and had coqleted more than 39 years of active service at the
tim of his retirement. During his tenure, such major weapons system
as the Abrams Ta~, BLACK HAWK He Iicopter, the PATRIOT, DIVADS, and the
Advanced Attack Helicopter were developed. His support for his “people
program ,“ especially the federal women’s and equal opportunity program ,
will also be long remembered. In addition, he was personally involved
in the i~lementation of the civil service reform act and Merit Pay .
@neral Guthrie was succeeded by Lieuten~t General Donald R. Keith,
fomer Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development, and Acquisition,
US Amy, who was promoted to the rank of General on 1 Septefier 1981.37
Headquarters changes during fiscal year 1981 included the assignment of
Major General James Welsh as Director of Materiel ManageEnt in April
1981,38 and Major General Orlando E. Gonzales , fomer ~ief, JUSMAG
Korea, as Director of Development and Engineering on 14 Septetier 1981.39

Organizational Chmges

(U) On 1 October 1980, the headquarters Directorate for Battlefield

System Integration was disestablished md its functions were assuwd by
the US Ar~ Materiel System Analysis Activity (AMSAA) at Aberdeen Proving
Ground, effective 26 Septetier 1980.40 A new responsibility, that of

‘>Msg, 03131625, 7 Jul 81.
36

MD Tiw-Phased Plan for Transfer of 200,000 Consum~le Items to the
DLA, October 1981, ~D OSD (MRAL) , p. II-2.
37
DARCOM Comsnd Information News , 7 Jul 81.

38
DARCOM Bulletin, No, 15, 10 Apr 81, p. 4.

39
Pentagram News, 17 Sep 81, p. 12.

40
DARCOM Pemanent Orders 74-1, 1 Ott 80.
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Secretary of the A- responsible for execution of the Single Manager for
Conventional hmition, was delegated to the C-anding General, DARCOM
under the tem of the charter t~hatwas signed on 14 Augwt 1981. k
Ad Hoc Working Group was, however, established in Februa~ 1981 to develop
the functions, organization, =d TDA for the Joint Staff to suppclrt the
EDCA,41

(U) Lieutenant General Harold F. Hardin, Jr. , was designated as
Executive Director for Conventional hmnition and Mr. Edwin Griener
as Acting Deputy Director for Conventional Ammunition on 11 September
1981, follwing the ei~ing of the charter .42- The office for EDCA was
established on 1 October 1981, with a strength of 7 officere md 18
~ivilims .43 ~. major organizati~al ~h~ge~ took place during fiscal

year 1981 in the orgmization of DARCOM reflecting WSHAFE considerations.
On 1 October 1980, the Tank-Aut-tive Comad (TACOM) was established
at Warren, Michig:m , reflecting the recombination of the US Ar~ Tank-
Automotive Research and Develop~nt Command (44 mili ta~ md 827 civili=s )
and the US Army T:mk-Automotive Materiel Readiness Command (140 mi lita~
and 3,540 ~ivi~i=,~) .44 me establishment of another new c0~and3 the

US Army Comunications-Ele ctronics Comand (CECOM), was announced on
18 December 1980.45 It was to be fo~med effective 1 May 1981 by the
consolidation of the assets of the US Ar~ Communications and Electronics
Materiel Readiness Comand (CERCOM)46 (56 militav and 627 civilians)
ad the US AW Cc,munications Researth and Development Comand (COHADCOM)
(324 milita md 3,384 civilians) , both collocated at Fort Monmouth,
Ne” J~~s~y.47 me! Inventory Research Of fiCe (IRo) , the Logis tics Study
Office (LSO) , and the Procurennt Research Office (PRO) were reassi~ed
in place from the US Am Logistics Mmagement Center (ALMC), Fort Lee,
Virginia to MSAA with operational control effective 1 February 1.981and
formal reassig:mer!t effective, 1 ?ctober lg81.48

41
Ltr, DRCCS, sut,j: SMCA Ad Hoc Working Group, signed BG W. H. Schneider,

24 Feb 81.
42

D~WMD, subj: Designation of Executive Director and Acting Deputy
Director for Convc!ntional finition, si~ed GEN D. R. Keith, 18 Sep 81.
43

HQ, DARCOM, Pelmanat Orders 62-1, 22 Sep 81 md DF, DRCDMR, subj:
Coordination With the Office of the Executive Director for Conventional
Ammunition, from (hief of Staff, si~ed MG Schneider, 23 Ott 81.
44

HQ, DARCOM, Permanent Orders 73-1, 29 Sep 80.

45HQ, DARCOM, Cormand Information News, Fact Sheet 1)5, 18 Dec SO.
46

HQ, DARCOM, Pej:manent Orders 23-1, 14 Apr 81.
47

Ibid. , PermmeI1t Orders 26-1, 29 Apr 81.
48Ltr ~RcpA_R

, skj: Reassi~ment of IKO, LSO, =d PRO from ALMC to
AMSAA, si~ed BG Schneider, 14 Jan S1.
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Joint DARCOM/NMC/AFLC Cotiande rs

(U) The Joint Comanders orgmization was the joint acti”i ty
which was the “least heralded and least publicized of all of the joint

activities .”4g Meeting regularly on a quarterly basis , the Joint
Commanders , as General Guthrie indicated, continued to ‘itV and insure
that we coordinate our mutual efforts in order to eliminate the overlaDs
that sternfrom duplication and to get e uipwnt which is preferably

standard, but at least interoperable. “58

(u)
Logis tics

DARCOM had lead responsibilities in relation to the Joint
Comanders t~ks in the following groups of comittees :51

a. Joint Conventional Ammi tio~ Program Coordinating Group
(JCm-CG).

b.
Effectiveness

c<

Joint Technical Coordinating Group for Mwi tions

(JTCG-~) .

Joint Deputies for Laboratories Comittee.

d. Joint Technical Coordinating Group - Reliability,
Availability md Maintainability (JTCG-RAM) .

e. Fuze Management Org~ization Panel.

f. Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Computer Resource
Management (JPCG-CW) .

g. Tactical Shelter Acquisition and Support Panel.

h. Insensitive High E~losives and Propellants (JPCG-IHEP) .

1. Citilia Personnel Manage~nt Panel .

j. Review o f Rail Equipmnt Ad Hoc Group.

k. Special Test ad Plant Equipment Ad Hoc Group.

(U) Quarterly wetings were held as follows: The 24 SePtefie= lg80
meeting was held at the Naval Coastal Systems Center, Pmma City, Florida;
The 3 December 1980 meeting was held at Sacramento Air Logistics Center,
McClellan Air Force Base , Califonia; the 19 March 1981 meeting was held
at Watervliet Arsenal in Albany, Ne” York; the 24-25 Jwe 1981 meeting was

held at the Aerospace Medical Division, Brooks AFB, Texas , HQ AFSC,
~drews AFB, Washington, DC; ad the 24-25 Septeber 1981 meeting was
held at the Naval Unde~ater Systems Center, Ne~Ort, mode I~l~d. 52

49
General John R. Guthrie, “Viw From the Top ,11Militav.

50
Elect ronics/Couterme asures , October lg80 , p. 20.

51,,
Joint Logistics Comanders Current Tasks ,“ 3d Quarter Cy 81, p. 1.

52WR.
7 Ott 80; n.d. , 3 Apr 81, 6 Jul 81, 5 Ott 81.
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“Study“of‘AMY ‘Logistics

Introduction/Background

(FOUO) On 25 Februau 1980!,the ~ief Of Staff, Aw (CSA) issued
a White Paper cmtaining specifit: major fmctional tasks to be acco~lished
by the Am. At the subsequent 1980 A- Cmmanders ‘ Conference, partici-
pants discussed th{~setasks thoroughly, using them as the basis of
discmsions concen~ing strategies and objectives for the last wo decades
of this centu~. ‘Thepostconference tasks were to wield the results of
these discussions into a lucid strategy for the Major Comands =d Aq
Staff.

(~UO) DARCOM’ s chief postconference task entailed a thorough
revim and analysis of the Amy logistics system, m effort called the
Study of Ar~ Logistics, 1981. The conference had focused upon this area,
for it was felt that the Amy had to i~rove its ability to support its

present and future force. To do so required a disciplined, coherent,
and responsive Amy logistics systern. Accordingly, on 27 January 1981,
CSA tasked the Commander, DARCOM, to undertake a broad analysis c,f the
Ar~ logistics system. me analyses enco~assed six areas: 1) the

status of support and how plans for such support would affect the Am
of the eighties and nineties ; 2) m examination of logistics frc’mthe
soldier in the field to the production base that supported him; 3) a
study of doctrine and organization to include the relationship bc;~een
wholesale ad rete~il logistics ; 4) logistics planning in the materiel
acquisition process ; 5) the relationship with outside agencies that
affected Ar~ logistics ; ad 6) time-phased recommendations for change,
to include resource requirements . DARCOM’s report resU1ts were due by
31 Au~st 1981.53

(~UO) The ,:esulting study was the first major revim of logistics
since the 1969 Besson Board .54 Moreover, because the Besson Boa~d was
joint and Southeast Asia-oriented, this study constituted the fi:cst
major review of the Total A- Logistics System since the 1965 Brown
Board. Under the directorship of General John R. Guthrie , DARCOII

Commander, a study team of 25 men was fomed, 18 of whom were fr(>m
DARCOM .

53
Memorandum for Directors md Office Chiefs , DRCD~-W, subj: Study

of Arv Logis tics, 1981, BG WiL1.iam R. Schneider, 27 Jan 81 (FOUO).
54

The fomal study title was The Study of A- Logistics 1981.
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Premises tid ‘Plan

(FOUO) The study relied upon five major assu~tions. These were:
an mchanged Am mission; a constrained resources environment; a
strategy baeed on both contingency response ariddeterence in Europe;
an Am for the year of 2000, structured for the integrated battlefield;
and a logistics system able to surge in support of allies , to support
operations in underdeve loped areas, and to sustain a conventional war.
~ese five assu~tions rested upon the context of a global strategy,

(FOUO) Execution of the study follwed a detailed plan. First,
DARCOM was detemined to keep the study co~act, believing that, as
sitilar past studies had been ve~ large, fw had read them, and therefore,
the studies had been impractical to i~lemnt. Second, this decision
fOr CO~aCtneSS contained excluaiona that omitted consideration of
personnel adtiniatration, medical support , special weapons logistics ,
medical logistics, md three combat service support elements: personnel,
mdical, and filita~ police. The study was , in brief, limited to
facilities that supported logistics and to eight straight fomard
principles: austere , siqle, disciplined, well-trained, flexible,
competent, modernized, xnd mifom.

(FOUO) The ensuing study covered 26 topics and enco~assed a 28
section report. Areas examined included such topics as fin~ci al
maagement, integrated logistics support, facilities , ener~, capital

investment, -unition, water, and organizational relationships. There
were over 3,000 explanatory charts attached to the study.

Trends ad Projections

(FOUO) ~o of the initial sections served as the basis for later
study work. Section 2, Trends and Projections , primarily consisted of
&o types of comparisons . The first co~ared several types of costs.
For exa~le, retired military pay, the AW budget, and the US Gross
National Budget were co~ared in 1980 in contrast to the year 2000 plan.
The second set of comparisons showed the availability of many resources
in 1970 as opposed to the year 2000. Resources included the 18-24 year
old draft pool, minerals such as cobalt and selenium, types of e~loywnt
semice as opposed to industrial, md US total energy consuqtion.

(FOUO) Section 2 also discussed the long range effects of the
introduction of new equipwnt items and the problem arising from their
associated training and support items . The study found that the new
items were fax more co~lex ad electronically-oriented, which led to
development lags , shortages in automatic, built-in test equipment, and
in operator training, Furthermore, continuing modernization, such as
the AH-IS COBW, caused several models to be in the field at once. As
a consequence , automatic test equipment (ATE) development was piecemeal,
subsystem by subsystem, and supportability suffered.

FOROFFICIALUSEONLY
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(FOUO) Section 2 ended with a discussion of the types and.
iqlications of future technolo~. Subjects included themopla.stic
composites, ceratic engine co~onents , metal matrix co~osite bridging,
fiber optics , microelectronics , computers , crystal oscillators , ticrw
wave and millimeter wave vacun tubes , electromagnetic pulsing, reactive
a-r, kinetic energy projectiles , electronic tissile guidance, laser
WeaPOnS , ad”anced digital/optic control system , ~d robotics . Section 2
concluded that: technology was a major logistics driver; provisions had
to be mde to train operators for, and protide test equipment to, new
electronic devices ; production kthods had to be i~roved; and more
su~ivable eqtipment-i~roved sustainability, shifting the burden from
the production base to the supply and maintenance system .

Concepts and Doctrines

(FOUO) The other introductog section, Concepts md Doctrine, was
a thorough examination of the process whifi the Ar~ used to develop its
logistics cmcepts and doctrine. This section began by identifying
tem and addressing approaches to doctrinal formulation. It MTaS fomd
that doctrinal development follwed no logical, enco~assing path. Of
the three principal parties involved, DARCOM had no institutionalized
process , the Mi Iitary Traffic Management Comand (~MC) had no responsi-
bility for developing wholes ale transportation doctrine, and TIA~C;
which had a strrlctured and institutionalized process , did its doctrine
development without resorting to DARCOM, ~MC, or my others . A a
conseqwnce , DA had no way to evolve doctrine from or for its rtissions.
Hence, AT 86 still focused on neartem NATO problems, i~oring the
re-enunci ated global strategy and the i~lications of new systernsor
AT organizaticlns.

(FOUO) Tbi.ssection postulated various world-wide scenarios md
discussed the ability of the peacetime force to react to each of these
the need to equtlte the war terms--deter, fight, and teminate-=ith the
respective logistics terms--readiness, execute, and sustain. me

section concludc!d that the use of the scenario-based approarh provided
a coherent manc!r to define cc,ncepts leading to the development of
logistics doctrine. Such an approach would expose voids , insure the
consistency of logistics planning with operational planning, lead to
problem definition and solution, and provide bases for operational plans .

(FOUO) The!section presented WO sets of recommendations . me
first , which de;,ltwith logistics doctrine development, charged MTMC
with the develo~)ment of produce~ leve1 trmsportation doctrine , DARCOM
with produce rlc!vel supply and maintenance doctrine , and ODCSLOG with
doctrine integr:~tion and approval. The Comading General, TWWC, was
to be relieved (Iflogistics doctrine interface responsibilities, while
developers took care to insur~! that joint logistics doctrine was
developed as ap~)ropriate. The secmd set of recommendations concerned
lon~range planrling. These held that HQDA should develop a lon~rage
logistics planning cell charged to project beyond the year 2000, and
that this cell should use scenario-based methodology as a standard for
its long-range {]lanning.

13
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Findings

(FOUO) Its prefises , Plan, and cOncept ad doctrinal approaches
set, the study proceeded with its discussion of the aforementioned 26

areas. Of these, five were of major iqact.

(FOUO) Force ‘Modetiization. Exatining force modernization as a

total SYStern,the study group found that it had several mjor deficiencies.
There was no lon~rmge planing for integrated logistics support (ILS) ,

no cmplete ILS evaluation at each systernrevim., no adequate consideration

Of fOrce st~cture variations, no single Basis of Issue Plan (BOIP) or
Qualitative ad Qumtitative Personnel Requirements Information (QQPRI) ,
no ability to hadle adequately over 20,000 annual TDA and Modification
Table of Org~ization and Eq”ip~nt (~OE) changes , no adequate update of
personnel accomting, md, finallY , no co~rehensive approach to over
come funding shortages. The study group made six major recommendations
to improve force modernization:

a. First and foremost , it rec.emended the desi~ation of
DCSOPS as the single managei of force modernization for bo reasons :
1) to strengthen central mmagenent , and 2) to reco~ize that most

ayStemS and processes related to force modernization were already DCSOPS-
controlled.

b. Second, it recommended that DCSOPS also be charged with
Integrated System Support (1SS). ~is tasking would complement DCSLOG’s
traditional ILS role.

c. Third, total life cycle responsibility for ILS should rest
with DARCOM. This had ~o bases: 1) Most ILS life cycle outlays were made
ve~ early, ad 2) DARCOM was the commmd responsible for acquisition
~d support.

d. Four th, the requirements detetination process should be
strengthened. Steps to do so should include the combination of the
BOIP/QQPRI md their inclusion in PERSACS ; enforcement of authorization

dOc~ents stadardization; harmonization of personnel management and
equipment fielding; performance of Target Acquisition Aids (T-) , less
frequently, but with better methods ; and inclusion of co~osition force
require~nts in logistics structures and co~osition systerns(LOGSACS) .

e. Fifth , the cost growth had to be controlled. Measures to
do so included pre-mard s“r”eys , “ore should-cost studies , and increased

stabilization of program ad requirements.

f. Sixth , a time-phased pla to i~rove production e~ertise
had to be developed. ~is would include an assessment of production
personnel and a determination of those skills necessa~ to i~rove

production cost estimates and processes.
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(FOUO) In su-ry, the study concluded that force modeni~atiOn
could be treated in WO broad ways . ‘First, deficiencies in existing

system and processes had to be rectified. Second, a seven-dimensional

model had to be tleveloped to tie together the total structure ir.~act.
me seven dimensl,onswere weapon systems; associated items ~d ~OWOnents ;

support item; nuimber of systems ; resources as e~ressed in people,
dollars, ad facilities; distribution; and re-distribution of displaced

item. men the chages were nladeDAR~M would be able to establish
itself fomard irkEurope md capitalize on”its depots as centers of
technical excellence.

(FOUO) Trai~. me study found training inadequacies al:all

grade levels.~llisted advanced militaq occupational specialil:y (MOS)
training programs produced deficient graduates who were not pro~)erly
grounded in theo]~. There was , moreover, a ve~ high pre-reenlis tment

dropout rate among trainees. Finally, those who took Ad Hoc training
courses did not Ireceive credit for such courses . The study proposed
two remdies. First, the A~ had to procure technically qualified
trainers for unil:training program. Second, promotion possibilities
had to be extend,~d in logistic MOSS.

(FOUO) me only deficiency in warrant Officers was the lack Of
the same. The s!tudy revealed that increasing their nuhers would not
only improve SUPI?lYand mainterlance discipline, but alsO prOper”ty
accomtability a~d readinesa.

(FOUO) Concentrating on the dual speciality system for officers,
the atudy fowd that, as combat officers advanced in grade, the
percentage of co]hat am speciality positions decreased. There were
wo solutions: to recode selected TOE positions as combat service
support positions and to reduce COA at arm requirements in order to
further “late entries” into logistics specialty codes . Finally, the
study noted that there were fe{rernuclear/ cbe&cal weapons officers
today than decade ago.

(FOUO) me reserve’s deficiencies were course-related. The
reserves not only needed new equipmnt training, but they also needed
to fit their We-week tours with resident training programs .

(FOUO) Automation/Comuni cations . Automation/ Comunications had
three growing~aracteri sties : inves tmm t, coqlexity, and dependence.
Against this backdrop, a complicated structure involving five activities
and the Co~uter Syatem Comand (CSC) worked with very little coordina-
tion to develop and support automated system. Moreover, CSC shared
its functional and technical control of system development with T~C.
me result was an endemic mismatch of hardware and software, with a
corollary of dismal post-deployment sofmare support (PDSS) , as
77 percent of the 91 battlefield automated system for 1987 were still
under development an imediate resolution was needed.

The
al1

(FOUO) The cure was a new DARCOM commodity comand for automation.
fledgling would be responsible for the development and supF,ort of
standard automated systems, the coqlete 10gistics autOmatiOn area!

15
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ad battlefield automation. It would also be assigned automation R&D,
data mmagemnt ad standardization, softiare st=dardization, and offi
the-shelf automatic data processing (ADP) equipment selections and buys .
These responsibilities would entail the abso~tion of CSC, TMoC, and
DARCOM elements.

(FOUO) Mainten@ce. Besides adequately defining the tern, the
study ts main concern was that fix fo~ard be “orkable in current and
future operating env<ronmen ts Hence, the AT should retain fix fomard
as a goal for maintenance support, to include development progrm objectives ,
maintenance tasks , and soldier battlefield training. This retention sbo”ld
take into account a proper assessment of what could ad should be done in
battlefield repair work, and it should recognize such future factors as
the increased use of electronics ; tie ~equirement~ for test, measurement ,
and dia~os tic equipment (TMDE) ; maintenance times ; recove~ capability;
the integrated battlefie ld; ad battlefield dynafics--in short, shoot,

move , and communicate repairs only.

(FOUO) The study group next exafined what kind of maintenance
could be done at the echelons above cows (EAC) . Fix fomard had
detetined that three modern developments were in conflict with tbe
traditional general support (GS) role: the need for high-speed mobility
of repair facilities ; the increased mlnerability of such facilities to
nuclear, CBR, and other threats ; md the inability to find the skilled
labor to man the facilities. T&ing these factors into account, ad
considering the requirement of such areas as electronics , fire control,
~d fiber optics for smitized ~Ork ~nvironment~ , the study particiPant~
decided to concentrate GS maintenance in EAC. Not only would it shield

a high repair parts user from a dirty and dangerous battlefield, but it
would also reduce battlefield clutter, force structure personnel, ad
trmsportation requirements. It should, however, require additional
pipeline funds , an active force structure for Mnim”m GS “nits , and ~
offset direct support (DS) capacity to fill requests for DS work othe~
wise done by GS. Total savings , then, for a three-coqs structure
would be 5,000 vehicles ad 21,000 men by D+30.

(FOUO) me study then turned to the 3 md 4 level maintenance
st~ctures in use at the time. It found that the traditional four--
organizational, direct support, general support, and depot--were

appropriate fOr less Cowlex co-dities, high density items, and
iternsdifficult to recover and evacuate. Three levels , on the other
hind, were appropriate for co~lex commodities such as electronics and

fiber optics , which enabled one to take advantage of cmtrolled

environment repair, economies of scale production, and a concentrated
pool of highly trained technicims .

(FOUO) The maintenance aspect of the study concluded with a
thorough investigation of ~E. This investigation covered manual

eqtip=nt, Am,. built-in test equipment (BITS) , and supporting software--
know as test progra sets. It also addressed plans for using automated
testing at each echelon of maintenance, processes for developing repair
methodology, md R&D program related to ATE and BITE.
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(FOUO) An example of one major ~E issue tackled was the proposed
corps deployment c,fa sophisticated repair system called EQUATS. The
group decided that EQUA~ should be deployed at EAC rather than corps
and that the Army should develop and apply a repair wthodology for
electronic component that considered force structure, manpmer, fiscal,
and tactfcal constraint. me group also concluded that the A~ should
plan and fund reqtlirement~ for the post-deployment software support of
automated ayetens, and that it needed to do a better job in both Am
and BI~.

(FOUO) =mer SUPPIZ. Ihe laet major area of eqhasis, ti:onsumer

supply, centered ].tsattentim on the one supply area that wae directly
soldier related, ~]nit level supply. It found nmerous system problems.
Chief among theee were over-complexity, obsolescence, cOnstant cktan~es
that wrought littl,e improvements, md too many data and supply s~>urces.
Further, training was too difficult ad there was too much to le~~.

(FOUO) me !:urewas a simplified supply system for the prescribed
load level (PLL) !]oldier. ~is cure required five treatments : the
development of a ~;imple doctrinal and procedural manual for PLL opera-
tion ; the simplification of PLL taska by Ar~-wide standardization; the
restriction of he:rtofore widespread local system alterations ; the
authorization of m E-5 PLL cle]:k; and the designation and training of
a E-4 assistant to the E-5 PLL clerk.

(FOUO) The supply section also looked at the impact of tratsferables
to the Defense Lo:gistics Agency (DLA) , problem with the retun of
reparable, ad tlteimpact of forei~ milita~ salee (FMS) on tbe Am.
The last was a big problem: from fiscal year 1978 through fiscal year
1981, for example , security assistance diversions took enough tanks to

fill five tank battalions ; enough radios to equip 50 mechnized battalions;
and enough antitsnk missiles for eight r,echanized battalions . The group
suggested that the problem migh~:be alleviated by establishing both a
special contingency stockpile a]~da special defense acquisition fmd for
FMS .

(FOUO) Conclusion. on 30 August lg81, the syudy grOuP Presented
its findings to CSA. on 15 September 1981, DA assl~ed DCSLOG as the

lead staff agency, and the published study went to the major commands
and the A,~ staff. As of the end of the year, DA had approved 21 of
the 24 actions identified by the study as low or no cost, SUCh as
simplifying and stabilizing the personnel management system, establishing
ILS responsihilit,ies, and adopting the 3-level maintenance SYStem fOr
complex commodities. CSA did not disapprove the other three actions ,
asking instead for either more data or analysis. mere were finally,
several study aspects discussed which required extra-Army action,
particularly in regard to obtainment of, =d restrictions upon, funding.
tiile awaiting such actions , DARCOM was preparing its own consolidated

response to the on-going plan assessment , a response due on 20 Eoveder 1981.
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United StateslGerman Amy Staff Talks

General

(U) Originating in 1975, the United States/Geman Amy Staff Talks

were part of a continuing mili tag desire to configure the herican and
Gemm armies to maximize their fighting ability =d chat power m the
North Atl~tic Treaty Alliancets (NATO’S) central front, me talks led
to regular bilateral discussions These discussions had four purposes :
to develop Joint Tactical Concepts ; achieve Tactical Interoperability;
derive Mutual Weapon SysternsRequirements ; and increase Standardization
of Materiel . Concepts derived from these talks continued to receive
the ratification of the Geman and American Amies 1 Chiefs of Staff.

(U) The key to cooperation was product orientation. Hence, a
device called a Milita~ Equipwnt Characteristics Document (~CD) or
a joint user e~ression of tilita~ requirements was the first step.
MS CDS served as requirements documents to bridge hamonized tactical
concepts to militaq hardware ~d to assist formalization of a
Memradum of Understanding (MOU) . After the ~CDs were ii~ed and the
MOUS developed, the two amies used Data Exchange Agreements (DEAs ) as
prima~ sources of information. DEAs in force in fiscal year 1981
covered night tision, optical fire control, far infrared, electro-optical
image cmvertors , rocket weaQons systems , infant~ and antitank weapon
system, smoke, incendia~ and flame agents , defense against chemical
agents, Imd tines , ~d armred vehicles. The DEAs were the offspring
of eight MOUS. Future MOU topics included helicopter flight control,
the multiple lamch rocket systern,1980’s bridging, combat vehicle
technology, and the nuclear burst detection system.

Actions

(U) US/@ Ewerts Meeting. There were three major US/GE interchanges

in fiscal year 1981. The first took place cn 17-25 October 1980, when the
first US/GE Experts Meeting, Cmouf lage/Concealmen t/Smoke, convened in
Munich. The participants discussed 28 equi.pwnt item md agreed to
draft three MECDS before the second meeting. me Cermns were especially
interested in comon camuflage patterns and paints , as well as the
overall approach called Camouflage System 86. Examples of other iteti

under discussion included WAWK Du~ Assemblies , Smoke Grenades , Smoke
Generators, =d Radar Decoys. A second meeting was to follow at
Fort Belvoir in 1981.

(FOUO) Bremen Staff Talks. On 5 Januag 1981, the herica
delegation received a cordial welcome to Bremen, Germay, for the
Bremen Staff Talks. General Dorm A. Starq , Comander, TWDOC, led
the American delegation, which included Headquarters , DARCOM represen-
tatives. Participmts faced a 15-topic agenda.

(FOUO) me foremost toQic was Land-Air Battle” of the 90 ‘s. The
United States presented a draft concept which clearly intimated those
conditions =d documents which pertained to the e~lqment of United
States lmd forces in the 90’s. The draft pleased the Gemans , who agreed
to use’it as a basis for joint considerations
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(~UO) Anot’herkey topic ~ras the Attack of the 2d Echelon. This
was a concept which focused UP013limited strengths and resources ad
how to e~loy these resources as a follow-on response to external attack.
The United States , acting throu,ghTRADOC , was to visit US_UR and other
major cow=ds and to identify, mong other measures, those key 2d
echelon ele~nts called targeti~~g ills that would be the responders .

(FOUO) Other staff talk subjects were: Amored Operations Of the
90’s, tactical air, ~CD systems, training, logistics exercises, POwer
generator equipment, threat to the rear area, use and training Of
Geman A~ reservists, expandable j~~rs, AW 86, terminally guided
submunitions , Amy air defense, ad US AW Corps Aviation.

(FOUO) ~e’ talks produced i~ressive results. The parties signed
a wargming agreement, declared the~elves in accOrd in PrinciPle On the
concept Amred Operations in the 90’s, and came to underst=din. g on
interoperability programs such as TACFI~ and training. The @rmans
concluded by stressing a need for more attention to prioritization of
future joint effc,rts ad by initiating an effort to examine the whole
procedural framework of the staff talks. The United States agreed with
the German remarks ad invi ted the Geman delegation to the next talks ,
set for November 1981 at Fort Bliss .

(FOUO) Fifth Non-Major Item WGM. On 28-30 April 1981, ~RADCOM
hos ted the Fi=Non-Major Item (NMI) Working Group Meeting (WGM) at
Fort Belvoir, Vi]Tginia. Attendees discussed and approved the status of
36 NMIs . Some e>[aples of these were: the M-16 Jet Efiaust P(wered
Decontamination System, an Automatic Liquid Agent Detector, the High
Explosive (HE) MIL07 155m Projectile, Image Intensification Goggles,
Aviation Survivability Equipment, Barrier Technology, ~ermal B~.ankets,
a Remote Contairlation Monitor, an Oil Ski~er, a RadiO Antenna, ~d a
Platoon Early Wa]ming System. Further, they signed ~o ~CDs 011
30 April 1981: one on the ShaF,ed Charge and one on the Ribbon Bridge-
Night Outfit. ~>ey also approved a Procedural Guide for NOn-Ma.jOr Item
Cooperation; rec(>ived the final report from the Smoke, Cmouflage, and
Concealment Expe]rtWorking Grot~p; established a new expert working group
for Mili ta~ Operations in Urbmi zed Terrain (MOUT) ; and began actions
to standardize C;tmouflagePaint Patterns.

(FOUO) Liaison Office. ~ 28 June 1981, DARCOM established a
liaison offic~t the Gemm Federal Office for Technology and Procurement

(BWB) at Moselweiss. This office was an extension of the US An~ Research,
Development ~d :Stadardization Group at the US Embassy in Bonn md
reported to the ,Assistant Deputy for International Research, Development
md Standardization. The prima~ purpose of the office was the resolution
of United States.-Gemw rationalization, standardization, and il~ter-
operability (RSI ) issues by keeping in touch with the several comodity -
oriented BWB dir(:ctorates at Moselweiss , especially those concerned with
Automotive /Equip,nent ad Weapons /Amunition.
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Product Assurance

Introduction

(U) This directorate remained stable during fiscal year 1981.
me Director, Mr. S. J. Lorber; the Executive Asaiatant, Mr. R. E. Smith;
and the ~iefs of the Product Quality Division, Mr. R, F. Tiner and the
Engineering Division, Mr. A. H, Nordstrom continued in position during

the year. me Ohief of the System Aesesswnt Divsion, Mr. R. Duboia,
who was acting chief at the beginning of the year, became Chief of the
new ~E Division by the end of the year and was replaced by LTC W. O.
Loomis. As the result of Headquarters realignment, additional personnel
and organizational changea would take place in fiscal year 1982.

Directorate Achievernenta

MD published a directive on Reliability and

Maint~~a$_iM), DoDD 5000.40, that established policies and
responsibilities for defense systenm , subsystems , and equipment. It
implemated the principles aet forth in DODD 5000.1 and @DD 5000.2

for major systems , ad for items not designated aa major systems during
all phases of the life cycle,

(U) A continuing effort this year was the preparation of the
AR 702-3, Army Materiel System, Reliability, Availability, and Maintain-
ability (MM) , to implement the policies of ~DD 5000.40. me final
draft of this regulation was fowarded to HQDA for staffing and publica-
tion by the end of fiscal year 1981.

(U) A revised M Design Practices Guide was contracted to
be published in two full volumes.

(U) The directorate initiated four RAM and four quality reviews
in fiscal year 1981. Of the four SAM retiewa initiated, two had been
completed (PERsHING 11 and SEMA) and two are ongoing (SINCGARS ad HEMTT).
On the quality reviews, three l~adbeen completed (fft;83,COPPERHEAD, md
A~IS) =d one was ongoing at the end of fiscal year 1981.

(U) Am Quality Engineering. A sumey of the development MSCS
to detemine the degree of implementation of DARCOM-R 702-10, Quality
Assurace Provisions for Army Materiel , was completed in fiscal year
1981. The regulation, which was completed in fiscal year 1979, defined
the format, content, and requirements for Q~s; established the organiza-
tion responsibilities for preparing, chmging, and improving QAPs ;
emphasized the requirewnt for a coordinated effort from project engineers ,
quality engineers , maintenance engineers, and safety engineers to establish and
maintain QAPs ; established the relationship of QAPs to acquisition activities
in each phase of the life cycle; and provided for configuration management and
technical audit of QAPs.
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(U) Qualit!, Readiness Reviews (QRRs) , = =alysis of the documentation

and procedures u:;ed to insure a product of acceptable quality, ~~ere accom
plished on four item bring fiscal year 1981. The QRR provided the
development com,znd or product manager assurace that documentation exis ted
which defined thfequality assurance, inspection, and acceptance procedures
of the product, and cmponents thereof , and the the final product would
satisfy user requirements. The QRR addressed all areas leading to the
accept=ce of the system ad sl~b-system co~onents. In particular, the
review was conducted so as to assure that the systemfproduct design
performance characteristics had been properly and thoroughly characterized
in the Technical Data Package; that the quality assurmce provisions md

acceptmce tests were properly desi~ed to relate to all performmce
characteristics; ad that the ‘First Article test, Co~arison test, Quality
Confommce Acceptwce inspections, Interchangeability test, m.d Surveil-
Iace tests would demonstrate the acceptability of the product. The
findings of the retiew were developed so that the recommendations could
be incorporated into the Technical Data Package with minimal delay md
cost. ~ese findings had supporting data and rationale to demonstrate
how their incoqoration into TDP could result in a product of :Icceptable
quality.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, 44 Acquisition Plans (APs) were
reviewed for adc:quacies in reliability, maintainability, and qllality
ass.urmce plannf.ng. On those APs found inadequate, actions were t~en
to correct identified deficiencies prior to approval of the respective
plans.

(U) me Mzterials Testing Technology (MTT) Progr= operational
ad ~T Cotittne Guidlines were published during fiscal year 1981.
The operational guidelines described procedures and responsibilities
for identifying, preparing, ad proposing MTT projects , md the
cotittee guidelines described the responsibili ties ad operations of
the ~T comi ttee. A testing needs survey of the MCS was initiated
to detemine the overall testing needs of DARCOM for fiscal year
1982-1985. The survey would deterfine possible MTT and Manufacturing
Methods ad Technology (~&T) projects, RDT&E projects , and projected
overall funding needs. The testing needs survey was scheduled to be
completed in the 2d quarter of fiscal year 1982.

(U) me second aqd third classes of the Quality Assurance
Provisions Engineering (QAPE) course were conducted at WTA during
1981. The course was designed to provide students with a working
knmledge of quality assurance provisions and practice in their
development mdl preparation. me course format was modified for the
1981 classes to include mre practical exercises and presentations by
guest lecturers in lieu of extensive statistical analysis . Additional
topics in the ~,rogram of instruction included the identification of
product characteristics , types and fom of requirements documents ,
analysis of material requirements , sof~are quaIity assurance,
nondes tructive testing overview, depot maintenance work requirements ,
and storage sejcticeability stmdards. The course was desi~ed for
personne 1 engaged in developing technical quality assurance provisions
or reviewing O:Cevaluating tl~eprovisions developed by contractors or
other orgmizations.
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(u)
Proofing,
waler the

R81 Standardization. The Quadri.parti.teWorking Group on
Inspection and Quality Assur~ce (QWG/PIQA) was established
provision of the Basic Standardization Agreement 1964 and the

Quadripartite Standing Operating Procedures (QSOP)~ It reported to,

and was mmaged by, the W=hington Standardization Offices (WSO), to
whom recomndations for awndment to these Tem of Reference were to
be subtitted.

(U) me QWG/pIQA fission was to identify and recomend to Arfies ,
means of establishing comon or compatible proofing, inspection, and
quality assurance procedures , techniques , tem , and definitions to
enable ABCA Aties to recognize others ‘ methods and responsibilities
and to accept eati other’s standards. The organizational structure and
method of operation of QWG/PIQA differed from that of all other QWGS ,
except QWG/ES. mat is , both of these QWGS worked on a project system,
with project officers appointed to each project within each Amy. QWG/PIQA
project officers were responsible for p~oducing the detailed work of the
QWG, initially uder information exchange conditions to establish the
feasibility of st~dardization . Later, following Principal Mefier approval,
project officers developed QSTAGS to the final draft stage, with the
project officer of the Custodian AV leading in project development.
The QWGS structure was thus three tiered, with Principal Metiers acting
mainly as a steering group, project officers as action officers , and the
Standing Chaiman acting as overall Director/Coordinator.

(U) The 8th QWG/PIQA made 53 recommendations resulting in 142
scheduled miles tone dates. The stading Ghairman, Mr. S. Lorber,
cancelled tio milestones and extended one beyond the 9th QWG/PIQA,
leaving 139 tiles trees to be co~leted prior to or at the 9th QWG/PIQA.
One hmdred and eleven milestones were co~leted prior to the 9th QWG/PIQA
md 22 (16 percent) were coqleted at the 9th QWG/PIQA for a total
co~letion rate of 95.7 percent. This was an outstmding record which
was brought about by incre~ed efforts and dedication by the project
officers and the principal metiers. The projects progressed on an orderly
basis throughout the period be~een the 8th QWG/PIQA and the meting.
The QWG overcame the trend of relative inactivity following QWG/PIQA
meetings and a furious effort was made just prior to the next QWG meeting.
With regard to the QSTAG workload from 1968 to the present, the QWG
accomplished the follwing: T.twas responsible for 48 QSTAGS ; 25 QSTAGS
were ratified (53 percent) ; QSTAGS were cancel led (2 percent) ; 10 QSTAGS
were in the ratification stage (7 QAPs) (21 percent) ; 10 QSTAGS were in
draft stage (4 QNs) (21 percent) ; and 2 QSTAGS were in preliminaq
draft stage (1 QAP) (4 percent) . Seven “guidace” QSTAGS had reached
the final draft stage, but unfortunately were held up awaiting United
States ratification. ~is delay was due to the guidance nature of these
documents. At the last meeting, the 8th QWG/PIQA in Januag 1980, the
standing chaimm reported 43 QSTAGS had been initiated and only 5 were
ratified, plus 10 were in process of ratification. The record of this
group’s progress over that 20 months speaks for itself.
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(U) The 9th l?WG/PIQA was hos ted by Australia at Watsonia Barracks
in Melbourne from 16-24 November 1981. The =sults achieved at the
meeting were a subs tmtial contribution to the standardization aim of
the group. Project officers attending participated fully in deliberations
ad manned six separate subgroups to resolve major technical issues.
During the meeting,’.a spec?al effort was mdertaken to review all QWG/pIQA
QSTAGS for currency, valiaity, and need. Action was initiatea to terfinate
11 projects when their work was completed. Mo projects were suspended
ma 13 new projects initiated. Ten of these projects dealt ‘with quality
assurance of comba~tvehicles which provided for stadaraization of quality
engineering aesign practices , test procedures , data collection and malysis
methodology, QA for selected major subsystems, aa definition of term.
ho of the projects aealt with the field of quality assurance of electronic

SYSternsfor such ~,ital areas as sof~are quality control system require-
ments ad the testing and acceptance of sof~are. In adaition, new studiea
were initistea for:quality assurmce of solaering ana of selectecl electronic
components. These new projects were m expmsion of the QWG into areas
other than ammunition and weapons.

(U) Nation al”Stmdardizati ens. The Z-1 Comittee on Quality
Assurance is m kneric= National Standaras (ANSI) Comittee of !Jhich
the American Society for Quality Control (ASQC) hold the Secretariat.
It was created to develop ad retiew generic standards in the fiela of
quality assurance having general appreciation, and included developing

appropriate stand~~rd guidelines of general nature. It also provides
advice to other stanaaras activities which covered quality assurance
for specific areas , =d interfaces with appropriate international
stmdaras activities. Preparation of individual product of indust~
standards was not includes in the scope of this comittee.

(U) Memberslnip in the comi ttee was aivided into three”categories:
Organizational Metiers, Cmpany Members, ad Individual Members. The
DOD Me~ership was heaaed up by Mr. D. Burchfield, OUSD( R&E)SAS;
Mr. A. Norastrom, Jr. , HQ, DARCOM, alternate; and Mr. Richara M. Brugger,
ARRCOM . mere were other members of the tem from Navy, Air Force, ma
DLA. The comittee was divided into the follwing subcommittees:
Domes tic Interface, System and Procedures , Statistical Methoas , Defini-
tions and Nomenclature, ma Int2mational Interface.

(U) The committee held two meetings a year. For 1981, meetings
were held on 9-10 March in Washington, DC and 15-16 Septaber in
~icago, Illinois. Mr. A. Nordstrom represented DOD at the 9-10 March
meeting ad Mr. Ira Smart at the 15-16 September meeting. A major area
of interest at tk[e9-10 March meeting was Software QA and future
activities at the!15-16 September meeting. A joint DOD/ANSI Z-1.meeting
was plannea to bf!hela on 12 March 1982, along with the regularly
scheduled wetins of the cotittee on 10-11 March in the Washington DC area.
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(U) NATO “AC~250 SUb-GrOup IX “Defense Equipment Reliability and
Maintainability Assurance. The purpose of this sub-group was to provide
a focal point for the exchange of information ad e~erience on equip-
wnt availability (Reliability ad “Maintainability) bemeen the various
NATO Nations and Agencies and to assist in the establishment of

rationalized cO~On pOlicies, procedures, and methOds in this field.
The sub-group was to: 1) Mae recommendations to the AC/250 Group for
NATO policy in areas of comon application in the field of equipwnt

availability (Reliability and Maintainability) and to provide a
consultation; 2) Prepare Quality Assurance documents necessary
for NATO use in the field of equipment availability (Reliability
and Maintainability) assurance; 3) Use, as a basis for its work, existing
national and international publications to prevent duplication of effort
ad to ensure co~atibility with practices ; 4) T&e into consideration,
in particular, the requirements of NATO Agencies and intite their
participation in the work of the sub-group; 5) Take into consideration
that equipment Availability (Reliability and Maintainability) impinged
on the work of other sub-groups and that, therefore, liaison be established
with those sub-groups ; 6) M&e recommendations to the Main Group as to
the fom and content (eg., sTANAGs , AQAPs , or other formats) under which
its proposals could be published; ad 7) Report regularly on its progress
to the Main Group.

(U) The program of work for the sub-group was to: 1) Publish an
Allied R&M Program Publication-1 (H-1) covering contractual management
responsibilities md requirements for R&M program ad plans to be imposed
on the contractor; 2) Draft s~porting guidance documnts AM-X to
ARMP-l; md 3) Draft a guidance docment describing the elements that
wst be created by authorities responsible for the nations procurement
cycle to provide for a viable R&M program to be published as a ARMP.

(U) Mr. S. J. Lorber, Director of Product &surance and Test,
was appointed Chaimm of the Sub-Group. me 14th meeting of the
Sub-Group was held in London, England on 25-27 Noveder 1980, md the
15th meeting of the Sub-Group was held in NATO Headquarters , Brussels ,
Belgium on 15-17 September 1981. The 16th meeting would be held on
20-23 April 1982 at Brussels.

(U) DARCOM Supply and Maintenance Quality Assurance Program.
I~rovements continued to be made in the DARCOM Shelf-Life Program.
The Major Readiness Cmmands (MRCS) provided a certification on the
nmber of shelf-life line item by type that were in the supply system,
The number of line items covered by storage serviceability standards
was established and the ~Cs initiated actions to assure coverage of
all item identified in the shelf-life program. Additionally, the MRCS
implemented reporting procedures of a DOD shelf-life item report req,lire-
ment and subtitted System change Requests for automation of the report.
A Product Assurance and Test Bulle tin entitled “She If-Life Managemnt”

was prepared providing concise information on the back gromd, regulato~
requirements , and entire life-cycle of shelf-life items.
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(U) The US Army Depot System Comand (DESCOM) achieved significant
improvements in realignment of peat-production testing, particularly at
Red River, Corpus Christi, Anniston, and Letterkenny Army Depots. Major
areas realigned were engine dynamometer testing, live fire function
firing, and vehicle track testing. The MRCS improved Depot Maintenance
Work Requirements (DMWR) docum,ants by inclusion of defined in-process
and final acceptance testing. Efforts in the area resulted in the shift
of 117 manyears from Maintenance to Quality As sural)ceto provide for
separation of testing responsibility from production responsibility.
Cmbined DESCOM and MRC efforts were aimed at improving the depot
reconditioning test program and the quality of the materiel being supplied
to the user.

(U) A special review program was established wherein eact MRC
conducted a comprehensive review of their Storage Serviceability Standards,
Technical Bulletins , and propositioned Materiel Configured to Unit Sets
(POMCUS) Procedt,res and adjusted exercising requirements as required.
Interim guidance!was issued to the field and formal changes to technical
documentation wore initiated. An independent review was made to assess
MRC actions, assure compatibility of guidance, and identify any additional
actions that ma!rhave been required.

(U) DARCOM Ammunition St~rveillance Program. The Comand/Lng General,
DARCOM, was res])onsible for providing Quality Assurance Specialist
Amunition Survttillance (QASAS) to varioua Department of Defense installa-
tions, activities, and comands engaged in the receipt, storage, mainte-
nance, issue, use, and disposal of ammunition and $xplosivea. QASAS were
assigned to worldwide positions under a mandatory rotational s:ystem.
There was an increase in the fiscal year 1981 verses fiscal year 1980
number of vacant positions in the career program from 23 to 49. This
increase was due to an increaae in authorized spaces from 522 to 565.
The trend tmard growth was projected to continue based on new require-
ments in USA~UR and ABRCOM. To meet these additional requirements,
recruitment and training by the US Army Defense Amunition Center and
School at Savanna, Illinois wauld continue at a high level for fiscal year

1982 and beyond.

(U) Progress was made on several subprograms of the Amu.nition
Stockpile Reliability Program (ASRP) during fiscal year 1981. The
Basic Load ku.nition Program continued as part of the ASRP during
fiscal year 1981. This program was designed to determine the functional
serviceability of ammunition which was subjected to uploading/downloading
for extended periods of time. Fiscal year 1981 results were satisfacto~7
and the progranlwas scheduled to continue.

(U) The Toxic Chemical Agent Sampling Program was schedtlled to be
completed durirlg fiscal year 1981, however, due to transfer of the
Wobile Chemical Lab to Johnston Island, and safety issues at Anniston
Army Depot, thttprogram was rescheduled for completion in the 2d quarter
of fiscal year 1982. A Phase. II Program was scheduled for in~Ltiation
in fiscal year 1982.
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(U) The use of Meppin test facilities in Germany for purposes of
US ASRP firings was negotiated. Test firings were scheduled to be
initiated in fiscal year 1982. The use of Korean test facilities for

ASRP firings was also being investigated.

(U) tiunition Stockpile Realizability Program Initiatives during
fiscal year 1981 included the following: 1) Chartering of the
Surveillance Modernization Comittee; 2) continuation of “skip-lot”
inspection method for new receipts, resulting in manhour savings; and
3) investigation was initiated into a program to centralize periodic
inspections . If feasible, this program would result in manhour and
dollar savings.

(U) Mustard agent testing on chemical protective clothing was
completed in fiscal year 1981, and results were excellent in terns of
agent penetration time. Testing of samples selected from USA~UR
using units was in progress, and was scheduled for completion in the
2d quarter of fiscal year 1982, at which time shelf-life projection
would be made.

(U) DARCOkl Acquisition ‘~uality Assurance Program. The Army
continued to serve as the lead .Service in the area of Procurement
Quality Assurance Policies and Procedures . D~COM provided the
chairmanship of the Defense Acquisition Regulation Subcommittee on
Procurement Quality Assurance. During the past year, five major

cases were handled by this subcommittee which resulted or would
result in significant changes to the Defense Acquisition Policy as
related to Procurement Quality Assurance.

(U) One case involved incorporating DODD 4155.1, Quality Pzogram,
requirements in Section I, VII , and XIV of the DAR. This case stressed
that contracts would not be awarded to contractors with a history of
providing supplies and services of an unsatisfactory quality. Further,

the Government may exercise its rights to reject or return to contractors
responsible any and all defective items foi repair, correction, or
replacement.

(U) Changes had been made to Section XIV and Section VII of the
DAR to provide for a contractor to document his manufacturing processes
as part of his first article production program. Upon approval of the

first article these manufacturing processes would not be changed
without prior notification to the Goverment. This was considered a
significant change and provided increased assurance to the Government
that products produced under volume production conditions should
continue to be of unifom quality as the itenlproduced under first
article conditions

(U) Provisions had been made to expand the use of Certification
of Conformance by the procuring activities and to provide for the
contract administration activity to exercise decision authority over
the use of Certificate of Conformance as the basis of acceptance or to
supplement the Certificate of Conformance with
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(U) The rem[iining two cases, latent defects
damages, and cont!:actadministration services for
were in process al:the end of fiscal year 1981.

and consequential
non-DOD organizations

(U) The DAR Quality Assurance Subcommittee was significantly
engaged in the ev;zluation and rewrite of Section 31, Part 46, of the
Federal Acquisiti~n Regulations which involved procurement quality
assurance policy for all Government organizations. Extensive
recommendations amd policy changes were made by this Quality Assurance
Subc-ittee on behalf of the DAR Council for consideration by t“he
Federal Acquisition Regulation Policy Office (FARFO). This was a
significant effort to achieve compatibility between the DOD and ‘Federal
policy guidance for procurement Quality Assurance.

(U) Leadership was provided in the review of Major Weapons Systems
Programs warranting headquarters management evaluation. Technical

expertise was furnished on a number of these reviews (Ml Tank,
M483 Munitions, Helicopter Engines , etc. ). Extensive improvementt
recommendations were made to the industry and Government organizations
involved to improve the manufacturing and quality control operations to
achieve a reliable production that fully conformed to technical require-
ments. The results of these reviews were highly beneficial and significant
in the enhancement of the Army’ s readiness.

(U) Significant achievements were mde in the implementati.nn of an
automated worldwj.de standard quality deficiency reporting system. This
system had unique! features in that it provided for the COIIective analysia
of materiel deficiencies by individual component, by weapons system, by
contractor, and I)ycontract administration activity. It also p~-ovided
for an automatic interim response within five working days of the date
the complaint was received from!the user and for continued tracking
until the compla].ntwas resolved and the user notified. In addition, a
management infomoation exchange! system was developed whereby deficiency
reporting was summarized and provided to the department responsible for
the administratit>n of the contract on which the defective materiel was
produced. This ]?rogram significantly enhanced the Army’s ability to
highlight to the other departments, problems requiring their ma~lagement

attention in a timely manner.

(U) A major thrust action to improve the Procurement Quality
Assurance Prograln for providing materiel to the user that met technical
requirements was the establishToent of this review program. At the
beginning of fiscal year 1981, DARCOM initiated action to develop a
program including appropriate guidelines for the conduct of these
joint reviews. On 19 February 1981, the US Ar~ Materiel Development
and Readiness Comand (DARCOM) and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)
joint ly agreed to conduct Selected Program Reviews of major weapon
system procurements. The Dire,:tor, Product Assurance, DARCOM, and the

Executive Director of Quality Assurance, DLA, signed an agreement to
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conduct joint selected program reviews to measure
combined Procurement Quality Assurance Operations
acceptance of only that materiel which would meet

the effectiveness of
for assuring the
contractual require-

ments. The objectives of this program were to: 1) detemine the
adequacy of Government technical requirements, qualitY aSSUranCe

provisions of the procurement package, and technical guidance and
support provided to DCAS; 2) determine the ability of the contractor
to control the manufacturing operations and consistently produce
acceptable products ; and 3) determine the effectiveness of the Govern-
ment’s inspection and acceptance operations. The first Selected Program
Review was conducted during the second and third quarter of fiscal year
1981 on Amunition Metal Parts. DLA and DARCOM jointly developed a plan
for timely implementation of 126 improvement actions . This initial
effort provided top DU/DARCOM management with an assessment of the
health of the collective Procurement Quality Assurance Program.

(U) Major program improvements had been implemented to strengthen
and expand the Nondestructive Testing and Inspection (NDTI) Certification
Progrm. DARCOM Regulation 702-22, Depot Process Control-Electroplating,
was published requiring that personnel establishing NDTI requirements ,

performing NDTI, or accepting the results on NDTI be certified became
mandatory. Management, tracking, and reporting of the numbers of

individuals trained, qualified, and certified in ~TI were established.
The training program was significantly revised and the requirements/
criteria for certification were tailored to the specific application of
NDTI . A significant improvement was achieved in the number of personnel
trained and certified in NDTI. The NOTI certification status report
reflected that of 832 engaged in NOTI activities; 4z5 had been certified
and five were in process. The remainder were programmed for training.
There were 232 certified in fiscal year 1980 of a required 765.

(U) Aggressive action was taken to establish a positive viable
Product Assurance role in DARCOM’S mobilization requirements. These
actions included:

a. Active participation in three mobilization exercises,
one of which involved 22 consecutive days of around-the-clock involvement.

b. Product Assurance War Emergency Plans were significantly
revised and an evaluation and realignment of our emergency relocation
site was conducted. This evaluation and realignment included plans ,
facilities, equi~ent, files, and methods of staffing and operations.

c. Product Assurance organizations at the Materiel Readiness
Comands and DESCOM were included in the overall reevaluation and
improvement actions.

d. Active participation in the DARCOM-wide efforts to
establish and implement a DARCOM Readiness Evaluation System.
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e. Act ive participation in planning and au~ent ing DARCOM’s
role with the Rapid Deployment Force and the USA Readiness Comand.

Collectively, these efforts significantly improved the Product Assurance
Program in being responsive to mobilization requirements.

(U) ‘Materiel ‘ReleaseProgfam. Continued DARCOM emphasis was given
to materiel releases during fiscal year 1981 to decrease the number of
conditional releases that were being approved and to increase the
percentage of releases made on schedule. The percentage of on-target
releases was still below the DARCOM goal of 75 percent, but the program
did see a 3 percent improvement over fiscal year 1980. The percentage
Of conditional releases appro”ed continued a trend of shwing a Small
increase. However, there were no problems reported as a result of

conditional releases, which indicated the program was being managed
properly by the major subordinate ,:-ands and project managers. A
new requirement for tracking conditional releases was initiated late in
the year and clarified forecasting instructions were provided to the field
which should improve botb. of these performance indicators. Program
guidance contained in DARCOM-R 700.-34,Release of Materiel for Issue,
had also been under review and a re”ised regulation, designed to simplify
the materiel release process was e:cpected to be published during the
2d quarter of fiscal year 1982.

(U) System Assessment. A system assessment seminar was held at
CECOM to identify is-ich, if resolved, would improve the system
assessment process. Some of the MSCS were tasked to come up with
draft solutions for submission to DARCOM. These solutions would be
incorporated into the forthcoming ]:evision of DARCOM-R 702-9, System
Assessment Program.

Nuclear Chemical Affairs

(u) The Nuclei~rChemical Office continued to expand during
fiscal year 1981. The Chief, ColorlelG. A. Carruth, left on 25 June
1981 to becme Commaltder of Dugway Proving Ground and was replaced l)y

Colonel C. M. Griffil~. Mr. R. Miller continued to be responsible for

Nuclear Affairs, but was joined by LTC R. C. Hunt as an additional
position. The Nucle;~r Chemical Affairs officer, LTC J. Ste”ens,
retired in July 1981,, The position was abolished and a different
position, Chemical S{lrityOfficer, was established with LTC M. E. Blzrge
arriving in Septembel: 1981 to serve in this capacity.

(U) Major acti,~ities during 1981 were as follows:

Operation ~T, the mc,vement of 888 GB-filled WETEYE Bombs
from Rockya~ountain lirsenal (RMA), Colorado to Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) ,

Utah was completed or]29 August 1981. The move had been planned since
1976, but political considerations and concerns about the integrity of
the bombs had caused cancellation c,fthe operation. Passage of Public
Law 96-418 required the Army to ren!oveor destroy all chemical munitions
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on RNA by 10 October 1981. After cmpletion of and concurrence in

environmental documentation by Department of Health and Human Services,
the move started on 12 August 1981 and required 17 days to cmplete. The

estimated total cost of the operation was $3.40 million.

b. The Drill and Transfer System (DATS) completed demilitarization
of all leaker mnitions at Pine Bluff Arsenal on 6 May 1981. A total of
39 M55 GB-filled rockets were processed. After clean-up, the equipment was
shipped to Anniston Arw Depot, which was the next scheduled installation
for DATS operation.

c. Congress approved construction for a Phase I Binary Facility
at Pine Bluff Arsenal ($3.15 million for construction and $20 million for
equipment ). This would provide the capability to produce the 155m GB
projectile. Construction was scheduled to begin in October 1981. The
authorization for construction did not authorize actual munition production.
A separate Presidential decision was required for production.

Equal Opportunity

Introduction

(U) The Office of Equal Opportunity continued, during fiscal year
19S1, to implement the Equal Employment Opportunity Comission’s (EEOC)
requirements to provide Equal Emplopent Opportunity (EEO) in Federal
employment without discriminateion because of race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, age, or physical/mental handicap.

(U) A US Army Materiel Development and Readiness Cmmand (DARCOM)
Equal Employment Opportunity/Equal Opportunity Civilian Personnel
Office (EEO/EO/CPO) Conference was scheduled for 2-5 Novmber 1981 in
St. Louis, Missouri. Attendance by EEO Officers, EO Officers and non-
cowissioned officers, Hispmic Employment Program Managers (HEPMs),
Federal Women ‘a Program Managers (FWPMS), Civilian Personnel Officers

(CPOS), and Comnd Career Progrm Managers was expected, as well as
guest speakers from Headquarters, Department of the Ar~.

Affirmative Act ion Planning

(U) The DARCOM Multi-year Affirmative Action Program Plan for
fiscal year 1982-1986 was scheduled to be ready for the Commanding
General’ s signature by mid-Noveder 1981. This was the first plan that
would attempt to set goals for more than one year at a time and was
the natural progression from our fiscal year 1980 and 1981 Transition
Year Plans.
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Complaints PrOcessi~

(U) A total cf 257 fomal complaints were filed throughout the
cmnd during fiscal year 1981. of these complaints, a total of 100
were closed with a finding of discrimination in three instances or
3.0 percent of the cases.

=1 “ErnPIO@ent “Opportunity Complaints

~October “1980“-’30‘Septdber 1981

“No. Closed

No. No.
Filed Discrimination Discrimination

Race/color 107 47 1
Religion 1 0
Age

o
32 13

Sex
Femle 35 14 1
Male 9 3 0

National Origin 16 6 0
Handicap 47 11 1
Other (Reprisal, Harassment, etc.) 10

m

‘\ ,oo/+-

Statistical Data

(U) The total work force had reversed the dmnward trend reported
in previous historical reports. ~rherewas an increase in the liner
grades (GS/WG 05-09) of 2,752, the middle grades of 1,373, and the high
grades of 259. The number of super grades remained conetant at 100. This
increase in the toti~lwork force helped D~COM to make some significant
EEo gains. Women g{~ined in numbers and percentage points in all categories.
Minorities gained illnumbers in all but the super grade category where they
lost one SES, lwering the nufier of minority SESS from three to two, Even
though the nufiers of minorities in the liner grades increaaed, the percent-
age of minorities in this category decreaaed frm 19.5 percent to 19,1
percent. This was due to the large nmber on nonminorities that w,are hired
during the same period.

La,,Grades
(GS~G05-09)

MiddleGrades
(Gslwc10-12)

HighGrad,,
(GS13-15and
WG 13-16and
.11USand~,)

S“PerGrades
(GS16-18)

PRCCW STATISTICS

~ ~
*G ~ _ ~ ~ -
40,5:14
(100::)

7,88h 15,402 43,266
(19,5Z)

8,281 16,788
(38%) (100%) (19.1%) (38.9X)

30,7;12
(100::)

2,839 3,220 32,085 4,036 3,791
(9.2X) (10.5%) (100%) (12,6%) (11.8%)

14,7115 1,301 416 15,04& I,&L4
(100%) ($,8%) (2.rz) (100%)

505
(9.rl) (3,r4)

lCIO
(100a) (3;)

100
(J) (100Z)

2
(2;) (2%)—

.,--, -.. __... ____. __.__. ___” ...-_,_,,_.,
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‘Special Emphasis Programs

(U) Hispanic Emplo~ent Program. The Comand HEPM continued to
emphasize that restricting the area of consideration on vacancy

announcements was the single most important barrier tmards the employ-
ment of Hispanics. Another area of emphasis was to encourage more
Hispanic employees to apply for the various DARCOM intern programs.

(U) The number of Hispanics in all paY plans at the end of fiscal
year 1981 totaled 5,321 or 5.0 percent of the total work force. This
reflected a nmerical increase ,of 170 over fiscal year 1980, even though
the percent of Hispanics remained constant. The nmber of Hispanics
decreased in wage grade positions by 10 and decreased in the percent of
Hispanics in this category frm 9.2 percent to 8.8 percent. All other

grade categories showed some improvement in Hispanic representation,
with the exception of wage supervisors and the Senior Executive Service
(SES) where there was no change. DARCOM was still not able to boast of
a single Hispanic SES.

(U) The Comand HEPM continued to serve as a resource person to
the DARCOM Field Placement Office, Atlanta. As a result of participation
in recruitment visits to the University of Puerto Rico, Mayaguez Campus,
the HEPM helped to recruit 40 Hispanic Engineers for emplo~ent in
DARCOM’s Engineering Intern Program.

(U) Federal Wmen’s program. The representation of wmen in the
DARCOM work force continued its upward trend. Of 16 goals, 14 were met
or excceded. Gains had been both numeric and percentile. Particularly

significant: as their total nuder increased so did their representation
by grade level, resulting in the develo~ent of a pool of women who will
be qualified co compete for GS-14 and above positions. For the first
time, a goal for minority women was established and exceeded. A second

DARCOM woman was appointed into the Senior Executive Service at Head-
quarters, DARCOM. The chart below shws accomplishment for women in
in fiscal year 1981.

Total work force
Minority women
GS-9
GS-11 and GS-12
GS-13 and GS- 14
GS-15 and SES
WG Supervisor
~-8 and above
WG positions

Goal

(GS & WG) 29.4
4.9

28.9
15.0
4.2
2.5
1.3
1.5
7.4

Accomplisbent

30.2
5.0

32.0
16.3
4.2
0.92
1.6
1.7
8.6

(U) Sexual Harassment received increased emphasis with the
publication of the first Plan for the Prevention of Sexual Harassment,
March 1981; the Chief of Staff’s endorsement to the Secretary of the
Army’s policy statement on Sexual Harassment, July 1981; the sexual
harassment topic used in the DARCOM Journal /}4,May 1981; and the
subject’s inclusion as a topic for training of all military and
civilian personnel.

_——
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Military Equal “Opportunity “Program

(U) ‘Staffi~, Follwing a year of testing at the headquarters,
General Gu=directed that the realignment of Equal Emplopent
Opportunity (EEo) and Equal Opportunity (EO) functions be completed
comand-wide as of 30 September 1981.55 The shortage of commissioned
officers aa EO staff officers continued to be a problem, as only three
of the officer slots were occupied at the end of the fiscal year.
During the year significant progress was made in upgrading the part-time
EO staffs. A 3-day workshop was conducted for US Army Depot System
Comand’s (DESCOM) additional duty personnel to give them an overview of
the EO Program, to unify the EC efforts in DESCOM, and to demonstrate
sore@of the techniques necessary to manage the EO Program. The!DARCOM
EO staff conducted the workshop.

(U) Enlisted Promotions. A study of the enlisted promotion system
was initiated dz!ring the 2d quarter of fiscal year 1981. As a result,
mj or subordinate comands were asked to take a close look at the enlisted
promotion systen], especially s.tthe E3 to E4 level. As a resuLt of their
examination, mar]y administrative problems were addressed and indications
were that the s~rstem operated in a manner that insured equalit!r for all
DARCOM soldiers,,

(U) ~ Assistance/Assessment Visits. The major efforz in staff
assistancelasse$~sment visits ulasdirected toward ~j or subordil~ate
comands and celxters. Nine of eleven major subordinatee c-ands and
three of four ct~nterswere visited. Because of the workshop for DESCOM,
only two depots were visited. The purpose of the staff visits was to
assess the EO Program and to offer assistance in improving the management
of the EO Program.

Management Information System

Personnel Chan~es—

(U) The office organization remained stable up to July 1981, when
the Director, Mr. Gilbert, left DARCOM and Mr. J. A. Saum became Acting
Director through the end of the fiscal year. In turn, the Chief of the
Resources Division, Mr. J. Cianflone, became Acting Deputy Director,
and his position was filled by Mr. E. J. Fornasar as Acting Division
Chief. The chief of the Materiel Readiness Systems Division, Mr. J. E.

Smith, the new chief of the Materiel Development Systems Division,
Mr. R. T. Edwards, and the Executive Officer, LTC C. O. Walters continued
throughout fiscal year 1981.

55Ltr DRCEE
subj : Realignment of Equal Employment Opportur!ity/Equal

Opport~nity Fur,ctions, signed MG William W. Schneider, 1 Apr al.



General Developments

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the comand continued to have effective
automated support in addition to the significant improvements brought
about as part of the implementations frm the Blueprint. The fiscal year

1979 and fiscal year 1980 historical reports introduced the “Blueprint
for DARCOM Information Processing in the 1980s.” The Blueprint consisted
of several individual thrusts which progressed separately, but ultimately
complemented each other. As component parts of the Blueprint, all thrusts
were important.

(U) Concern was expressed regarding two instances of separate action
rather than proper, long-range planning for autmat ion in late 1980, and
MACOMS were reminded of the A~ Automation Planning and Evaluation System

fifi~~t~ ~~~o~~fl~;6 ‘In ,nother ,Ction ~raining guidelime~ ~eze
s stem for management of Am autmation and

issued regarding narrative processing in tie fall of 1981.57

(U) The Architecture Thrust concentrated on the “se of modern,
state-of-the-art equipment and technology. The major goals were to
provide adequate and reliable capability, gain “machine independence ,’1
protect DARCOM’ s large investment in application software and peripheral
equipment, make our application programs “transportable” to anY equipment,
and put DARCOM in the position of being able to continue to move ahead
as further advances in technology took place.

(U) The fifty-plus minicomputers acquired throughout DARCOM in
fiscal year 1980-1981 were steadily being moved into local network
configuration. The comprehensive network software being developed for
DARCOM-wide use by ALMSA was on target and was to be prototy?ed in mid-
fiscal year 1982. Intensive effort was expended to develop specifications
and obtain a source for a DARCOM Standard Communication Front End (CFESS) .
A prototype would be installed in early fiscal year 1982 and evaluated
for capacity and adaptability during fiscal year 1982. A DARCOM standard
file system to operate on a separate back-end cmputer was delivered to
DARCOM in fiscal year 1981 and would undergo extensive testing in fiscal
year 1982. In all, DARCOM actions resulted in a banner ADP year, and
many ongoing efforts Of the last five years were expected to be brought
to fruitation during fiscal year 1982.

56
Ltr, DAAC-PEL, subj : Failure of Long Range Planning for Automtion,

signed MG Buckingham, 4 Dec 80.
57
Ltx , DRCMS-IS , subj: Narrative Processing Thrust (NPT) Guideline

Implementation, signed James A. Savm, 20 A“g 81.
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(U) The Distributed Functional Processing Thrust had the objective
of bringing computer power closer to the users by giving them a computer
capacity which they could use through terminals to store and acc~!ss
information. The potential for increased productivity and increased
accuracy was “high, as reflected in the prototype D“Fp application procure-
ment Automated Data Documentation System (PADDS), where a significant
increase in productivity of contract specialists was demons tratecl, along
with an annual sax,ings of $8 million. Other functional areas whj.ch

appeared to be carldidates for DFP were being evaluated to forecast the
potential product j.vityincrease to be gained. Productivity incrc!asewas
the prime factor j.ndetermining the priority for development of :~dditional
DFP applications.

(U) The PADOS system had achieved such wide acceptance that a study
was planned to detemine whether the present equipment could support the
anticipated use growth. The study would also look at the feasibility of
converting the system to the IBN1Plug Cmpatible equipment being installed
with the Architecture Plan.

(U) The Nar]~ative Processing Thrust had the objective of providing
automated support for many of the functions which were performed in an
office. It coverf:d the managerj.al level, the professional level, the

technical level, :~ndthe administrative/clerical level--all the components
of an office.

(U) There ware 1,105 ARPA Net Terminal Users in the 4th quarter of
fiscal year 1980. This number grew to 1,665 ,by the end of fiscal year
1981, which was an increase of 560 users (over 50 percent increase) for
the year.

(U) Electronic Desk was a concept that was developed to improve
narrative processing. It was decided to automate the functions of a
worker at his desk. These functions included the use of a calender
system, a text editor, a milest One tracking tOOl, a bOOkcase~ an ‘nbox~
an outbox, a file box, a file cabinet, a table, a calculator, a phOne
pad, a coding sheet, a typewriter, and a rePOrt generatOr. There wOuld
also be a graphic subsystem, a teleconferencing subsystem, progrming
support subsystems for the S&E ~fisers,and programing templates and
tutorials . During the 4th quarter of fiscal year 1981, ALMSA was

tasked with writing the functional description of this concept. Later,
ALMSA would be tasked with the design, analYs is, and Programing. This
complete effort was envisioned as taking two to three years. The

ultimate goal of this project was to provide a single terminal to
perform multi-functional work.

(u) At the start of 1981, DARCOM had two Cluster computers . A

Cluster cmputer was generally a medium scale computer which was capable
of processing data and message processing. These computers were located
at Headquarters, DARCOM and the Ballist ics Research LabOratOrie?,. During
the year, a Cluster was emplaced at MICOM. In addition, Appendix I‘s
for Clusters were received frm White Sands Missile Range, Cata~-OgData
Agency, and CECON!. Both MICOM and Headquarters, DARCOM had had several
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training classes on UNI,X, the operating system for the cluster, c language,

and Pascal. Also, there was an administrator course on the micro conducted

at HQ , DARCOM . Training would continue into fiscal year 1982.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, micro computers were installed at MICOM,

TSARCOM, Letterkenny Depot, LSSA, and HQ, DARCOM. HQ, DARCOM purcha~ ~d 13
such micro computers and Installed one tn the Personnel, Training, and
Force Development Directorate, A slight delay was experienced in deploying
the micro cmputers due to the necees~ty to adapt the send/receiye mailer
called the multi-media distribution file (mmdf) on the mfcro. Installation

of the others was expected to be accomplished In early fiscal year 1982.

(U) There were several prime computers located In DARC~. CECOM,
ARRCOM, and ~RADCOM had these cluster cmputers . These were unique

cluster systems in DARCOM and were not being supported with headquarters
resources.

(U) The training guidelines were completed and concurred in by most
of the field elements . Much of the NPT training had taken place already,

The scope--that is the number of personnel and area covered, needed to be
enlarged. Official mail was more comand demanding and was still irico-

ordinating channels, but there was expected to be an official net mail
beginning in fiscal year 1982.

(U) TIGER (Text Integrated Graphics Environment Resource ) was a con-
cept of using previously developed graphics and narrative text software
to prepare consolidated documentation or presentation charts . The Directorate
for Management Inforwtion Systems worked with Harry Diamond Laboratories,
Decision Resources , Incorporated, and MERADCOM to coordinate the develop-
ment of software and equipment independent graphics . This would permit
the TIGER operations to be performed on different types of equipment and
different software packages throughout the comand. During this fiscal
year (1981), the concept was validated by the development of demonstration

software; specifications were developed for the detailed TIGER architecture.

(U), In the last quarter of fiscal year 1981 the need for increased
automation within the headquarters was recognized. A requirement for a
controlled approach and implementation was also recognized;: therefore,
action was initiated to established the DMCOM Headquarters” Automation
COmittee.

(U) The digital technical data system thrust was an ongoing effort
to provide the DARCOM comunity with an updat@d capability to rapidly
retrieve, change, and pro,duce engineering drawings on aperture cards which
first had to be digitized in order to be available for new graphic plotters
and for transmission throughout DARCOM via a digital data communication
network. A number of individual components of the total system were tested
during fiscal year 1981. Final design and s@lection of supporting com-
puter hardware and software was expected to occur in fiscal year 1982.
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(.U) The Technical Data/Configuration Management System (D/CM5)
replaced a system th!t was installed more than ten years ago., The new

TD/CMS would use a laser scanner, which was under development at Edge-
wood Arsenal, to digitize blueprints. It used video disk technology and

computer output microfilm t.ecbiques for the storage, and Computer .Aided
Design/Computer Aided Manufacturing (.CAD/C~).devices for the origination
of new drawings. The D~COM TD/CMS concepts had been adopted by Marine

Corps Logistics Base in Albany, Georgia, and by the Naval Surface Weapons
Center in Dahlgren, Virginia.

(U) The Security Thmst was a cardinal element of the Blueprint.
Considerable activity had occurred throughout DARCON during fiscal year
1981 in the area of computer Data Encryption Standard (DES) testing.
Efforts for the IBM computer community were well undemay at MICOM, ALMSA,
and LSSA. ALMSA was aIso testing DES equipment for the Perkin-Elmer
computer family on u~hich the DARCOM Automted Procurmnent System was
being operated. HQ, DARCOM and LSSA personnel had DES efforts undemay

for the DEC computers which were being used throughout DARCOM in the
Office Automat ion arena.

(U) The Netwo]:ks Thrust was another ongoing effort. DARCOM, to a
large extent, was using exist ing ~.etworks to.satisfy DARCOM community
digital communication requirements. There was an ongoing program, within
DCA, to upgrade the nodes (digital switches) within the ARPANET. DARCOM

had seven nodes installed with one additional node approved for instal-
lation at MICOM. A BEN computer, designated the C30, had been installed
at TYMSW CorporalLion, Cupertino, California, and at the Yuma Pr[>ving
Ground, Arizona during the year as part of the upgrade. The C30 was also
the computer that w,>uld be installed at MICOM in the 3d quarter, fiscal year
1982.

(U) While the thrusts of the Blueprint were moving ahead, support
of operations by D&RCOM’s standard automated systems had also improved.

(U) Exercise Capability (EXCAP) was one of the more important new
applications, which created the capability to provide automated support
to mobilization exercises . The conduct of exercises was an important
aspect of readiness which previously had to be handled off-line. EXCAP
permitted the processing of uniquely coded exercise documents through
the standard CCSS Item Accounting application, identified as exercise
material. Following acceptance of the JCL-oriented test system, ALMSA
produced a CCSS-embedded EXCAP which automatically trapped exercise docu-
ments based on DIC or specific project code. Processing of the trapped
documents was dependent upon the presence of exercise files which had to
be built on demand at each MRC. EXCAP was included in Release 62, and

was scheduled to be.exercised in January 1982 at ARRCOM. The depot EXCAP
system processed tkleShipment Planning and Movement (SPAN) cards and
shipment planning \rorksheets, all identified as exercise documents. The
Logistic Control Activity (LCA) received images of all the exercise
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traffic for insertion in their ~LIF (Exercise Logistics Intelligence File)
just as in the real world. Nhen the Military Traffi,cManagement c~~an,d “aS
participating in the exercise, MILSTM documents were also prepared.

(.U) Item Accounting changes to accommodate the GO-TO-WAR (G~)
Project were completed and included in Release 62 (.November 1981 Release).
Other functional areas remined under study.,

(U) Security Assistance Distributive Processing System (SADDPS) and
Security Assistance Tnfomation Network (SAIN) was a proposes system using
the distributed processing concept linRing the US Amy Security Assistance
Center and user comnds, foming a Security Assistance network. Tt would
be aevelopea unaer Life Cycle Management proceau~es . The Mission Neeas
Statement (MENS) haa been approved by HQDA pending AAA acceptance of a new
Economic Analysis. The Functional Description/Requirements Description

(FD/RD) woula be developea by Security Assistance functional personnel
with assistance from ALMSA.

(U) Testing of the standard Army Procurement Appropriation Reporting

(APAR) system continued at ALMSA. The implemental ion schedule was revises,
with prototype testing at ARRCOM to begin during 3d quarter fiscal year
1982. File loaa at ARRCOM was scheduled for Za quarter fiscal year 1982,
with a proliferation schedule to be aeteminea upon successful prototype
completion. ARRCOM completes both minifile testing and a file loaa environ-
mental test of over 130,000 transactions. Both MICOM and TSARCOM were con-
tinuing to receive on-site ALMsA technical assistance in the library buila,

file creation, and initial test processing areas. Using prior year and
current year line file data, much operational experience was being gained,
as well as proviaing test aata for functional familiarization of terminal
processing techniques. The ARRCOM prototype was proviaea on-site technical
assistance from ALMSA during initial testing; ana on-site support during
file loaa was planned.

(U) Reauction of Provisioning Runtime at TACOM--to insure compatibility
of technical data between the PMDR ana Sectors 18 and 19 of the NSNMDR,
additional transactions from the Provisioning System were forwarded to
Application 594, beginning with Release 58. These additional transactions
causea TACOM to pro’gr@ssively build up a transaction backlog in Application
594 which, at one point, exceeaed one million transactions, ana impaired
TACOM1s readiness posture . During the backlog builaup timeframe, average
transaction-per-hour processing in Application 594 was approximately 4,000.
Based on functional ana technical research by TACOM and ALMSA personnel,

changes maae to generating transactions, selected input routines, and JCL,
as well as an imeaiate, fix being appliea, eliminate TACOMTS backlog. me

average hourly transactions processed in Application 594 increasea to

approximately 20,000 per hour, allowing TACOM to run ana maintain a weekly
cycle without a backlog.
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(.u) The baselirke Integrated. Liogi$tica support ~ilest~ne R@pOrf: sY$tem
(ILS~) was redesignc!d to provide the capahili,t~ for on-line data e!ltxy
through the Data Ent!ry Systems Interface” (DESI).and to proyide on-l:tne in-
quiry to the data as well as.prOyid.in$ hardcOpy Output. me ~edeai[;ned

system was fielded t<)all five MRC@ ?lUS AVRADCON and E~CQM during the
4th quarter of fiscal~year 1981,

(U) Release 62---prototype testing was preceded by a full volwne test
of Item Accounting Sl:ockControl applications at &MSA, using the KICOM
live files and recre:>ted transactions from the normal MICOM input data
stream. This marked the fi~st time a full volume test (FVT) was us(?d for
a regularly scheduled release. Functional acceptance of this pre-p;:ototype

test method was enthllsiastic, as was that of the responsible ALMSA l>esign
Division. Less enthllsiastic was tke reaction of the ALMSA Director~~te for
Systems Readiness, dlle to the impact on their scheduling. Tu1l yOllJme
Testing, with appropriate scheduling considerations, was being studied
as a better approach to Release Management than review of the Division
Level Test results by the Functional Coordinating Groups, particularly
for those functional areas sustaining a large impact in the release.

(U) The first meeting of the Mobilization Automation Work GrO,lp (MAWG)
and LOGNET Subcommittee was convened in March 1981. The draft LOGNET-DX
concept of operation~s and work loading document was prepared and di:3tributed
for staffing during ,!thquarter fiscal year 1981.

(U) Accomplishments related to Standard Depot Systems applications,
in the area of production and equipment, included a non-issuable materiel
system, distributed to Quality Assurance functional personnel within the
depot system. This system gave the QA people visibility of assets for test
inspections, litigation! control cannibalization, and other areas where
the stock could not lbeIssued to users. Implementation of the IEM continued
with the successful implementation at New Cumberland, Tobyhanna, and Seneca
Amy Depots and Rocky Mountain Arsenal. Training for representatives of the
depots was conducted, and an IEM test data package was furnished to be used
for initial 60-day shakedown of PCM equipment. The equipment aerial number
cross-reference file was eliminated from the IEM system, resulting in
reduced run time and disk space. Edit and validation was expanded within
the CEDRS application.

(U) In the area of resources, methods and standards and REM routing
were completed. Conversion of NW payroll to IBM 360 for Germany was com-
pleted. STANFINS redesign support to cost accounting, travel, disbursing,
and comercial accounts was affected. Successful yearend close and estab-
lishment of fiscal year 1981 records were accomplished. Assistance was
rendered in establishment of contractor operations at Hawthorne.

(U) Other accomplishments related to Standard System applications
in the area of PCM conversion, which were ongoing, included 96 percent
completion for define file changes, 83 percent completion for PCM version
tested, 100 percent completion for tasks assigned, and 100 perc@nt com-
pletion for tasks reformatted.
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~U) 4 comprehend.iye analysis of Phase I Automted Labor & Production
System (,~PS) testing was developed and furnished t~ DESCOM. This included
an analysis of statistical data, a comparison of ALPS with present Standard

Systems Applications (SSA), L&P reporting experience, and a sumary and
analysis of on-site observations and test quest ionnal,res.

(U) An Tm Enhancement Review (simfilarto an SCR rev2ew) was con-
ducted at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. The review was attended by 36 of the
39 IEM users, plus five activities which were scheduled to accomplish imple-
mentation during 1981. In addition, HQ,,DARCOM, DARCOM I&SA, and seven major

subordinate comands were represented. A total of 138 people attended.

(U) A change to the Calibration Recall System was distributed to per-
mit identification of TMDE items classified as Calibration Not Reauired

(CNR), and to facilitate collection and
maintenance and repair support of these

(U) A change was made to preclude
$10,000 and greater. This provided for

(U) An Inventory Statistical File

posting of manhours expen~ed for
items .

automatic inventory adjustments of
pre-adjustment research.

was provided, which contained the
dollar value of assets on-hand and inventoried, number of consolidated
line items completed, number of adjustments, and number of locations
surveyed.

(U) Storage Item Change Cards (SICC) were replaced. The transmittal
of Storage Item Change Cards was eliminated from Defense Logistics Agency
Supply Centers to Service Storage Activities .

(U) Changes were mde to in-line identify, according to previously
established criteria, certain Air Force materiel release orders and direct
their shipment to a consolidation/ containerization point at McClellan Air
Force Base, California.

(U) A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed by the Chief, LSSA
and the Project Manager. Redesign Integration Group, of Computer Systems
Comand. The purpose of the MOU was to identify work to be accomplished,

assign responsibility by agency, and establish communications procedures
for the development of the cost accounting component of STANFINS redesign
by LSSA.

(U) Phase I of a real time interactive Tool Crib Control System was
developed and distributed. This phase provided for the establishment of
the data base, real time check-out and turn-in of tools, a real time in-
quiry of a specific tool availability at any one or all cribs, and real time
inquiry which would show tools issued to any one employee.

(U) A Standard Depot System (SDS) Implementation took place at Miesau
Army Depot. In January 1981, as a result of a feasibility study, a test
comenced, linking Miesau Army Depot (MIAD),as a remote installation,with
Letterkenny Amy Depot (LEAD),as host. COmunicatiOns support was prO-
vided by comercisl satellite. The results of this test proved the
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feasibility of pr9Yiding CONU$ NF supp~rt to OCONUS installations, Approval
to extend ?elected ]portiQns of the Standard Depot System to MIN was granted
on 29 February 1980 by the Assistant Secretary of the Army (.lnstallati~ns,
Logistics, and Financial Management )..,Qn 1 June 19S1, SD$ was implemented

at MTAD. LED was ;~roviding MIAD with three dally cycles. MTAD officials
expreesed satisfact Ion wfth SDS ol>eration and response.

(U) The development of the DARCOM ADP Continuity of Operations Plan
(COOP) for a single ADP COOP cite continued, The facility engineering
requirement to improve the building at the Northeast Computer Center (NECC)
were identified and documented. Tbe first increment of ADP equipment re-
quired to upgrade the facility was identified and forwarded to procurement
for acquisition. lhe ADP COOP document wae drafted, DARCOM coordination

meeting was held in June and atte]tded by each MRC and DESCOM.

(U) The Procurement of ADPE when Coat Effective (PACE) Program was
executed in DARCOM for the first time. This new HQDA program provided

approximately $7 million to DARCOli to purchase ADPE that was being leased.
This program freed a significant amount ,of the operating budget and contri-
buted to the goal of reducing the amount of leaaed equipment to the minimum
consistent with requirement.

(U) Headquarters DMIS sponsored the 1981 DARCOM recognition of the
Federal Women’ e Program. Ms. Katheryn Castleman served as the HQ, DARCOM
Chairperson. Under her direct ion, a series of programs were presented
during the month of October which were developed to instruct and motivate
women in their climb up the federal career ladder. A brochure titled
DARCOM Success Stories was published , which detailed success stories of
some of the women employees withi!n HQ, DARCOM. This year’s program was
well received and attended by a large number of men and women.

(U) The Product Improvement Management Information Report (PRIMIR)
was automated. It wae in the pro,:essof being redesigned to incorporate
additional reports that would aid the Product Improvement Office in making
time-sensitive management decisions . In June 1981, TSARCOM was tasked
with establishing and chairing a :FurictionalCoordinating Group (FCG).
Formation of the FCG would be completed by April 1982.

(U) Digital Teleconferencing was an action with high visibility

and the potential for significant pay-back. During the first quarter of
fiscal year 1981, documented TDY savings of $4,348 resulted from the use

of teleconferencing at ALMSA. In addition, 119 manhours were saved by
spending only an hour or two in a conference, versus several days of
triveling. Development of a computer-based teleconference system for APPLE
microcomputers was begun with the Initial implementation scheduled for

February 1981. Enhancements to thie system, especially graphics capability,
were expected to make teleconferencing an even more productive means of
communication in the future. The first phase of the microcomputer tele-
conferencing system was delivered to HQ, DARCOM, for prototype test, and
successful teleconferences were held using APPLE 11 microcomputers.
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This was the first system in Pascal to be exported from ALMSA. It was a
menu-driven system enabling a user to create and edit screens of text and
transmit them’to remote locations,, one at a time or bY file. Design of
phase two had also begun, which would add color business graphics to
the teleconferencing system. By the end of the year, MICOM and CECOM were
fully operational with compat Ible equipment, in addition to the Headquarters
and the two DARCOM central design agencies . F~ve additional MSC sites were
to be incorporated in the expanded teleconferencing network during fiscal
year 1982.

(U) Comon Test Data CollectIon Systm (,CTDCS)started with manual
collection of data at the test ranges on failures of parts of items under
test. These data were keystroke and entered into the edit programs. The
used a reference file that was built by AMSSA and contained the allowable
ranges and data types for comon items and for the specific weapon system
under test . The edited data was then loaded into a System 2000 Data Base

edit

that was used to produce routine reports and was available for ad hoc queries.
The Data Base was transferred to the comodity comands upon completion of
test for their continued input and use. OSD guidance in a DEPSECDEF Memo
of 16 October 1975 established the initiative for visibility and develop-
ment of an approach to make visible the cost DOD incurred in operating and
supporting its weapon systems . DA relied on a standard comprehensive test
data collection and reporting system as part of its implementation. In
DARCOM, several local systems were to be replaced with CTDCS. In fiscal
year 1981, CTDCS II was developed and scheduled for test on MICOM’S
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) at mite Sands Missile Range . AlS0
to be tested in fiscal year 1982, was the Division Air Defense system of
ARRADCOM, first at Aberdeen Proving Ground and then at mite Sands Missile
Range. CTDCS I was installed at MICOM, WSMR, and APG in fiscal year 1981,
pending delivery of CTDCS II.

(U) In July 1981, Mr. John C. Gilbert resigned as Director of
Management Information Systems, a position which he had held for over 12
years . Mr. Gilbert accepted a GS-15 position with the ALMSA element on the
STANFINS Redesign Group, working with the US Army Computer Systems Comand.

Mr. James A. Saum was detailed to the position of Acting Directorj and
recruitment action was started for another SES Director.

(U) In fiscal year 1981 the Comand not only kept its position at
the leading edge of the Management Informat ion Systems environment, but
moved on into the cutting edge in certain aspects Fortunately, many of
the advances DARCOM made and was making, could be used by the other
Services and they were anxious to take advantage of them. As a result,
the Defense Department, as a whole, stood to benefit from DARCOM’ s
achievements .

Communications - Electronics

(U) The United States Army Communications Comand (USACC) - DARCOM,
remained under the comand of Colonel E. E. Tabor during this repo~ting
period. COL Tabor had two primary responsibilities First, he was the
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Director, C~munica!tions-Electronics Direct~rate at HQ, DARCOM, ar~dsecond,
he coman,ded USACC, an intermediate comand which reported to the 7th
S~gnal Comand at Fozt Bitchic, Maryland. In his second cap?city, COL Tabor
presided ovex 50 USACC-D~COM units located CONUS-wide. Each of the 50
units also operatedlunder similar dual-co-rider concepts.

(U) The 50 fi:.elduni~s had a variety of equipment types Installed in
various modes. ~e! units did, however, have a croon intent, to provide

world-wide telephorle service, data and me*sage transmis~iOn and receiPt,
on-base rad~o, and air traffic conc~ol at .DARCOM(’Sactive airfields.

(U) USACC-DMLCOM strength continued its steady decline, r@aching

by 30 June 1981, the lowest level in its nine-year histo~y: 1,552 of which
276 were military tind 1,276 were civilians. As planned by higher head-
quarters, the cutb:lcks focused upon telephone maintenance persOnn~~l. The

resulting C-E suppc>rt ratio to DARCOM’”S 116,000 personnel was abotlt 1 to 77.

(U) Despite the reductions, C-E support remined excellent. There

were no mjor cowllnications failures; communications reliability exceeded
98 percent during keavy traffic hours and switching centers rejecl:ed less
than one percent of all messages. Moreover, USACC-DARCOM constantly tried

to replace or improve its obsolete equipment, particularly telephones.
The latter prompted Co=nder, DARCOM, interest, focusing upon the Aberdeen
and Rocky Mountain centers, as well as on Picatinny, Rock Island, Anniston,
and Let terkenny.

Equipment Improvem<>nts

(U) I“nSeptember 1981, a High Speed Digital Secure Facsimile (HSDSF)

became operational at the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), New M~xicO.
This installation ~ras the 24th to join the HSDSF Comon-user telecom
munications (TCC) Iletwork within DmCOM. All of these locations had the
ability to transmil: and receive classified data.

(U) In the 3d quarter of fj.sealyear 1981, USACC-DARCOM began to
install 21 High Spf~edNon-secure Facsimile Devices to replace existing
leased slow speed, 4- to 6- minute, facsimile devices. me upgrade gave
facsimile users a high speed, two-minute transmission capability, which wOuld

reduce Automatic Vl>iceNetwork (AUTOVON) and comercial toll call holding
time by over one-h:alf, improve the speed of service, and reduce t“hemanual
operations and operators workload.

(U) In addition to these w~Ldespread alterations, there were a hOst
of station improveluents in fiscal year 1981. These included the installation
of ~ Mcdular Automatic Digital Network (AUTODIN) Terminal Equipment (WTE)

at the Hawthorne Amy hunition Plant (AAP), replacing the Older Digital
Subscriber Terminal Equipment (DSTE); the construction of a modular Air
Traffic Control (ArC) tower at RedstOne Arsenal; the installat~~n and
certification of a new state-of-the-art, Terminal Very High Frequency
Mni-Range (TVOR) navigation aid device at Phillips Army Airfield, Aberdeen
Proving Ground (AP12), Maryland, together with an Automatic Terminal Infor-

mation System (ATIS); the purchase of a,2,000 line electronic digital
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switchboard by ~icatinny ~Faenal; and the upgrade of TACOM”S telephone
system to Ce,ntrex JL? which gaye TACOM touch-tone se,ryiceaq well as other

modern telephone, featurea,

(U) Expansion and improytient of the Federal Te.lecomunications
System {,FTS)continued throughout D~~CQM, In fiscal year 1981, 15 DARCOM
installations joined the system, Not only did this greatly reduce toll

call costs, bat it ale,oefltisfied a Congressi,enal.mandate to DA to uee FTS.

(U) Tn aumary, USACC-DARCOM wae trying to steer through a difficult
strait. The constant reduction of maintenance manpower could only have
adverse effecte on the large amount of overage and obsolete equipment.
Modernization was more than just a wish for convenience. It had to OCC”r
just to keep operations running. The question for the future was whether

the improvements would offset the losses. There were also ancillary con-
cerns; that is, modernization itself was expensive, and SUCh programs as
reduced maintenance remaj.ned unproven entities.

“Ldgistfcs Manag%ent

(U) The US Army Logiet ics Management Center (,ALMC)at Fort Lee,
Virginia, was transferred to the Army Materiel Systems Analysis Activity

(AMSAA), effective 1 October 1981,5s

(U) Starting in Octobar 1980, transfer of the Test Measurement and
Diagnostic Equipment (~DE) level A mission from DESCOM to the US Missile
Comand (MICOM) was begun. These included activities at An,niston, Letter-

kenny, Lexington-Blue Grass, Pueblo Depot Activity, Sacramento, and Toby-
hanna Depots , In addition, responsibilities for activities in Korea and
Hawaii were also transferred. 59

(U) DARCOM was tasked to assume the lead based on tb,e1978 DA Concept
Study for improved Army-wide TMDE calibration and repair operations to
prepare a subject mission transfer plan in six volumes, and also to consider
transfer of FORSCOM/TRADOC functions by 1 October 1981.60

(U) Congressional concern was also expressed regarding the establish-
ment of a Single Manager for Test Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment,
which was given to the Comanding General of the consolidated CECOM after
1 May 1981. The Amy Central TMDE Activity (cTA) was to remain at the
Lexington-Blue Grass Depot with mission and staffing, although it was given
changed mission responsibilities as indicated .61

.-Jo

59

60

61

HQ,DARCOM Pemanent Orders 39-2, 25 Jun 81.

HQ,DARCOM Permanent Orders 80-1, 17 Ott 80; 96-1, 15 Dec 80; 97-1, 16 Dec 80;
99-2, 30 Dec 80; 34-1, 5 Jun 81; 41-1, 2 Jul 81; 44-1, 13 JU1 81.

DRCPA-0, subj: Mission Transfer for Implementation of DA Approved Concept
for TMDE Calibration and Repair Support at FORSCOM and TRADOC Field Cali-
bration Atty. , Vol 1, Anniston Area, to HQDA (DAMO-ODO), signed BG W. H.
Schneider, 23 Feb 81.

Ltr to Hon. Wendell H. Ford, US Senate, fr~ sec. Army, 19 Mar 81.
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Test, Measu$ernent’and “Di,agn~sticEquipment

(.U) The US Army Central ~DE, Actiyity (.USACTA)experienced significant

fiscal year 1981 growth, rising from 35 civilians on 30 September 1980 to
48 ciyilians on 30 September 1S181. Nine moFe ciyilian spaces remained un-
filled. ‘Militar!rstrength, meanwh?le, rema?ned a con~tant thre,zspaces.

(U) In Nov{>mber 1980, the ActiW?ty +eorgan~zed, esta~~~shing twO
branches in each of its three existing divisions, The three d~risiOns,
and their respective branches wre: ~E Systems Evaluation, with
Systems Evaluati{>n and Automtic Test Equipment (ATE) Branches; TMDE
Acquisition and lpieldRequirements, with Acquisition Control and Field

Requirements Bra]tches; and ~DE Plann?ng and Resources Division, with
policies, plans ,andAdministrative, and Logistics Information and Analysis

Branches.

(U) Possible further expansion awaited resolution of the still pend-
ing TMDE single ]mamger question. USACTA was one of three candidates for
the job, but D~COM recommended CECOM instead. DA concurred, but fiscal
year 1981 passed without any implantation.

Actions

(U) One policy that was implemented was a single ATE, General SuppOrt
and Depot. USACTA received 14 ATE tasks. It also began an ATE data col-
lection effort, its purpose being to produce a better ATE information base.

(U) DARCOM agreed, ii an April 1981 meeting, that there W’aSa need

for improved TMDE resource planning and programing. USACTA prepared a
document identifying TMDE resource requirements and, by the en~.Of fiscal
year 1981, had distributed it tO interested D~COM Parties - USACTA alsO
initiated a program to develop a standard TMDE user survey to gather field

input to a standard TMDE data base. Field testing of the survey was to
begin in fiscal year 1982.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, USACTA approved 1,140 TMDE acquisition
requests, valued. at approxiwtely $110 million. It disapproved 250 re-
quests, recomen!ding substitutes in all but two cases. The Modernization

Program claimed about $14.8 million of the total funds. Of the:total DA
~DE acquisitioris in fiscal year 1981, USACTA cleared about 35 percent,
a great improvenlent over fiscal year 1977’s 12 percent.

=

(U) The DARCOM Safety Office was responsible for the direction and
staff supervision of the DARCOM Safety Program. This included the pro-

vision of the m:xximum safety features possible in the design o:EArmy
materiel, the p]!evention of injury to personnel and damage to government
property, and the elimination of those environmental hazards caused by
DARCOM operatioIls. The Office also exercised control over the DARCOM Field

Safety Activity.
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~U) The Qffi,ceadded an extra 9rganizaCional actign section in fi$cal
year 19.81. This Was, the Chewical Safety Section, which.DMCQM es.tabli,ahedon
20 July 1981, i,norder to deal wi,gh increased interest in.T~xlc Chqical
Munitions. The ?ection~’s particular concerns mre wi,thiilitary, “not occu-

pational chemical, agent safety. ~US, the agents were toxic, incapacitat-

ing, riot control, smoke and incendiaries, not pesticides, environmental,
or industrial chemicals.

(U) The new section functioned through one Safety Eng$neer, who chaired
the Amy’s Chemical Agent Munitions Safety Committee (.CAMSC),and whO dir-

ected the DARCOM Chemical Agent Safety Program. CMSC was an independent

system safety group whose function was the assurance of adequate chemical
munitions safety. The group accomplished this by conducting safety studies

during the development of new chemical munitions and by making special
studies of existing stockpile items.

(U) With approximately two months of fiscal year 1981 allotted to him,
the Safety Engineer tried to obtain protective clothing and detection equip-
ment caDable of Drotectinz at occupational exposure levelS. No military

equipment eufficed for th~s task. -me Engineer also began work on four
draft regulations which would bring occupational exDosure standards to
toxic chemical agents, in accord with OSW
and detection equipment.

(U) Significant actions in the other
included:

standards on protective clothing

four non-administrative sections

Aviation

(U) DARCOM’s flight safety rate for fiscal year 1981 was its lowest in
MC/DARCOM history--zero mishaps. It was, of course, also the best rate for
any comparable size Army comand, and was well below the DA average of 2.63
CLASS A mishaps per 100,000 flying hours. As could be expected, DARCOM
units won 26 DA Aviation Mishap Prevention Awards during fiscal year 1981.

(U) The section conducted 24 aviation safety surveys of those DARCOM
installations and activities with aviation facilities. The surveys were all

satisfactory. In addition, the section participated in the meeting Of
the DARCOM Flight Standardization Board , which directly influenced the zero

mishaps results.

Engineering

(U) In April 19S1, ARMCOM hosted a System Safety Workshop. As a

result, Engineering revised DARCO*R 15-1, establishing a DARCOM System

Safety Management and Engineer Action Comittee. Centrally funded, the
Comittee was to meet semi-annually.
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(U) Other En;3ineer actions included ground work for a nuclear

weapons safety pr9:3ram, the strengthening of explosives safetY measures
through the rev~si,)n of DARCQM- 385-100, and the b~lstering of the entire

DARCOM Safety Program as a res,u~tof a DARCOM-wide manpower survey which

recognized a requirement for an additional 76 spaces in addition to the
then 235.

Health “Physics

(U) The primary concern of the Health Physics Section was radioactive
material. DARCOM ‘hadover 75 pe]ccent of the Army’s inventory of about
4,000,000 curies of such material. DARCOM used about 2,000,000 curies

for RDTE and production tools and slightly less than 1,000,000 for such
managed supply items as fire control devices and self-luminous gauges.

(U) The section devoted much of its attention to the DA-emphasized
Radioactive Waste Disposal Program. DA stressed proper packaging, label-
ing, documentation and quality assurance to DARCOM. DARCOM in turn tasked
ARRCOM to bring the program into currency and compliance. Wo sites had
been closed to the Army because of defective waste shipments. The re-
emphasis enabled them to reopen. ARRCOM steps included revision of the

appropriate technical manuals (~ls) and M~C programs of instruction.

(U) DA also gave DARCOM, on 26 August 1981, responsibility for

Reactor Safety from the Office of the Corps of Engineers. DARCOM had two
reactors, one at White Sands Mis3ile Range (WS~) and one at Aberdeen
Proving Ground (APG). DAHCOM surveyed both and placed suggested improve-
ments in operation.

(U) Finally, DA, at section urging, provided funds for establishing
an Army Ionizing Radiation Dosimetry Program and a Central Repository for
Ionizing Radiation Dosimetry Records. DARCOM charged MICOM with providing
personal thermoluminescent dosim2try to DARCOM special weapons sites, which
heretofore had little, if any, such service.

Occupational Safety and Health (OSH)

(U) DARCOM spent over $8 million in fiscal year 1981 to correct
OSH deficiencies, more than twice fiscal year 1981’s outlays. TECOM and
ARRCOM received, between them, over one-half the funds. DARCOM used
about $1.4 million of the remainder as centralized DARCOM funding to
conduct a Comand-wide industrial hygiene baseline survey. The purpose
of this survey was to identify all OSH deficiencies. The survey was to

take place in fiscal year 1982 at no expense to DARCOP1 installations.
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CHAPTER II

mSOURCEs WAGEMNT

Office of the Comptroller

Introduction

(U) Resource Management continued to receive special attention in
the Headquarters, DARCOM activities during fiscal year 1981. Although
the Reagan Administration pledged not to cut the Department of Defense
budget and envisioned $1,600 billion in eqenditures over the next five
yeare, thera was e determination to make a wise use of resourcee.
~is desire promptedl the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Frank C. Carlucci,
to institute his Defense Acquisition Improvement Program (DWP) , which
wae designed to get costs mder control to demonstrate that the Services
were buying efficiently.

(U) Some of tbe significant accompliehmnts of the DARCOM Office
of the Comptroller” during fiecal year 19S1 included the following
actions. The Of fict!of Productivity Management (OPM) was establisk(ed

on 1 July 19S1. DAltCOMobligated 99.6 percent of available Operation
and Maintenance, ArI~ (OM) funds by the end of fiscal year 1981, and
exceeded 1980 performance in both direct and reimbursable programs ~~
The quality rating ~averageof positions prepared for external audits
was 91.3 percent, a decrease of .2 percent since fiscal year 1980. The

sixth DARCOM report on actions taken to detect fraud and eliminate waste
was issued in fiscal year 1981. Five Comptroller Evaluation Surveys

(CES) were completed, in spite of a fou~month temporary suspension due
to travel fund lifitations, and four separate headquarters merit pay
unite were consolidated into one on 17 June 1981. me Deputy Comp troller
wae then appointed ae Headquarter(~, DARCOM Merit Pay Unit Administrator.

(U) As the fiscal year drew to a close, special attention was
focused on yearend certifications ; reevaluation of missions, goals, and
objectives; reaffirmation of the Comptroller support of affirmative
action in Equal Employment Opport’mity; and enhancement of the automa-
tion of budget, reporting, and other financial processes to improve
planning and management.

(U) Career Pr=. During fiscal year 1981, the activities of

the Comptroller Career Program Office included developing and @valuat-
ing skills, knowledge, abilities, and personal characteristics (SKW)
screening panela; managing the DARCOM Co~troller Intern Program;
providing advice and consul tation for all Comptroller personr~el;
developing program goals and plamning; and administering the DARCOM
Comptroller comand training program, as well as serving as training
coordinator for 250 Headquarters, DARCOM Comptroller employees.
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(U) Resources md Pro ra .
—~

me fiscal year 1983-87 Program

kalysis ad Resot~rce Review PARR) was submitted to HQDA in Janua~

1981, and the fiscal year 1982/83 Comand Operating Budget (COB) WaS
submitted in J=u:Lg and July 1981, respectively. The Progrm and

Budget ES timate (F’ABE),a nomal recurring requirement in previous
years, was elimin:~ted during the fiscal year 1983-87 Program Cycle.

(U) The OMA funding levels for fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year
1983 were as follows:

$ IN MILLIONS

FY 82 N 83—,

PARR 3,557.7 (Ott 80 PBG) 3,667.2 (~ 83-87 PARR)

COB 3,342,8 3 374.8
Net Char~ge - 214.9 *

me respective decreases in the COB had impact primarily on Program 7,
Central Supply and Maintenance, and included some HQDA withholds of
inflation funds. The COB Executive Sumary addressed “Must Funds”
unfinanced requir(?mnts of $280.8 million in fiscal year 1982 and
$442.9 million in fiscal year 1983. These priority problem were
highlighted in th(:Comad Statement. Some of those included were:
First Destination Transportation; Headquarters, DARCOM Realignment;
RESHAPE; Depot Maintenance; Care of Supplies in Storage (COSIS) ;
Multiple Integratt:d Laser Engagewnt System (MILES)-Maintenance; Real
Property ~intenal]ce; ~intenance Support; and Supply Management
Operations. The lIQDAMarkup of the DARCOM COB was e~ected at the end

of Novefier 1981.

(U) As a result of intensf.vemonitorship in the headquarters,

and at all levels of the command during the 4th quarter of fiscal year
1981, all available OMA funds issued to DARCOM were fully used. DARCOM
obligated 99.96 plercent of $3.2 billion direct funds received. Despite
a progra increas,~ of 26 percent ($649 milliOn) in direct funding and
a 15 percent increase ($63 million) in reimbursements over actual fiscal

year 1980 obligations, fiscal year 1981 performance exceeded fiscal year
1980 in both direct ad reidursable program. me majOrity Of the
i’ncreaaeswere released to DARCOM late in the fiscal year after passage
of the fiscal year 1981 Supplemental Appropriation Act.

(u) ‘cost k-. Extensive effort was placed on review and
validation of weapon systerncost estimates, including Logis tics
Comand Assessment of Projects ‘(LOGCWS), Review and CO~and
hsessmnt of Projects (RSCAFS) , Department of the Amy Program
Reports (DAPR) , Independent Paraetric Cost Estimates (IPCES) , and
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Baseline Cost Estimates (B~s) . Input or support was provided for the
Program and Cost Control System (PCCS), the fiscal year 1984 Military
Construction Army (MCA) program, the Production Base Support (PBS)
program, the Product Improvement Program (PIP) , and the Ml Abram Tank
Review.

(U) Finance dnd ‘Accounting. For approximate ly 5 years, Headquarters
DARCOM ~d Headquarters ARRCOM jointly tried to establieh a revelving

fund to finance the initial acquisition costs of conventional amunition
with subsequent sale to DOD customers, Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and
other ammunition users, The objectives of the fund were to si~lify the
acquisition procese through consolidated procurements with savings being
realized both in reduced acquisition and administrative costs , The OSD
Comptroller approved the establiehment of the Amunition Working Capital
Fund on 1 October 1981, which provided the needed vehicle to accomplish
the stated objectives. Headquarters ARRCOM had accomplished the needed
planning and systernmodifications to met the prescribed i~lementation
date.

(U) Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (~Ts) Disbuise~nt
Rate Study. During the 3d and 4th quarters of fiscal year 1981, the
DARCOM Co~troller and Director of DeveloDnnt and Engineering conducted
a study of ~TE accomting data both in the field and at Headquarters,
DARCOM to determine the cause of declining ROTE disbursement rates, and
fomulate recommendations for corrective action. Study findings and
conclusions were as follows :

a. OSD/DA conclusion was confir~d that some ROTE programed/
obligated in one fiscal year was in fact being executed during the
following fiscal year.

b. The ~TE disbursement rates were declining because both
contract and OSD/DA” deferrals were increasing.

c. A reduction in reported disbursements was occurring
because the due date for accomting reports was accelerated in fiscal

year 1980. This prevented subordinate comands from including
in-float Defewe Contract Administration Services Region (DCASR)
transmittals in the yearend accounting reports.

d. After accrual accounting for ROTE contracts was i~lemnted
within DARCOM, OSD and DA were urged to use accmed emulative costs
incurred instead of disbursements as the measure of performance.

(U) Centralized ‘FMS Accoufiting and Disbursing Test. On 18 June
19S0 , the Defense Audit Service issued an interim report on the review
of the ~S Accounting and Disbursing Test and made recommendations that
an economic analysis be perfomed, the test be extended, and the n~ber
of contracts be expanded. A DARCOM cost analysis refleeted an increased
requirement of 16 additional Amy spaces, not including the space require-
ments for centralization of secondary item . me test was extended to
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30 September 1981 and the nufier of contracts selected from AW
activities was increased to Z3. DARCOM also conducted a cost analysis,

entitled Direct Citation of Secondary Items for Forei~ Milita~ Sales
Procuremnt. This study indicated that there would be a substantial
increase in cost a]mdstaffing for DARCOM to convert to a centralized
~S accounting sys tern. In fisca~lyear 1981, DARCOM was completing the

final report due in DSAA no late]: than 30 October 1981. DARCOM study
results were as follows: 1) the Ar~ be excluded if tested concepts
were i~lemented; 2) the Amy implement direct cite of FM Trust Rnd

using Ar~ station number; 3) that real- time reporting be related to

cash mnagemnt at the FMS trust fund; and 4) that real- time cash

control procedures be subject to external audit within a year.

(U) Self-Reimbursement of :~ Adfinis trative Fee. Effective in
1981, procedures were developed to:

a. Execute allotments of ~S Obligational and E~enditure

Authorities (OA/EA.) applicable to the Ar~’s ~S Adtinis trative Fee
Budge ts.

b. Eliminate the mwual funds distribution (via DA Form
2544) .

c. Provide automated cwpatibility be~een the Administrative
Fee Budget Allotmnts.

d. Integrate accounting and reporting requirements into
existing financial networks, including supplementation of reconciliation
requirements .

(U) The new procedures were to decentralize ~ Administrative
Fee Budget billing and disbursing through the Amy’s Customer Order
Control systern(ACOCS) . The centralized procedures prior to fiscal
year 1981 were to cmtinue until the accomts were liquidated.

(U) Memorandum of Under. tanding Be~een the Comander, US A=
Security A~:e Center (USASAC} and the CO~ troller “of DARCOP~. ~is

Memrandm of Unde!rstanding, si~ed on 24 Ucember 1980, defined the
responsibilities :~ndrelationships beween USASAC and the DARCOM
Co~troller relative to financial management, and became effect i.~eon
1 Jauary 1981.

(U) “Iritetial“Retiew“and“Audit CoWliance. During fiscal year
19S1 , the Internal.Reviw ad Audit Compliance Office produced the

sixth DARCOM repo]:ton actions taken to detect fraud and eliminate
wasts. It represt?nted a co~ilation of data obtained from Headquarters,
DARCOM and DARCOM subordinate ccmands ; timely and quality comaItd
responses to exte]mal audit organizations; and real-time audit applica-
tions which assis Itedin identifying system deficiencies before tkey
developed into problem areas.
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~ PROGWS RECEIVRD

APPROPRIATIONS

(MILLIONS OF ~LLARS)

As of 30 Sep 81

2
Research, Development

Test and Evaluation

(RDm)
2,881.8

Total PY: 1S,164.6

Operations md Maintenance

3,654.9

FISCAL TOTAL
YEARS RSCEIVED OM APA RDTS

77 11,93s.5 2,313. S 7,373.0 2,251.6
78 13,239.7 2,691.0 S,086. O 2,462.7
79 14,392.3 2,635.6 9,021.7 2,735.0
80 13,960.4 2,942.7 8,212.6 2,805.1
81 1S,164.6 3,654.9 11,627.9 2,8S1.8
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CHART 2

AFA ~ING
FY 81

(MILLIONS OF mLLmS)

(DImCT ~ wI~ussMLE)

As c~f30 Sep 81

Weapons &

Tracked

FISCAL Aircraft Missile Vehicles tiuni tion Other

YEAR (2031) (2032) (2033) (2034) (2035) TOT~ _

Available

79 78.6
80 156.8
81 1,227.5

TOTU 1,462.9

Obligated

79 64.2
ao loa .6
81 1,056.0

TOTAL l,zza.a

Unob 1igated

79 14.4
80 4a.2
81 171.5

TOTAL 234.1

31.5
357.6

l,9il.a

1!,300.9

25.5

289.6
:1,604.9

1,920.0’

6.0
6a.o

306.9

3ao.9

25.0

563.1
4,026.9

4,615.0

( .6)
349.9

3,407.7

3,757.0

25.6
213.2
619.2

a58 .0

82.5
206.6

2,099.5

2,3a8.6

52.1
125.7

l,a26.9

2,004.7

30.4
ao.9

272.6

3a3.9

123.3
430.9

3,029.1

3,583.3

96.3
313.0

2,30a.1

2,717.4

27.0
117.9
721.0

a65.9

340.9
1,715,0

12,294.8

14,350.7

237.5
l,la6.8

10,203.6

11,627.9

103.4
528.2

2,091.2

2,722.8
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CHART 3

OW DING
m 81

(MILLIoNs oF DOLLmS)

As of 30 Sep 81

Appropriation Direct Reimbursable Total

Available

Central Supply Activities

(Program 7S)

Depot Materiel Maintenance
& Support Act ivit isa

(Program 7M)

Support of Other Nations

(Progzam P1O)

Other Programa

Total

Obligated

Unobligated

1,659.5 242.8 1,900,3

1,356.8 114.0 1,470.8

— 95.8 95.8

147.7 41.8 189.5

3,162,0 494.4 3,656.4

3,160.5 494.4 3,654.9

1.5 0 1.5
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WEE ~DING
FY al

(MILLXONS oF ooLms)

AS Of 30 Sep 81

FISCAL
WAR DIM~ ~IMBURSABLE TOTAL -

Availqb le 80 99.5 96.1 195.6

81 2,536.7 6L5 .6 3,152.4

Zot al 2,636.2 711.7 3,347.9

Obligated 80 98.2 91.4 189.6
al 2,3$15.2 486.6 2,sa~. s

Tot al 2,493.4 578.0 3,071.4

Unobligated 80 1.3* 4.7* 6.o~

al ltll.5* 129.0* 270.5*

Total. lf$2.a* 133.7* 276.6*

* May not add due to rotlnding



>UNCMSSIFIED CHART 5

DARCOM H I~USTRIAL m
FY 81

(MILLIONs OF DOLLARS)

As of 30 Sep 81

Obligation - End of FT 2,605.5 2,422.5

Sales 2,376.2 2,463.4

Collect ions 2,384.6 2,412.1

Cash 152.1 175.0

Accounts Receivable 80.2 108.2

Invent ory 174.9 195.0
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DAR@M DIVISION, H STOCK
N 81

(MILLIOhIS OF 00LMRS )

CHART 6

mm

As of :30Sep 81

PROGW AmuAL

Ob ligat ion - End of ~ 1,527.5 1,593.6

Sales 1,282.5 1,234.5

Collect ions 1,290.2 1,241.1

Cash 147.5 166.0

Accounts Receivable 71.0 71.4

Invent ory 2,936.6 ;!,821.2
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(U) “M*agewnt “Review and “MalYsis . The major effOrtS of the
Management Review and kalysis Division in fiscal year 1981 were to
provide the DARCOM Comanding &neral and the Comnd GToup with review
and analysis support through the Comand Performance Indicator Review
(CPIR) system and to perfom management and evaluation studies.

(U) Activities included an in-depth analyses of OW yearend
closeout procedures; review of AR 5-2; and publication of the DARCOM
Co~nder~s Handbook of Performance Indicators which were distributed

to the staff and field elewnts. me staff administered fne conduct of
Comptroller Evaluation Survey (CES) that consisted of field visits to
Comptroller elewnts for the purpose of evaluating their performance.
Five CESS were conducted during the year. Other actions included
planing for the automtion of the Capital Investment Program and cash
flow managemnt, as well as for e~anding office automation within the
Office of the Comptroller, and the cmtrol of three Financial ~nagewnt
Executive Workshops (~Ws ). Si~ificant accomplishments included the
Comnd Sumary halysis -- N 1980 and First Half FY 1981; DARCOM

Indicator Study; balyais and evaluation of the COB Executive SumW/
Resource Posture Stat@ment [Pm Executive S~ary; review of DARCOM
Should Cost Program; and the Comptroller WPC Study.

CO~trOller “CareerProgram Office

(U) The DARCOM Comptroller , mefier of the Ar~ Comptrollership
Education and Training Board, attended the third board meeting on
16 October 1980. The purpose of this board was to review the graduate
education and training content presented to tilitary and civilian
students in the field of comptrollership. The primary focus was on the
A- Comptrollership Program (ACP) , Professional Military Comptroller
School (PMCS) , Milita~ Comptroller Course (MCC), and intern training.
In figcal year 1981, a decision was made to extend the ACP at Syracuse
University to 14% months, a revision which increased the acceptance in
the program mong DARCOM Comptroller careerists. In fiscal year 1981,
five DARCOM Comptroller careerists were accepted into this progrm.

(U) The DARCOM Comptroller Career Program Planning Board mt
15-17 June 1981 and agreed that the Skills, Knowledge and Abilities,
and Personal Characters ts (SW) needed to be mdified to consolidate
it with the performance appraisals. It was also decided that the
Comptroller Intern Program should continue in its present fo~t,

(U) In August 1981, the Deputy Comptroller Career Program Manager
attended a DA working group for discussions on the comptroller career
program, in general, and the SKAP changea proposed by the Office,
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. Major decisions concluded by the
group”were that additional study was needed on the value of panels
prior to eliminating them. Reduction of justification proliferation
was necessa~, use of the reviewer’s rating in lieu of panelg was not
appropriate, and consideration should have been given to using both the
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supervisor’s and tht>reviewer’s rating if the panels were discontinued.
In addition, separalte rating scales for perfo-nce =d potential were

acceptable, but five levels should have been used; automation of the
SW and referral p:rocess should kave been top priority.

(U) During the past fiscal year, there were 130 cmptmller intern
spaces authorized f,~rrecruitunt of which llg inte~s were recruited.

Since DARCOM experienced diffiCUIty in recruiting interns for the cost
analyst career fielti,attempts were emphasized, in fiscal year 1981, to
recruit a sizable number of interns for this field. ~is atte~t ~ras

mderately success Eul.

Wsources and “PtogrtiS Difision

(u) DA prograrner’s cofif~r~ri~~;“JuIY‘lg81‘-- p=. AlthOugh this
COnference, restricted to the fiv!?MACOMS, identified minor changes to
the Aw progrming process, its ]min thrust W*S that the fiscal Year

1984-88 cycle would be essentially unchanged.

(U) DARCOM “Progr*er’”s “Workshop; ‘19-21 Auwst 1981. This work’shop
was attended by representatives from each of the participating’ major
subordinate commands (MSCS) and activities reporting for the fiscal
year 1984-88 PARR. The purpose of the workshop was to distribute Impact
Memrandm Instructions to the field representatives that attended. from
each of the 33 reporting activities. Feedback from the conference
indicated that the attendees had a better understanding of the submission
requirements for the PARR as a result of the workshop.

(u) PARR. ~,e PARR for fiscal year 1983-87 e~ressed the Arw’s

mjor reso= reqrtirements and initiatives essential to provide.
~uPPort to the Army. me Modernization ResOurce Infomtion Submission

(MRIS) w= the thi]:datte~t to capture all of the resources (other
than RDTE acquisition dollars) associated with all of the kmy MOdemi-
zation Information Memorandum (~IM) identified system. That effort

required an extensf.ve data collection SYStem tO accomplish the re~luired
reporting. The PA1~ was subtitted to HQDA in January 1981.

(u) ‘DA‘W ‘L9}]4-88MRIS ‘Conference; ‘16-18‘September 1981. Representatives

of all MAC~Lcipating in the PARR attended this HQDA-sponso:ced MRIS
conference. Topic~]presented were: Fiscal Year 1983-87 tidernization Program

Assessment; Fiscal Year 1984-88 Program Objective Memorandum (POM) Cycle;
Fiscal Year 1984-813MRIS Process; Distribution Plans; Division 86/Aq 90;
MRIS Automation Su]?port; Force Mdemization Program Execution; ~M; and
Force Modernizatioi~ Milestone Reporting System.

(U) Cotiand ‘Uperatitig‘Budget (COB) . me fiscal year 1982/83 DARCOM
COB reflec~lng of $3,342. a million in fiscal year 1982 and $3,374.8

million in fiscal year 1983. The COB Executive S-ag highlighted the
top priority “Wst Fund!!funding prOblew totaling $280.8 fillion ‘n

fiscal year 1982 and $442.9 million in fiscal year 1983. Included were
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Firs t ~StinatiOn Transportation; Headquarters , DARCOM Realignment.
MSHAPE ; Depot Maintenmce ; COSIS; MILES-Maintenance; Real proPertY

,

Maintenance; Maintenance Support; and Supply M=age~nt Operations.
The HQDA markup of the DARCOM COB was expected at the end of November
1981.

(u) Real property ‘Mainteriqrice‘Acti”i~ie9 (~~) F~riding. In

fiscal year 1981, the inadequacy of funding support for real property
maintenance and repair activities was of considerable concen. The
past funding shortfall and rapid escalation of the refinanced backlog,
due to ‘the inflationary rate, created a facilities maintenance problem
that required imediate attention during the fiscal year. Fiscal year
1981 funding in this area was increased by 29 percent over the fiscal
year 1980 level. Witb funding realized through repmgraming actiona
within DARCOM, for the first time, the fiscal year 1981 level of
funding enabled DARCOM to contain annual facility deterioration, but
did not pemit reduction of backlog from previous years.

(U) First Destination TrarispOrtatiOn. me hi~ priority “nfinanced
requirement for fiscal year 1983, in the amount of $15.6 million, was the
result of excessive withdrawal in support of the Conventional tiunition
Working Capital Fund (CAWCAF). This was reflected in the fiscal year
1982-83 COB submission to DA and failure to restore these finds by DA
would have serious impact upon DARCOM’ a ability to ship urgently needed,
materiel and new weapon system to customr units with a cwensurate
i~act on cmbat readiness.

(U) Project Managers Account. The Reagan hendment provided the
Project Manager’ s Account with an increase of $15 million in fiscal

year 1982 and $17 tillion in fiscal year 1983 for Force Modernization.
There was also an $8 million =eductiOn for “Marginal p~~gra~)i in

fiscal year 1982 with a net increase of $7 tillion.

(U) Plans. to transition PM BLACRHAWR were co~leted in the 3d
quarter of fiscal year 1981. PM BLACRHAWR waa tranaitioned from a
separate reporting PM to TSARCOM, effective 1 October 1981. This
action included transitioning 52 spaces and $2.5 tillion.

(U) ARRCOM reprogrammed 182 CEP md $8.0 million from the PM
account to Industrial Preparedness Operation.

(U) Central Procurement. In Central procurement, the eati~ted
excessive backlog for fiscal year 1981 subtitted in the fiscal year
1981-82 COB was 75 percent of all procurement actions or 46,200 actions.

(U) me Reagan Amendment provided $11 million in fiscal year 1982
which was to fund 100 spaces for near-tern readiness to reduce the 75
percent backlog to an acceptable 30-day level.
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(U) Care of ‘SflPPli~5‘in‘Stdrag~ “(COSIS). me fiscal year 19~1
S“pplemntal budget made $12 tillion available for the COSIS progr:~m

and the fiscal year 1982 amendmnt made ‘$43 tillion available. me!
increaaed funding would enhmce the condition of DARCOM’s inventory,

such as amunition ~indgenerai” supplies. In turn, this enhanc~ent wOuld

would improve stock availability, reduce denial rates, and reduce
shipping costs.

(U) ‘Headquart(?rs“Waliqment. The DARCOM WSME Study noted a
need to realign Headquarters, DARCOM and to increase the technical
expertise directly ~accesaible to the Coamding General, DASCOM. Tkis
reali~mnt required resource trade-of fa within D~COM plus the addition
of 14S spaces to the overall OMA Am Managewnt Headquarter’s Activities

(NA) ceiling. The OMA do1lars increase for this requirement was

$6,485 thousand in fiscal year 1982 and $5,485 thousand in fiscal year
1983.

(U) FiscaI “Year‘1981 OW Supplemental Fuds. DARCOM received a
net increa~6 fillion in fiscal year ONA Supplemental Funds.
~is increase waa above the $141 Inillion pay raise supplement and
was released incrementally in June, August, md Septeder.

(U) Supplemental funds were provided for specific pwposes and
the Department of the AKW (DA) required a “Stewardship” Report on
accountability and we of these fwds which was submitted on 16 October
1981. The Am Audit Agency mdertook a retiew of DAHCOM’s OMA yearend
finding procedures ad a review of DARCOM’s use of the 0~ supplemental
funds.

(U) Major prc,gram increases financed from fiscal year 1981 OM
supplemental funds were as follows:

$ IN ~LLIONS

COSIS 12.0
Ship Mm) to E~/KOMA 7.8
Line Haul Tranap 17.?
Depot M&int 55.0
Move ~~lYE 1.5
AIF Pass Thm 29.2
NTC Supp,>rt 1.5
Non-Fuel Cost Increases 4.0

(U) Yearend “fifidingPtdcedures. DARCOM issw d yearend funding

procedures for OMA funds on 20 July 1981. Three fomal status reports

were required. The first report was submitted on 14 August 19S1 with
two follow-on reports during September 1980. ~ese reports covered
refinanced requirements, excess funds, and automatic reimburaabie
customer earnings. The DARCOM Staff reviewed field submissions,
prioritized requirements, and su~omitted to DA its hardcOre requirements
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for yearend finding. In addition, during the last 10 days of fiscal
year 1981, regular conference calls were mde to the activities which
were the major wers of OMA funds. Data for all field elements were
~intained on obligated balances, critical deficiencies, =d excess
fuds . Funding adjustments were mde daily, and field elements having
special problem were provided staff assistance. Due to this close
monitoring ad control of fuds, the fiscal year 1981 direct ONA
unobligated balance was $1.4 million, and total obligations were 99.9
percent of available fwding.

(U) “Fot4i~ ~lita ,~ale~,(m)
-- “hdtinistrative Fees. The

fiscal year 1981 program was $74.0 tillion after adjustments, with the
most si~ificmt chmge being a $5.5 tillion decrease for contract
administrative costs. Effectiw 1 Jauary 1981, contract administrative
costs were no longer charged to ~ Administrative Fee fwds but were
billed directly to the Security Assistance Accounting Center (SAAC). A
separate surcharge of 1.5 percent was applied by SAAC to all ~S ship-
wnts from contractors to cover these costs. The FMS program was
adequate based on crjteria established for costs to be reifiursed by
FMs.

(U) ‘Military Assistance ‘Prografi/Grant‘Aid (MAP/GA). In fiscal
year 1980, the W/GA program continued to decrease as this progrm was
phased out. me fiscal year 1980 program was $4.0 million and fiscal
year 1981 had been reduced to $3.1 million.

(U) International Military “Education Training (INET) . DARCOM did
not budge t for thfi program but received funds for training at DARCOM

activities. DARCOM activities obligated funds as they were received
and met obligation rate as established by Congress, i.e. , 85 percent of
progrm to be obligated 1 October - 31 August of any fiscal year,
limiting obligations to be incurred during the mnth of Septefier to
15 percent of the annual funding program.

(U) “Fiscal“Year 1982 ‘A- Indus trial “Furid(AIF) “kntial Budget. The
fiscal year 1982 budget estimates, as s.ubtitted to DA, reflected the
following operating data:

$ IN MILLIONS

FT 80 FY 81 m 82

ACTU~ ESTIWTE ESTIMATE

Orders 2,012.5 2,353.6 2,742.0
Revenue 2,151.8 2,501.6 2,691.9
Costs 2,157.2 2,460.0 2,691.2
Civilian End Strength 60,736.0 61,799.0 60,078.0
Civilian Manyears 60,991.0 61,945.0 64,171.0
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(U) me Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) had instituted a
new policy in fiscal year 1981, to be effective in fiscal year 1983,

which would have fa~reaching effects. Subject of a memrandm,
19 August 1981, from Frank C. Carlucci, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
was “Financing of Equipment Purchased for Industrial Fund Activities.”
Discussion with the tri-services continued during the fiscal year, ‘arid
the policy had not yet been fully defined.

(U) “Operatic,ri‘and‘Maiflt@ri~riCe;‘Arm “Resefie ‘(OM) . In fiscal year
1981, the OM prc)gram, under Code 527991 Depot Maintenwce included
second destination} transportation, depot maintenance of US Army Reserve
equipment (repair and return to users) , direct exchange program (aircraft) ,
and calibration.

(.U) During the reporting period, the one significant change that
occurred in this ]?rogramwas the transfer of calibration from DESCOM to
MICOM. The US Army Metrology and Calibration Center (USMCC), located
at ~COM, was exp{mded to include command and control of the six

seconda~ referen,:e laboratorie:~ and transfer teams located at US Ar~
Depot SysternComand depots.

(U) Base Level Cotiercial Equipment. In fiscal yeqr 1981, Congress

apprOve~ the tranafer of OMA funds to support the policy decision that
commrclal investment items of equipment costing $3,000 and over be
transferred to Other Procurement, Army (OPA). Through reprogramming, the
DMCOM Staff was able to tranafer sufficient funding to asaiat subordi-
nate comands to bridge the fwding trasition from OW to OPA. Transfers
were to be made in fiscal year 1982 and out-yeara.

(U) Base Operations/W~ ‘Separation. Effective fiscal yesr 1981,
PE 722896 Base Operation was divided In two separate programs: 722894
RP~ and 722896 Base Ops (-). ‘me RP~ included all functions contained
in the J~ accounta while all other alpha accounts remained in Bage Ops

(-).

(U) Audiovisual. Effective in fiscal year 1981, the Baae Ops “A”
account (a==activities) was eliminated with establishment of
mission account EE 722890, In addition, it was determined that all
audiovisual support within other P7 miseion accounts, as well as A-
Industrial Fund (AIF) , would be transferred into PE 722890.

(U) ‘Policy‘Clarification “on Stdck Fund Chargin~. Effective in
fiscal year 1981,,funding wag transferred from PE 728012 to PE 1138017
for proper chargj;ngof stock fund components, assemblies, and parts
that pertained solely to stock fund-type end items. Funding waa also

transferred for fiscal year 198,2and beyond.

(U) ‘~TEYE Bomb Movement. With the fiscal year 1980 decifsion to

retain the WETEYE bmb in stor~lge at Rocky Mountain “Arsenal ind(~finitely,
it was determined that caretaker funding ehould be discontinued in favor
of standard AIF procedures. ~)e 1981 Wlitary Construction Act, however,



UNCMSSfFIED

required the ~mval of the ~TEYE during fiscal year 1981 and transfer
to Tooele Amy Depot. Although the ~TEYE movement was virtually
complete during fiscal year 1981, there remained many toxic materials
waiting disposition that would require security guard personnel. It
was anticipated that by the end of fiscal year 1983 all toxic mterials
would be removed and Rocky Wwtain would return to caretaker status.

(U) “DARCOM‘Support‘to“Europe. In fiscal year 1981, the Commding
General, DARCOM and Cmander in ~ief, US Arw, Europe (CINCUS@UR)
agreed to the concept of a single DARCOM Focal-Point in Europe (DARCOM-EUR)
to create 4 more desirable war planning function. It was detemined that
the functions and duties of assigned military ~d civilian personnel
would be charged to 728012.11, and that DARCOM-EUR would have a tentative
i~lementation date of 1 October 1982.

(U) “ExecuCiV@ “Director for Conventional “~wi tion (EDCA). me
EDCA charter was approved on 14 August 1981, “and its office was staffed
by all four Semites. Its mission was to manage and execute tbe ND
Single Maager for Conventional timition (SMCA) operations, ad its
overhire authority for eight civilian spaces was provided for fiscal year
1982 in progrm element 721112.

(u) single Wnager for ‘Conventional munition (SMCA). In fiscal

year 1981, DA increased SMCA as part of the “Get Well” program. me
increase was $15.5 million for Supply Depot Operations and $18.9 million
for Convent ional De&lit srization.

(U) The fiscal year 1982 mendment provided $12 million for
Demilitarization Operations and $43 million for COSIS, of which $7 tillion

was identified to SMCA. The SMCA had to be provided requisite financial
resources to acco~lish the defense mission and to cmtinue the already
delayed, but ongoing, “Get Well” and demilitarization program in a timely
and effective manner.

(U) “Fiscal Year ‘1982‘Reaganmendmnt. In Central Procurement
the fiscal year 1982 amend~nt provided $11 tillion for funding 100

spaces for nea~tem readiness to reduce the 75 percent backlog to an
acceptable 30-day level . Yor the Project Managers Account a $7 million
increase was provided; the net of a $15 million increase for Force
Modernization and m $8 million reduction in marginal program. For
Depot Operations, a $43 fillion increase was provided for COSIS , e~ancing
the conditicn of DARCOM’s invento~.

(U) “Force Modernization. During fiscal year 1981, Continuing
e~hasis was placed on programing for the fielding of new system.

Effective with the beginning of fiscal year 1982, NACOMS would be
required by DA to account and report for Forcd Modemizstion costs .
It was also anticipated that the fiscal year ~983/84 COB wopld require

a separate force modernization submission.
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Cost “tialysis ‘Division

(u) ‘Program’~d’ Cogt Control Systeti”(PCCS) . PCCS advanced to
initial implementation in fiscal year 1981. During the process,
proponency changed from Procurewnt and Production (P&P) to Developwnt
and Engineering (D’&E). The Cost Baseline appendix of the PCCS documenta-
tion remined with the Co~troller. PCCS was accepted by the DARCOM
C-and Group in Nlay1981, and draft i~lemntation instructions were

sent to the MSCS s~ndPm on 28 June 1981. The Ar~ Vice Chief of Staff
endorsed the PCCS concept on 29 July 1981 =d reques ted further retiew
by the Ar~ Ad Hoc Cost Discipline Adviso~ Comittee (CDAC). me Ml,
Fighting Vehicle System (NS), and RVP programs provided initial sub-
missions of PCCS clocumentation for examination by this cotittee. me
FVS was briefed tc~the CDAC on 16 Septeher 1981, and WaS subsequently
briefed in greater. detail tO Mr. paul Miller, CDAC ~~er, at Headquarters>
DARCOM . PCCS impl.em@ntation was slowed to ARSTAFF and field i~rovemnt
recommendations p]:ior to finalizing the circular ad bringing the initial
systernsin uncler I’CCS.

(U) DARCOM” Regulation (DAR,COM-R) 37-4; Cost “Estimate Control Data
Center Act~ During fiscal year 1981, DARCOM-R 37-4 was re!vised
and publisbed, “ith significant changes focused on the fOllOWing tOPics :

1) validation of cost data released to lateral comands; 2) va~idatiOn
of cost data prep?~redby project manage~nt offices ~porting di~ectly
to Headquarters, DARCOM; 3) validation of cost data prepared by corre-
sponding development and readiness comands; 4) expanded validation
definition; 5) addition of a validation sheet; 6) modification Of

validation requirl>ments for key cost reports; =d 7) prOject/prOduct
mnager validatio]~ responsibilities.

(U) Operatil~g and Support Cost Managemnt “Infofiation Syste~
(O&SCMIS) . The OILSC~S Development Plan was revised to accurately
reflect future O&;3C~S development and i~lementation actiti ties %e
original schedule called for the systernto be incrementally developed
by comodity groups (aircraft, combat vehicles, ament, missiles, and
electronics) , however, based upon the proposed design apprOach and
detailed investigation into each of the five groups, it was detetined
that O&SC~S would be developed in ~o phases . Phase one would ]?rOvide
detailed design, program development, and integrated testing for the
aircraft, combat vehicles“,=d ar~ment. Phase tio would provide for
the design development =d testing to accommodate the fissile and
electronic comodity groups .

(u) Weapon SYSternResourc@ Summfy” (WSRS). me WSRS HandbOOk,
completed during fiscal year 1981 and published in April, was desi~ed
to enable the analyst to identify cOst/budget shortfalls on selected
weapons system and to ascertain possible budge tlquantity shortfalls On
weapon systernsupport equip~nt. For each system, the analysis contained
both dollars and quantities by appropriation for the current year, budget
year, and five out-years. Unfinanced requirements were also identified

in the analysis.
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(u) DARCOM ‘COSt‘AfidlysIs‘PGfsbtifielaridTraining SUfVeY. me fiscal
year 1982 survey of DARCOM cost analysis performance in the areas of
manpower and training was completed during the 1981 fiscal year. The
survey assessed the status of DARCOM cost analysis manpower and eqhasized
training mareness by a co~arative analysis of major subordinate cmmand
training perfomnce. The survey enmerate d authorized and on-board cost
analysis spaces among the major subordinate comands, project manager
offices, and Headquarters, DARCOM by job series and grade levels. Train-
ing indicators were tabulated which coqared fiscal year 1980 training
completed and fiscal year 1981 training scheduled by professional, clerical,
and intern personnel to the DARCOM average as well as training performance
by fe~le and minority professionals to performance by the overall pro-
fessional population.

(U) DARCOM “COSt‘Malysis “Chiefs’ Meeting. On 30-31 October 1981,
the knual DARCOM Cost halysis ~iefs 1 Meeting was cmvened at this
headquarters. The 1980 them was “COSt Estimate Validation and Cost
Cmtrol. ” Special interest topics included Merit Pay, Performance
Standards, International Materiel Evaluation, and the ARRCOM Finmcial
Managemnt Mode1.

(U) DARCOM Cost Analysis Award. On 26 March 1981, the Comanding
General authorized establishment of the “DARCOM Cost Analysis Award. ”
As many as four awards would be presented annually for achievements in
any of the follwing categories: 1) cost estimating/cOst analysis;

2) review and validation; 3) research, methodology, and data; and
4) economic analysis. The inaugural presentation would reco~ize
achievements mde or culminated during calendar year 1981.

(U) Tank-Automotive C-and’ (TACOM) Cost Model Review. Wring
fisCal year 1981, the COSt kalysis Division reviwed the TACOM Operating
and Support COSt Model; a computer omdel for calculating and displaying -
vehicle operating and support costs. After review and discussion among
DARCOM Cost &alysis Division personnel, cements and recommendations for
improvement and e~anded application of the model were fomarded to TACOM,

(U) Inflation Guidance. ho consolidated inflation guidmce letters
were issued in fiscal year 1981. The first, dated 27 March 1981, replaced
guidance of 3 Septeber 1980, and revised indices were issued in a second
letter dated 13 August 1981. me DARCOM historical inflation review was
released to the field for cement on 13 July 1981. In addition to the
historical inflation indices for each comand, the package contained a
co~arison of historical indices prepared by the Comerce Department’s
Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Office of the Secreta~ of Defense.

(U) ‘Wobligatioti “Forecast ‘Model Update. Tke Deobligation Forecast
Model was developed by the Cost Analysis Division in fiscal year 1981
to provide the Associate Director of Procurement md Production with a
forecast of DARCOM procurement deobligations for the forthcoming fiscal
year. A fiscal year 1982 deobligation forecast was developed. In order
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tO initiate the fore(:ast, the ~del data base was updated by the
insertion of fiscal !~ear1981 deobligations md the removal of fiscal
year 197s progr~ ye~~r deObligatiOns. me ~del ‘as ‘h~n ‘S?d ‘0
produce tables of anticipated monthly’ deobligatiOns during fiscal year
1982 for procurement programs starting in fiscal year 1980 and fiscal
year 1981.

(U) Fiscal ‘Year 1983 ‘Product ‘Irnprovetirit“Prograti(PIP). me

fiscal year 1983 DARCOM Product I~rovement Program was presented by
the Product I~rovement Office in December 1980 and Jme 1981. me
review in December was to detetine which PIPs would be included in
the fiscal year 1983-87 Program Ob.jective Memorand~; the June r~vi~
determined those to ‘be included in the fiscal year 1983 Budget. A
total Of 804 PIPS valued at 2.3 billion were reviewed in fiscal Year

1981. Of these, 97 “hadsupporting econotic analysea, which the Cost
Analysis Division reviewed for co~leteness and accuracy.

(U) ‘Fiscal Year 1984 Military “Construction A- (MCA) Program. me
fiscal year 1984 DARCOM.,MCA Progra)m,was presented by the DirectOr 0f

Installations and Services to the Program Budget Advisory Cmittee (PBAC)
for approval on 9 June 198! , It contained 57 projects consisting of s“ix
categories: Mi~~ion, S“pDort ,z9) ; Morale, Welfare, Recreation (14) ;

Water Pollution Control (6) ; Energy Conse~atiOn (4); Occupation SafetY
and Health (3); ad Special Energy (1). Each of the projects was reviewed

by the Cost Analysis Division relative tO the application ad accepta-
bility of tbe economic analysis (EA). Based on the review, the following
su-ry was compile<l:

Number Percentage

.PrOjects 57

EA Applict]tion 45 79
Adequate Iipplication 45 100

Revision ]?equired o 0
Initial EA Required 12 12

EAs or valid exemptions were subsequently submitted for the 12 projects
for which theY “ere lacking. ~ey were reviewed and found to be adequate.

(U) ‘P~oductio]iBase Support,, During July 1981, 285 Production Base

Support proJects were submitted iIlsuppOrt Of the fiscal year lg83 budget
md were reviewed ttodetemine the validity of their supporting economic
analyses. Economic malyses were adequate in 208 (73 percent) of the

projects. The remaining projects were returned for revision.

(U) ‘Ml Abrafi “TarikReviw. me Under Secretary of Defense (“R&D)
and the Under Secreta~ of the Army requested that the Comptroller
establish a tea comprised of representatives of,the cost =alysis
comunity to develop a historical cost trail for the Ml Abrams Tank.
The pu~ose was to consolidate the various estimtes generated during
the 1972-1981 timefrme and to reconcile their interrelationships.
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This investigation identified the amount of real cost growth e~erienced
and that which was attributed to inflation. The result was a report
which examined various aspects of the program, including baseline cost
estimates , contracting, selected acquisition reports , budgets , and
inflation.

(U) Atir@d ‘Cotiae ‘VeHiCleT@chnOIO ~ “(ACVT). At the center of
the ACVT Program were the High Mobility/Agility (HIMAG) Test Vehicle
and the High Survivability Test Vehicle-Light (HSTV-L). These had been
used extensively during the ?as t few years to assess the effestiveness
of advanced technology vehicle and amament configurations. Concern
with the potential sosts of the various configurations led to the
development of a co~uterized cost model; the Tracked Vehicle Resource
Analysis and Display Model . Upon request by the US Ar~ Armr Center

(USAARMC) , DARCOM provided input data related to 25 vehicl~ and a-merit
configurations . Input data ?ertained to development engineering cost,
numbers of R&D contractors and prototypes , project m~agemnt mmyears ,
and facilities cost and overhaul cycle for each potential configuration.
Life Cycle Cost Estimtes (LCCES) for the 25 configurations would be
prepared by exercising the cost mdel on this data. Prel,imina~ cost
estimates (acquisition costs) were prepared by Cost halysis for inclusion
in requirements documents related to the ACVT progr~. Coqlete Baseline
Cost Estimates were initiated during the last quarter of fiscal year 1981.

(U) Extended PlannifigMnex (EPA) . The Cost Xalysis Division
continued to support the develop~nt of the EPA by COA. The EPA to the
Program Objective Memrandm for fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1987
extended plmning to fiscal >,ear 1988 through fiscal year 1997. Acquisition
and annual operating and support costs for 60 materiel syste~ were provided.
The EPA would be used in affordability studies and other Amy planning
efforts.

(U) Infantry Close Combat Anti-Amor Wquirements Study. This effort
was initiated by TRADOC in Febr~a~ 1980 as a result of the perception
that the anti-armr capability of infantry-type mits must evolve with the
groking threat. The study co~ared the existing LAW, DRAGON, and TOW
System , .in various tixes, with their follow-on system . me DARCOM
perrion of ‘tiis project was ctincluded in March 1981 with a final shipment
of supportive cost data and quantity cost curves for the study alternatives.

(U) “Tactical“Weeled “Vehicle“Fleet‘Study. The Secreta~ of Defense
and the House Appropriations C-ittee requested that the’Amy examine its
tactical wheeled vehicle requirements in terns of fleet coqosition and
vehicle quantities . me US Army Training and Doctrine Comand (TRADOC)
conducted the study with the support of DARCOM, with DARCOM providing
tactical wheeled vehicle asset definition by quantity, type, age, and
life cycle cost estimates for each vehicle, type, ad fleet. The Cost
Analysis Division provided study advisory gToup mefiership, study cost
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directionftasking to the Tank Autom tive Readiness Commnd (TARCOM) ad
the Tank Automo ti~reResearch and Development Comand, and coordin.ated
these efforts witi,Headquarters TRAUOC md the US Am Transportation
Center. This effc}rt involved ’142 specific vehicles in five separate,
alternative vehicle fleets. TWC cokpleted the preparation of the
report which was subseqwntly brie fed to higher Headquarters . ~.e
results were wed in preparation. of the Arv truck requirements in the
POM.

(U) “SOTA8 ‘S~)ecial“Retiew. In July 1981, a Secretaw of Dafense
Wcision ~morandl,m (SDDM) directed the AW to subtit by Septefier .1981
a restructured, I(>sacostly program for the SOTAS. A special cost/
technical study tc~m was assi~ed the task of developing Govemm!nt cost
estimates. me study team incltldedCost Analysis Division participants
for the cost estiroatedevelopm~.t phase, as well as the review phase for
the final cost submission. Cost results were furnished for the Special
AS~C Reviw.

(U) “~bile “I?rotected“Gti”(WG) . In fiscal year’ 1981, a Program
Office was-Lshed to manage the near- and fartem Mobile Pj:otected
Gm Program, a colfiinedMarine CoWs--Amy acquisition program. Hardware
concepts included vehicle (wheeled and tracked versions ) and weapons
developed for use in light divisions for the rapid power projection role.
The Cost kalysis Division was responsible foz cost input to the require-
ments docments.

(U) 1981 Army Modemizatidn “Information Memraridum (AMIM)
bvisions. -3 retiew of the 1981 ~IM data for the Ml Tank ;~nd
FVS, the Deputy Ckief of Staff for Research, Development, and Acquisition
(DCSRDA) md the :Mputy Chief o~tStaff for Operations (DCSOPS) discovered
discrepancies in spare parts cost, and requested review by DWCOli. The
Force Modemizati{>n Office, Readiness Directorate, was tasked to respond
to this requireme]tt. we to differing methodologies by each prO.ject
managemnt office in developing these costs, the Cost Analysis Division
was requested to review and rev<.se the data. The ho system &ece at
different stages ,of the acquisition process ,~ith different level:;of
cost detail available to develop appropriate nmbers. Wi tb the sssistance
of Pm FVS, PMO Ml, Materiel Managemnt, TACOM and titeriel Management,
ARRCOM reasonably sitilar recurring spare parts costs were developed for
the ~o projects. Dtails were briefed to and approved by DARCOIW and DA
staff elements. Further detailed effort by Materiel Managemnt ~ith
Cost kalysis Division review o:Ewthodologies involved was scheduled for
fiscal year 1982.

(U) ml Manpower and “Logi!;tics Malysis (MA) Study. The TsAMC
Study Advi-oup on Ml MALA had almost completed the original DA
tasking to identify spares required for peacetime availability objectives
plus war resene requirements, Imnpower requirements , operational
availability, maintenance cost drivers, and maintenance related OPerating
costs . The Cost Analysis Division fmctioned as one of the DARCOM
metiers of the Study Advisory Group. k OSD IMA briefing was scheduled
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in October 1981, which was expected to c~plete all actions required on
this progrm. DCSHDA recommended further refinements to the program
with possible DARCOM tasking as the lead agency.

(U) M774 ‘pttiductionand ‘Cost Review’P~el. A production and cost

reviw p~el was fomed in response to a request by the Vice Chief of
Staff of the AV to the Comanding General: DARCOM, to examine the M774
production progra cost grmtb. The Cost Analysis Division provided
representation to the pael along with the responsibility for the
coordination of the final response to the Vice Chief of Staff.

(U) Nuclear ‘Weapons “Accldetit“Exercise. In April 1981, a Nuclear
Weapons Accident Exercise was held in “which Cost balysis played a ve~
i~ortant role. me Cost kalysis Division, working in conjunction with

the Budget Office, estimted and managed tbe Amy finds for participation
in the exercise.

(U) “Logistics “C:tiafidAssessment “of“Proiects “(LOGCAFS). LOGCAPS
were prepared to provide timely review of acquisition programs , including
consideration of Integrated Lozistics SuDDort. identification of “suDDort -. . .
ability issws ,“

. .

and meeting of operational and readiness requirements
prior to deplo~nt. LOGCAP retiews during fiscal year 1981 included
following system :

the

DsCS HE~T M224 MORTAR
m128 GE~s ~LES TACFI~
PLRS ANJTPQ-37 FIREFINDER/~MHASS
DIVADS SLUFAE SATCOM
EQUATE Ml TANK QUICKFIX

(U) Review “and Cotiand “Assessment of “Project (~CAP) and Department
of the Amy. “Program Report (DAFR) “Presentations. RRCAPS and DAPRs covering
technical perfomnce, schedule, ad cost information on selected system
were prepared by the project managers to provide tiw ly program review by
higher authorities.. RECAPS,,were submitted to the Headquarters, DARCOM level
and DAFRs to HQDA because of special interest in those projects at those
levels. kring fiscal year 1981, STINGER, SINCGAKS, GSRS,,AN/TFQ-37, ITV,
PERSHING II, and SOTAS were under the DAPR system and the projecte listed
below under the RECAP systern:

SEM NAVCON
DSCS PLHS/~IDS
NUC MUN CAWS
SANG mP
COPPERHEAD TACFIW

as CH-47
IMPROVED ~WK AAH
CRAF/FARR MLRS
HET DCS (-)

TAC (SATCOM)
cc (SHMR)

FIWFINDER/REMBAS S
M9 ACR
M113
ASE
BLACKHAWK
ACVT
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(u) ‘Iride,etiddti,tpaiswtiic “Cost“EStifiat~6(IPcEs). me Department

+ ~of Defense ~D pollcles that governed the materiel ~cquisition process
required an IPCE for each major weapon system that underwent a milestone
reviw by the Defense SYSternsAcquisition mtiew Comcil (DSARC). Addi-
tionally, selected In-Process Review (IPR) SYSternsrequired an Independent
Cost Estimate (ICE) for systems that undement a review by the Army Syetem
Acquisition Review” Council (ASARC). The IPCE or ICE was used to aseess
the reasonableness c,f the project manager’s estimate of the coat resources
required to cmplete! the program. IPCE/ICE activity during fiscal year
19S1 included the fc~llowing systens:

~. “me.
SOTAS Wv AW/TTC-39
LACV- :10 AwfTFQ-37 Ml TANR

GMFSC TOS HELLFIRE FF

AHIP HELLFI ~ NNS IFV/CFV

b. Ifi-Pr[)cess,——

WE SINCGARS
CNCE AAW
DIV~

(U) Baseliae ‘I:ost“Estimates (BCES) “arid“BCE“Reaseeestinta. III
fiscal year 1981, BIDEswere norms!.ly prepared by the project m=ager

and retiewed and coordinated by the Cost Analysis Offices at the major
subordinate comands and HQ, DARCOM. BCES formed the basis for the
audit trail/track tlnroughout the life cycle of a weapon aystern,and
reaseessmants were made at major decision points and tracked to the
initial BCE. The fcllowing syste!m required BCEe or reassessments
during fiscal year 19S1:

a. Completed.

TOW 2 ~PER CLASSIFIED PROJECT

SOTAS mfTPQ-37 IFV/CFV
LACV- 30 TO$ m /TTC-39

GMFsc HEILLFISE mS PATRIOT
WV ARIP

b. In-Process.——

MSE SINCGARS
STINGER w
CNCE DIV~
FVS Imws
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(U) ‘COSt tid ‘Op@fatiOrial‘Effectiveness Ari~~Y~e5 (COE~ ). Coordination
with COA, TRADOC, major subordinate co-rids , and the project ~anager

offices was required for the following COEAS:

were

PLRs TAC (SATCOM)
SOTA8 AN/TPQ-37
SAW AN/TTC-39
~TEWS BRIDGING 85
MORTARS IN COMBAT UNITS INFANTRY ANTI-ARMoR/MOUT
CORPS SUPPORT WEAPON CLASSIFIED PRoJECT
DIRECTED ENERGY ~APONS INFANTRY CLOSE COMBAT ADVANCED
BLACKHAWK ANTI-AwOR

(U) ‘Sel@Cted ‘Acquisition ‘Reports ‘(SARS) . In fiscal year 1981, s ARs
standard, co~rehensi”e, sma~ status reports on mjor defense

systerns,prepared for management within the Department of Defense and for
submiss ion to Congress md other Government agencies. SARS were required
for all programs designated as major defense system by the Secreta~ of
Wfense, but were usually limited to those system for which 5-year
defense program estimates required total cumulative financing for research,
deveIopmnt, test and evaluation in excess of $150 million or cumulative

production investment and evaluation in excess of $600 million. SAKS
sumarized estimates of technical ~~hedule~ , quantity, and cost inform-
ation. They,were nomally prepared by the project manager offices and
reviewed and coordinated by the major subordinate comnd cost analysis
offices and Headquarters , DARCOM. The following major systems were under
SAH reporting during fiscal year 1981:

ROLAND PATRIOT WKLLFIRE
PERSHING 11 ~RS AAB
STINGER CH-47 MODE~I ZATION BLACKWWK
ACFIW FVS DIVAD
COPPERHEAD KMl TANK AN/TTC-39
M198 SOTAS

Finance and Accounting Division

(U) Repair and “Rturn. Billings processed against maintenance
support arrangements with forei~ military customers were i~roved by
changing funding procedures beginning on 1 October 1980. MKCS , based
upon receipt of requisitions from USASAC , recorded automatic reimbursable
orders in their OMA P7M accounts . New customer codes were established
to accommodate identification of these orders . ~Cs billed and received
reitiursement from the S~C’s ~S trust f~d based ~Pon ~O~t~ that were
identified on Program Status Reports (PSRS) from depots. DESCOM processed
SF 1080 billings to the MRCS and reimbursed the AIF depots .

(U) Gove~rnent “Futnisfied‘Materiel. In fisca,lyear 1981, the policy
on tivernment Furnished Equipmnt/Govemment Furnished Materiel (GFE/G~) ,
as issued to a non-A~ customer , was revised through an interim change
to DARCOM-R 37-33. Step-by-s tep procedures were issued to the DARCOM
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Controllers in the field and were applicable to Procuremnt Appropriation

(PA) GFE/G~ that WZIS issued to satis fy a non-Arw customr requir:~~nt.
~ese procedures outlined the h=dling of and the =thod to be ~se{iwhen
an NRC received a CIIStowr order for an end item that required a c(~~onent
part managed by ano!therMRC. These procedures becae effective 1 october
1981.

(u) ‘PIogtti’~id ‘FtifidsConttol Systern’(PFCS) . The DARCOM suballocation

subsystem of the Program md Funds Control Sys ternwas declared the official
kpartmnt of the Acq Record in the 4th quarter fiscal year 1981. Modifi-
cations to the data processing =d data generation processes would continu@
throughout fiscal year 1982. This subsystem was desi~ed to distribute
Am Pro curemnt Appropriation (DIRSCT) Program and Funds to DARCOII General
Operating Agencies/Major Subordinate Commds.

(U) ‘Am’ CUScornet‘Order”Corifrol”Sy$tern. me Expenditure Aut~~OritY
Module was i~lemented and declared the official Departmnt of the Am

Record in the 4th quarter fiscal year 1981. Modifications to the data

processing and data generation processes would continue throughout fiscal
year 1982. This mdule waa desi~ed to dis tribute E~enditure Auttority
to all A~ Disbursing Activities.

(U) St=dard Financial “Systeti (STANFINS) Redesi~ Fixed Assets
‘F~ction. Fixed Assets was a fmction of the STANFINS RSDESIGN (SR~
Qneral Accounting mdule. Accosting for fixed assets was one of the
mjor factors necessary to obtain ~vernmnt Accounting Office (GAO)

approval of the SW systa. DARCOM was assigned the lead responsi-
bility for developing the fixed asset function. me purpose Of accounting
for fixed assets in SRD was to provide the following:

a. Greater general ledger and financial control over those
assets coating over $1,000 ad having a useful life of more than 12
months, defined as a fixed asset.

b. A means to reconcile the fixed asset financial records
with those on the property systems’ records.

c. Accurate ad waningful depreciation e~ense charges to
provide to coat accounting and general ledger.

(U) The dewlopwnt began in Septefier 1980 with a representative
from both DARCOM ad ACOA foming a team to work on the SRD Fixed Assets
function. me work.began with studies and reviews of the financial =d
property system. The operation concept was developed based on tlis
research and cmmercial accomting for fixed assets. The functior.,al

description (FD) W:ISprepared using a structured design methodology
with the addition cjfa CSC representative to the team. me FD was
co~leted and acceEJtedby CSC for design in August 1981.
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(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Fixed Assets team was working in two
developtint areas. One was maki,ng user visits to gather input and out-
put doc~ntation” to use in modeling and testing of the,fired asset
function md to~~obtain ..user’opinions and viewk” of the SRD fi~d aseet
fwction. The other work area was in assisting CSC in the modeling md
design of the fixed asset function.

(U) ‘Statiddfd‘FitiatiCd“Spatem’(STANFINS) Redesigti‘COSt ‘AtcdWting
~nction. In October 1980, a subtask group was farmed from the full
cost-team membership, which met eeveral timeo during the past year. The
group gathered information and prepared the documentation for the
functional description of the COEt accomting segment of STANFINS Redesign,
Although, a working draft of the functional description waa completed in
August 1981, eeveral more months of detailad reviews, polish, and refine-
ment would be required before the group would have a finished product.

(U) Notiappropriated’Funds (NAF). In 1977, the Comptroller of the

Army tacked the US Army Finance and Accounting Center (US.AFAC)with the
responsibility to deei~ and implement a Standard NM Accounting System.
As a result of USAFAC study of existing local accounting aysterns,the
Army adopted the Red River Army Depot (RMD) NAF eystem as a baeeline
for the development of the Army automted NM accounting systerns. Soon,
- NAF payroll system was desi~ated as the Am Class 11 Activity,
and became a central cite for the Army NAP payroll. In fiscal year 19S1,
W served 23,500 NAF employees throughout CONUS, Alaska, Korea,
Hmaii, and Panama. Only Europe NAP payroll operated separately.

(U) RRAD NAP accenting aysteh wae accepted Army-wide, and

adopted for IBM 360 equipment. RKAD itself operated on CDC 3300
equipment, which resulted in’a need for two design agencies: USACSC

for IBM environment, and W DMIS for CDC 3300.

(U) In 1978, D~COM developed a concept of centralization of
accounting and reporting of diversified club and welfare funds
activities on one central cite, RRAD, which proved to be a successful
undertaking. As a direct result of this centralization effort, consider
able savings were achieved. Studies in fiscal year 1980 revealed savinge
of $2M, 500 in appropriated and $103,900 in nonappropriated funds, in
addi,tion to elimination of 15 Customer Assistance Office (CAO) spaces.
The savinge had been achieved through the cost reductions in personnel,
training, travele, clerical help, progrmmr personnel, computer time,
paper work, and overhead. Also, centralized operations were conducive
to efficiency and higher level of eqertiae.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, 29 installations and subordinate comands
were being served by ~D. Watervliet Arsenal (WVA) would be consolidated
in the December 1981 to Janua~ 1982 timeframe an~ the remining four
cmmande would be cetitralized in fiscal year 19S2.
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(U) ~visi{~n of Techniques for ‘Accotiting Surveillarice R~tiws.
Because of the v,)lutinous nmbers of checklist itew ad litited~ff
to conduct the surveillance visits, the DARCOM ‘Fin~ce and Acco?mting

Office initiated a new procedure for conducting the surveillanc(~ tisits,
In lieu of using only th@ checklists per se, the surveillance tem would
be briefed by the Assistant Finance and Accounting Officer on specific

problem areas needing on site assistmce.

(U) me ch,~cklists were fowarded to the Site three weeks prior to
the visit and colnpletedby the field finance and accounting operations.
Each completed checklist w= Men retiewed by the sumeillance tem and
a representative selection of the mre significmt checklist item was
made for a thorollgh reviw. me selection included items in areas
susceptible to f]raud.

(U) ‘Noriapp:roptiated‘Fund (NAF) ‘Accounting Standardization, In
conjunction with the centralization of DARCOM’ s cAO operations at
Red River AW Df~pot, it was i~erative that standard- accounting; fo~
ad procedures bf>developed. DARCOM-R 230-2, Nonappropriated Finds-
DAR~M Central Alscomting Office, was published and distributed on
5 October 1981. his regulation covered the responsibilities of the
CAO, NAFI, AND F&AO of the semiced installation. Stmdard Fo~ for
submission to DAliCOMCAO at W with du dates were included.

(U) ‘HistorfLcal“Activities Reportin&. me Program md ~n[is Control
System (PF~]ase II , was parallel tested during all of fisc”al
year 1981. During this period ~ny system deficiencies were corrected
and enhancewnts added. After a sustained period of successful processing,
DARCOM requested and received pefission to use PFCS as the official

system for Procu]:ement funding ad program releases effective 1 October
1981.

(U) E ffect;.ve1 March 1981, the Security Assistance Alloctltion
(SAC) hdule of the AW Customer Order Control (ACOCS) was i~l.emnted.
me SAC Module p~:ovided real time capability to obtain necessary FMS EA
at the disbursin~; voucher level prior to processing direct cite or
self-reimbursemeIlt disburse~nts against the FMS trw t fmd whil,e
siwltaeously updating the FMS billing and cash accounting system.

(U) During June and July 1981, DARCOM received and release!d
fiscal year 1981 supplemental finding of approximately $1.7 billion in

Procurement funds, $61 million in RD~ f~ds and $121 million irlOMA
funds. ~ese fmlds were isswd e~editiously to MSCS to insure
obligation by 30 Septefier 1981.
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(U) The fiscal year 1981 obligations proved to be the largest in
DARCOM’S histo~. The fiecal year 1981 obligations are listed below
by appmpri ation. ‘bunts are rounded to the nearest thousand.

APPROPRIATION
NAMR sYmoL

FHMA
MAP
OMA
APA (All)
RD~A
MCA
Ow
ASF
ASF-ID
AIF
WILDLI~

0700
1080
2020
203X
2040
2050
2080
4991
4991
4992
5095

TOTAL

OBLIGATIONS
DIWCT RSIN8~SARLE

29,595
21,067

3,160,538
9,730,794
2,493,399

-o-
5,688

-o-
-o-
-o-

“51

15,441,121

1,410
-o-

494,451
1,897,410

578,027
26

-o-
1,593,616

238,895
2,422,458

-o-

7,226,293

TOTAL

31,005
21,067

3,654,989
11,628 >204
3,071,415

26
5,688

1,593,616
238,895

2,422,458
51

22,667,414

Inte~al Wview”and Audit @qliace

(U)” S~fiantiual”Wport; Inspector’~neral’ Act”of”1978. During
October 1980, the sixth DARCOM report on actions taken to detect fraud
and eliminate waste was iesued, covering the period of 1 April 1981 to
30 SepteAer 1981. The report was prepared by a joint effort of the
Internal Retiew and Audit Co~liance Office and the DARCOM Inspector
General, md represented a compilation of data obtained from Headquarters,
DARCOM md DARCOM subordinate comands -d organizations.

(U) The actions that were reported on as efforts to prevent or
uncover fraud and waete were: an audit of administrative travel funds ;
an audit of fiscal year 1979 mobligated procurement balances; an audit
of the’Headquarters, DARCOM Merit Pay Program; and and audit of
cmercial accounts. Also included in the report was a eumag of internal
reviewe for the period which resulted in two cases being referred for
investigations.

(U)” Quality” and”Timeliness Fiscal ‘Year’lg81. Fifty-nine positions
were prepared in fiscal year 1981. Fifty-eix of these positions were
95 percent on ti~, representing a 12 percent increase from fiscal year
1980. The quality rating average for fiscal year 1981 was 91.3 percent,
a decreae of .2 percent from 1980.

(U) Intetia~” Revieti”Gtiides. In fiscal year 19S1, the Internal
Review Guide Program continued to provide guidance on specific areas
for use by comand internal review staffs. Four guides were issued
during fiscal year 1981: Imprest Fmd Operations, Comercial. Accounts,
Administrative Travel, and Fiscal Year 1979 Unobligated Procurewnt
Balances.
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(u) IrnpleWritatioti‘of R$al Time “Audit. In fiscal year 1981, real

audit applications assisted in identifying system deficiencies before
developed intc~si~ificmt DrOblem areas and reports were issued on

Pro~uremnt~ ~P Security, and Club Manage=nt. These reports prc,vided

exmples of real tim audit situations which could Occur at the v?riOus
DARCOM comands. ~%ey provided suggested real ti~ audit procedures for
i~le~ntation by junctional supemisors and mnagere.

(U) ‘The‘Cofi~irid‘Perforrnaric@Indicator “ReviW’ (CPIR) Systern. The
Headquarters, DARCOM OIR Syatern,established by the Comanding ‘<>neral

(CG), DARCOM, in Allgust 1977 as the C-rider’s review and analysia SYStern,
continued through :fiscal year 1981. Management Review and Analysis
Division supported the Co~troller in the responsibilities for the develop-
wnt, conduct, and overall management Of the ~IR sYstem fOr ‘he CG ~ ‘~coM.
Under this system, the Commander could keep abreast of performance of the
DARCOM fission by ]~eting quarterly with the Comad Group and al1
Headquarters, DARC13M staff directOrs /Office chicfs. ~ey personally
presented the performance indicators which they used to manage th:ir
directorates, discussing those indicators Acre performance deviated from
a nom or standard md highlighting good or poor performance.

(U) Prior to each quarterly CPIR, the Co~troller prepared and
provided the Comanding General with a handboOk that listed all perfO~-
ance indicators the directors/office chiefs used to mnage their areas
of responsibility, including the planned targets for each performance.

indicator, ad whether or not th@ target waa achieved. As a follow through,
an ~R that would contain directed actions placed on the staff by the
Comnding General waa prepared and distributed to the staff for each
quarterly CFIR. Following each quarterly CPIR, the Comander’s HandbOOk
of Performance Indicator , a set of charts and narrative presented at the
CPIR, and a copy of the ~R that covered the CPIR were distributed tO the
DARCOM major subordinate comands so that they could see what areas the
Comanding Caneral, DARCOM had reviewed.

(U) Stimary “of‘DARCOM“CPIR’s“Conducted in’Fiscal “Year 1980. In the
4th”quarter FY 198,0review, on 8 and 9 December 1980~”the CO~aniling
General provided general guidmce and c-rite to improve the st:ff CPIR
presentations. He stated that fewer people presented analysis of their
data th~ before :Lndthat at eve~ CPIR he had to ask for analysis of
the data presenteil. He stressed that analysis was an integral ptlrtof
managewnt. If tkem were problem, they must be identified. ~,at the
data showed could not be taken on faith--it mst be checked out--it ms t
be aalyzed to firldout the reasons for the problem so that manage~nt
action could be t:lkento resolve it. He indicated that the overall year
looked good, but the 4th quarter performance did not look good. mere

appeared to be a definite loss in mmentum in the latter part of the
year. He mntion<}d that if we were not careful, the overall anual
performance fight mask problems that could be developing. If th(~rewere
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any problem, they should be identified. Final ly, the Comanding
General issued 42 directed actions to “20 headquarters staff elements
participating in the revim.

(U) In the 1st quarter FY 1981 review, on 11 and 12 March 1981,
the Cmanding General provided general guidance and cmnts. He stated
that cost growth of weapons and equipwnt was DARCOM’s mst i~ortant
problem and a special effort must be made” to meet obligation plans because
of the possibility of increases in funding. He mntioned that meeting
scheduled initial operational capability dates was the development payoff.
Even though trade-offs were to be mde in developmental programs, delays
WOU1 d cost mney. He noted that there was a significant i~rovement in
this CPIR over the last one. A nwber of key areas were covered for the
first time. Although several of these new indicators showed unfavorable
performance, it was c~endable that they were presented so that all df
those concerned were aware of the situation and could take action to
correct or improve it. me Comanding General issued 44 directed actions
to 21 headquarters staff elements that participated in the review.

(U) In the 2d quarter FY 1981 review, on 26 and 28 May 1981, the
Co-riding General provided cements and guidance for i~roving CPIR
techniques and ~nage=nt objectives . He was deeply conceme d with the
obligation of DARCOM programs. If DARCOM did not perform well, it would
not get the resources it needed. me Departmnt of the Ar~ had provided
the additional people ad money requested and it was up to DARCOM to
produce. He asked, therefore, that the staff communicate forcefully to
all levels of comnd that obligation plans must be met. He eqressed
his continuing concen about weapons and equipment system cost growth
and was particularly concerned about the changing cost estimates for the
kinds of system whose basic technology was not new. He asked that eve~
effort be made to identify the real cause of this growth. He obsemed
that the accomplishment of mny plans ad targets, particularly in
RRSWE, was dependent on given resource levels. & said that if required

resources were not available, the responsible directors and office chiefs
should know what the impact would be on the plans to reach the targets.
He noted that mst of the reasons given for the use of letter contracts
were more indicative of poor management than of acceptable reasons for
the use of this type of contract. me Comanding General issued 31
directed actions to 16 headquarters staff elements participating in the
review.

(U) In “the 3d quarter FY 1981 review, on 24 and 25 August 1981,
the Comanding General, General Guthrie, and General Donald R. Keith,
the DARCOM Comander Designee, provided general cements and guidance:
me DARCOM staff was using data and analyzing it better than in the
p= t; security violations were a serio~ pxobl~ and should be treated
as such; and good:progress had been made in EEO. General Guthrie said
that the point had been reached where the recruitment of women should
not be overe~has ized, but, we should concentrate Oriimproving the grade
levels of both women and minorities; where appropriate, goals should
be developed for each indicator--these goals should be shorn at the

80

UNCMSSIFIED



.uNmsslFIED
CPIR, and briefers” should be prepared tO explain how the goals were
derived; and indicator should be sttictured S0 that whether Or nOt

action is required, the kind ,of at:tionrequired could easily be eeen.
The Comanding General issued”21 directed’ actions to 16 headquarters
staff elewnte participating in the review.

(U) Cdtitirid‘Sumag ‘AflAl~#iS+-FisCal‘YeAr 1980. This briefing,

presented to the Comanding General and other members of the CoWand
Group on 10 March 1981, waa the fiLfthin a series of se~annual commrid
s“mary analyeie. The serie5 was intended to present a coqreheneive

and cohesive picture of DARCOM’s performance in relation to past pep
fomnce and existing targets and foretaste, and also highlight critical
relationships and identify areaa requiring the attention of top manage-
ment. The briefing on 10 Wrch 1981 s-arized per fomsnce in the areae
of materiel development, materiel read inese, overall DARCOM output, snd
resources and management. In addition, the relationships between
requiramnte, reeou,rces, management, and performance were analyze~ in

the main miseion areaa of development and readiness. The epecific areae
of coverage included were: contract actiong; product improvement reeource
allocation and echedule performance; ~COM teat workload vereue capability;
SAR systems echedule and cost performance; procurement action accc,qlieh-
mnt; price competition end small bueiness trends; should coat stt~dy
performance; Ar~ Industrial Fund (AIF) treasury cash balance; depot
customer complaints; and ener~ conamption reduction versus energy coat
growth.

(U) me analysis identified areas that needed managemnt. I%:se
included the significant shift of cost growth in term of Selected
Acquisition Reports; (SAR) weapon systems cost Categories; prOCure~Jent

management in the :Lreasof price cwetition, small business and ~.etter
contracts; supply n]anagement in the areas of on-time receiving and
requisition processing; the increaee of quality deficiency reports,
discrimination co~)laints and energy costs; and the decline in th<~
performance of sho{jldcost studies.

(U) The anal]~sis also showed that significant advances were made
in many key areas. These included improved stock availability, continued

reduction in back orders , reduced Air Line of Communication (&OC) order-
ship times, reduction in delinquent deliveries, a high maintenanc~~
completion rate, e:{cellent obligation performance, improved reenlist~nt

and sick leave rat(>s, a draatic increase in Vietnm veteran appointments,
and eignifictintly ]reduced energy consu~tion and vehicle mileage. With
respect to resources, the smary analysis showed that development require-
ments were still al>ove resource levels but that both relmined generally
at the fiscal year 1979 levels, procurement requirements and resO’Urce

levels were dive rging while supply and maintenance requirements a~d resource
levels showed no significant change from fiscal year 1979 levels. me
analysis concluded that most of !:hetrends of fission performance in
fiscal year 1980 were favorable.
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(U) As a result of the briefing, the,CO-nding General directed
that the condition of the should cost study program and the continued
increase in Quality Deficiency Reports be reviewed and analyzed.

(u) .~otiand .~uma .haI .~l~ --First ‘Half“of“Fiscal‘Year‘1981. The
su~~ =alysis, which was fomarded to the CG for review, identified
exceptional performance in the development, readiness, ad resource
management areas of DARCOM. These areas included the widening gap betieen
RDTE require~nts ad the ROTE progr~; the dmnward trend in product
impmvemen t funding; the improvement in product i~mvement distribution
of funding toward higher priority work; the favorable trend of per fomance
of the 6.3B ad 6.A projects in development and initial production; the
high ratio of those R&D projects which were considered unsatisfactory due

to technically related problem ; tbe nmber of unsatisfactoq R&D projects
that had been marginal or unsatisfactory for three or more continuous

quarters; the continued escalation of SAR system costs; the tenfold
increase in the engineering cost growth category for the SAR system ; the
continued decrease in price ad desi~ competition for procurement
contracts; the lack of performance in the should c6st Area; the highest
level of stock availability in the past 4 years; the continued favorable
domturn in back orders ; the apparent increasing rate of customer co~laints ;
the reduction in customer complaints due to condition of materiel; the
domturn in significant hardware problem reported by product assurance;
the concentration of significant harhare problems in the munition area;
the improved POMCUS perfomnce; the centinued improvement in equal
employment opportunity in the higher general service grades for women and
minorities; the increase in fomal discrimination complaints at tidyear;
the decrease in fire losses through midyear; and the exceptional fact of
no aircraft accidents over the past six quarters.

(U) DARCOM ‘Iddicatof”Sttidy. This study examined over 700 indicators
used in various resource managewnt type documents , such as Program kalysis
Resources Review (PARR), Resource Posture Statements, Baaelin@ Study,
~S~E, and the CPIR. Indicators of si~ificance that were included in
those documnts bit were not included in the CPIR Systernwere highlighted.
The results of the study were presented to the Comptroller on 18 Noveder
1980, and recommendations were subsequently furnished to the DARCOM staff
elements concerned.

(U) Comarat ive “Analysis and ‘Evaluation of the COB Executive
Stirnary; Resource Posture Stacetint, and PARR’E~cutive Sumary. Wring
the Comad Su~ry halysis prebrief to the Comptroller on 5 March 1981,
there were inconsistencies between the PARR Executive Summry and the
Resource Posture Statement. Because of this, the Comptroller requested
that an evaluation of these docwents ad the COB Executive S-ary be
wde to detertine which presented the best case. The COmparative
Analysis and Evaluation of the COB Executive Sumary, Resource Posture
Statement, and Pm Executive S~ary was presented to the Comptroller

on 18 June 1981. It included an assessment of the three documents in
the following areas: coverage, consistency, and presentation.



(U) me following conclusions were presented in the brie fin[;:
Certain basic issufzswere not included in all three docu~nts; da::a

and analyses were inconsistent and incomplete within and among do,:umenta;
lack o f standardizf:d fomat for data charts led to misinterpretat~lon and
error; and dollar treatmnt was not standard and lacked inflation indices
references on charts.

(U) “Nfiew ‘@f‘DARCOM’S‘Sfiould:COsE “pfOgram. DARCOM’S shOuld cOst
program managemnt was briefed to the Deputy Comanding General for
Materiel Readiness on 70ctober 11981. The study identified the results
achieved by the program, its cost:effectiveness, and EhOs.eareas requiring
further mnagemnt attention. The should cost program review ret-ended
that: comand e~’basis be increased; the ma~itude of the should cost’s
study requirements be clearly identified and the Defense System Acquisi-
tion Review Council related proclurewnts be differentiated from others ;
a priority procedure which arranged sole source procurements by t’neir
potential for achieving savings through should cost be established; and
that additional dedicated resources be provided at those majoT subordinate
comands for which a continuing should cost requirement was identified.
The Deputy Comander accepted the recoaendations and directed that
should cost be a topic at the next Comander’s Conference.

(U) Comptroller ‘Word“Processirig‘Center”(WC) Study. ~is overal;
assessment of the WPC operations, requested by the Deputy COmPtrOller In
November 1980, was presented to the Co~troller on 22 September 1981.
me briefing’s overall assessmnt was that the center’s supervisors were
waging the center’s typing operations in an outstanding manner, ad
that although the center fell short of some approved plan goala, progress
toward achieving those goals in the light of personnel constraints waa
exceptional. The WPC supemisors properly directed the center’s objectives
to fit the imedie~te needs of the Comptroller organization. It was pointed
out that sm clarification in the responsibilities of Co~troller WC
m=agers was required and that som iqrovemnts in recurring reports were
needed. Finally, it was concluded that the center’s ~nage~nt cOncePt nO
longer fit the needs of the Comptroller and that a new manageknt concept
should be e~lored.

(U) Comptroller Evaluation Surveys (CES). me evaluation of
Comptroller officc!sthroughout DARCOM began on 5 January 1981. Nine
surwys were planr[ed for fiscal year 1981. Because of travel fur,d
limitations , the E,rogramwas te~orarily suspended on 18 Janua~ 1981.

A study was conducted to detemin.e if viable alternatives to the CES were
available . The DARCOM Comptroller was briefed on 10 April 1981. His
decision was to re~suw the CES Frogram as mission essential. Fottr addi-
tional surveys we]:e conducted during the remainder of the fiscal year.
A recap of fiscal year 1981 surwreys follows.

a. The MICOM survey, conducted 5 through 9 Janua~ 1981,
rated all comptroller functions either satisfactog or higher. Tbe IRAC,
cost and economic analysis, and review and analysis functions were rated
excellent; the hil~hest rating a~,ailable. This was especially noteworthy
since the fo~r }lIRCOM and MIM,DCOM had only recently been recorlfirmed.
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b. The TSARCOM CES was conducted 8 through 10 June 1981, at

St, Louis , Missouri. Four functions were rated excellent: IRAC, coat
analysis ~ review and analysis, and the Comptroller Career Program. Other
fmctiona received satisfactory ratings.

c. Comptroller activities were reviewed at AVRADCOM on 11 and
12 June 1981. me cost and economic analysia functions received an
excellent rating ~ and all other functions, including management analysie
located in the Torte Developwnt and Management Office of Headquarters
AVRADCOM, were rated satisfacto~. It was noted that a definite need
existed to upgrade the comptroller organization to preclude further
potential violation of the antideficiency etatutee.

c. The MSWCOM survey was conducte d from 27 through 31 July
1981. All comptroller functions were rated as satisfactory nr better.
The pmgrm and budget and the cost analysis functions received excellent
ratinga. It was noted that three functions exhibited tendencies toward
a downturn in performance which, if left unattended, could jeopardize
the overall effectiveness of ~WCOM comptroller efforts.

.,.

d. In the DESCOM 5urvey, conducted from 31 Au@s t to 4 September
1981, the economic analysis function and the productivity improvement
progrms each received excellent ratings. The managemnt analysis function
was detedned to be unsatisfactory according to minimm standards contained
in DARCOM-R 5-13. Corrective actions were initiated.

(U) ‘Cotietcial’Activities ‘Prog&~” (Fotially “Corntier6ial/Industrial
‘Type Activities’ (CITA)). In April 19S1, the Management Review and Analysis
Division was authorized, and filled, one space to provide staff and techni-

cal assistance regarding Cmercial Activities. During fiscal year 1981,
the following actions were processed: 11 Comercial Activities Proposed
Actions S-aries; 6 Decision Sumaries; 2 Commercial Activities reviews;
and 4 On-site management study reviews.

(U) ~Secreta~ of’the “Am’s “Mobility Opportunity and Development
(SAMOD) “Prokra. The S~OD intern program was designed to locate and

use previously untapped sources of talent for positions in the Department
of the Aw’s civilian professional and administrative fields. Its purpose
was to provide maximum opportunity for high PO tential individuals to advance
and perform at their highest potential. Participants entered the progra
in grades GS-301-4, 5, and 7 and were promoted to target positions in a
career progra series to grades GS-09 and GS-11. Ten SAMOD interns were
assigned to the Comptroller’s Office. The Managemnt Review and Analysis
Division had overall responsibility of coordinating the SAMOD Intern
Program for the Comptroller. Eight of the original ten interns assigned
to the Comptroller’s Office successfully co~leted the program in fiscal
year 19S1 and were promted to GS-lIS . All of the graduates were placed
within the Headquarters , DARCOM Comptroller area. The two interns remain-

ing in the program we~ scheduled to complete internship in June 19S2.
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Office of Productivity Managewnt

(U) The Office of Productivity Management (OPM) was established on
I J“IY 1981, with.Mr. T. Jack Nickerson as its chief. In fiscal year

1981, this office was the DARCOM focal point for management of program
and other efforts to improve coaand productivity. Specific ongoing

functions included capital investwnt progr~, work measurement/methods
and standards (including direction of the US Ar~ Methods and Standards
Activity (IMSA)), and productivity measurement systems. OPM would alSO

pursue new product ivity i~rovemnt concepts and techniques, including
develo~ing and mnnaging the gain sharing program.

‘~ersonnel; ‘Tralnlfig”ad ‘Force‘Development

Map tier and Force “Management

(U) Introdllction. In fiscal year 1981, the DARCOM manp~er managers
were faced=lnusually difficult ad restrictive circumtac?s. The
outgoing administration’ s one for mo (one replacement from outside MD for
eve~ ~o losses to outside ~D) hiring Iititation remained in effect throughout
the first quarter, and the new administration i~osed a total hiring freeze
early in the sec,>ndquarter, with few exceptions in exeqted prngram .
DA’s late releas{~of DARCOM’ s fiscal year 1981 civilian space allocations
for near-tern re{!diness, for March 1981, closely followed by an Office of
the Secreta~ of Defense (OSD)-imposed reduction of Full-time Permanent

(FTP) positions in July 1981, created a seesaw effect of hurr~,lp hiring
follwed by an i]n-househiring freeze which rmained in effect thrOughOut
the reminder of the fiscal year. No reduction-in-force (RIF) actions

were imposed. ~te net restilt for fiscal year 1981 showed an improvement

of DARCOM’s on-bnard, civilian strength posture by 3,752 over fiscal year
1980. The gener~l authorization ceiling was exceeded by 436 civilians on-
board, and the revised FTP ceiling was exceeded by 2,120 civilians on-board
at the end of fiscal year 1981.

(U) DARCOM’s Manpower and Force Management activities included the
participation of DARCOM analysl:s in DA study groups on developmen~ of
staffing standards for use by DA for civilian personnel administration;
the feasibility of civilian personnel offices consolidation; DA position
identity procedure; DA manpowe:c requirements dete’minat ion progrm; and
full-time equivalent workyeara manpower ceiling i~lementation planning.

(U) DARCOM subtitted the fiscal year 1983-87 Program kalysis and
Resource Review (PARR) to HQDA in January 1981. The required D~COM
Manpower resources for fiscal year 1983 were stated at approximately
136,000, of which 122,185 were identified as hardcore militaq and
civilian r,equiremnts . The subsequent Comand Operating Budget (COB)

submission to HQDA in July 1981, stated that fiscal year 1983 civilian
requirements were at 126,461 and military requirements at approximately
12,000. Major increases were identified for Supply Depot Operations
(+2,445) and Maintenance Support Activities (+1,983).
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“Personnel Space “Authorization ‘and Strength

(U) Civilian. The DA progr~ increased DARCOM’s civilian space
authorizat~, 598 from the end ,05 fiscal year 1980 to the end of
fiscal year 1981. This net increase included DA adjust~nts for a
neartem readiness supplemental increase of approximately 3,000 and
restoration of approximately 200 spaces associated with Comercial
Activities (’fomally identified as Comercial Industrial Ty,peActivities-
CITA) . Other adjustments included increases for Force Modernization

(Weapons Systems ); approximately 300. Actual (on-board) civilian
strength increased from 104,027 at the end of fiscal year 1980 to 107,779
at the end of fiscal year 1981 (a net iricreaseof 3,752) .

(U) “Milita~. DARCOM milita~ space authorizations remained
relatively constant from the end of fiscal year 1980 JO the end of fiscal
year ‘1981. Actual military strength decreased from 9,’707at the end of
fiscal year 1980 to the end of fiscal year 1981, a decrease of 30. This
actual militaq strength was materially below the authorized level at the
end of fiscal year 1981,:which was 10,762 authorized versus 9,677 actual,
a difference of 1,085. ‘DARCOM’s lW standing on the Department of Amy
Msster Priority List (DmL) , and the Personnel Structure and Composition
System (PERSACS), resulted in a low distribution capability in fiscal
year 1981 precluding a high rate of fill for military positions similar
to what DARCOM e~erienced in fiscal year 1980.

(U) Restriction on Full-Time Petianent (FTP) ‘Hiring. In March
1981, DARCOM received 2,975 civilian spaces for nea~tem readiness,
with the proviso that recruitment be accomplished by 30 September 1981.1
The e~hasis placed on this hiring affected recruitment in general, with
the result that DARCOMrs FTP strength reached 105,850 on 31 July 1981.
This figure was 360 greater than the DA allocation of 105,490 which was
then in effect. While DARCOM was improving its strength posture, the
DA staff directed a fiscal year 1981-only reduction of 3,156 FTP.2 DA
instructions expressly prohibited reduction-in-force (RIF) as a means of
attaining this new ceiling. Accordingly, DARCOM promptly iistit,uted a
hiring restriction on FTP for the remainder of fiscal ear 1981, to
include those spaces provided for nea~tem readiness.3 Attrition
reduced DARCOM F~ strength to 104,454 on 30 September, a loss of 1,396.
This nuber was still 2,120 over the revised ceiling of 102,334. However,
this overstrength was expected, since RIF procedures were not to be used,
and attrition alone was insufficient.

1 Msg, DAPE-ZA, FY 81 Budget Supplemental-Civilian Manpower, 2415002
Mar 81.

2 Msg, DDE-MBC, FY 81 Civilian End Strength Ceiling, 2314002 Jul 81.
3 ~~g, DRcpT-SA, End FY 81 Civilian End Strengths, 301525Z Ju1 81.
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END H 81

FY 81 (+/-)

Eh~ FY 80

END FY 81

CHART 7

F3FLECTS THE ADJUSWNTS IN DARCOM MILITARY AUTHORIZATION LVD
CIVILILN RMPLO- PROJECTIONS

n 81 DA PROGWY TO DARCOM (OCT 81 PEG)

MILITARY
TQTAL, OFF Wo g
10777 3m 2% 7340

1077E 3224 262 7292 107172‘1 105496 1G76

+1 +47 +2 -48 +35?8 +3510 +88

~/ Excludes 1870 overhires authorized
by DARCOM for end FY 80.

FY 81 DARCOM PROGRAN (OCT 81 PEG)

MILITARY

TOTAL OFF & g

10760 3m 259 7327

10762 3201 262 7299

~/ Excludes 1434 overhires authorized
by DARCON for end FY 81.

CIVIL~N SMPLOYMSNT PROJECTION ~’

TOTAL FTP TPT
103495 lom9 lm 2m
107164 105428 1736

=

FY 81 ~+/-) +2 +27 +3 -28 +3369 +36G9 xlc
=

NOTE: DARCOM Program for military spaces differs from DA Program due to adtinis trative lead time in

tiplement ing/repOrting military changes.

For explanation of increases to DARCOM’s end FY 81 civilian authorizations refer to narrative

Chapter I “Personnel Space AuthO~lZaCiOn and Streilgtll”.



CHART 8

TOTAI.

(FTP!

(~p~)

HQ DARCCM & STAFF SPT

SUB-WCOMS

DE?oTs (DE5C0M)

PROJECT NANAGERS

RESEJ.RCHMBS

ALL oTHERS

FT 80
30 SEP 80

TOTAL

104,027

(100,416)

(3,611)

1,875

61,791

34,947

1,045

757

3,612

NAJOR
ACTUAL

DABCOM ACTIVITIES
CIVILIAN STUNGTHS

FT 81
30 SEP 81

TOTAL

3.0?,779~~

(104,454)

(3,325)1’

1,863

62,660

37,695

1,068

720

3,753

~/ Includes 171 Part-Time Permangc.t (PTP) equivalents
for a net of 107,608 total, arida net of 3,154 TPT.

DIFFERENCE
AS OF

30 SEP 81

+3,7S2

(W”,038)

(-286)

(-12)

+869

+2,748

+23

-37

+141

INITIAL SUB~SSION :
Data are subject to change
due to CIVPERSINS reporting
problems.
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(U) Civilian ‘Manpower ‘Guidance and Ceilifigs. D~COM exceeded its
end fiscal year 1981 DA authorization by 436 over ceiling (107,608 on-board
versus 107,172 authorized). DARCOM was understrength by 1,042 FTP employees.

On the other hand, Teworary Part-Time (TPT) strengtb was over by 1,478
(when adjusted by 171 Part-Time IPemanent (PTP) equivalents).

(U) Am Management Headquarters hctiYit ie$ (AMHA). Ary Management
Headquarters Actiwitiea ceilings continued under strict DA/DOD controls
during the fiscal year. In May 1977, DARCOM recommended that the Army
regulation and the DOD directive on AMHA be amended to leave only Head-
quarters, DARCOM amd the seven DARCOM staff support activities under this
~ontro~led prOgra”l.4 This recommendation, however, was not accepted by
DOD . A revised DOD Directive was issued on 12 March 1981, which reaffimed
the control of the number and size of H accounts. It retained all
previous Headquarters, DAHCOM and staff support activities under -A
control and added Headquarters U5A Depot System Comand (DESCOM) to the
list of controlleciAMHA activities. In fiscal year 1981, the re~,isedArmy
regulation which !~ould implemnt the revised DOD directive had ncjtbeen
issued.

TAADS Managetint

(U) RESHAPE Affects’ the ‘At~ Authorization Document “System (TAADS).
The TAADS Managem(?nt Branch waa assi~ed responsibility to associate each
TDA personnel lin!s,with a Resource Self-Help Affordability Planning Effort

(WSHAPE) Code an,ito extract these data for analytical” and study purposes.
Data were identified on 97 percent of the unit TDAs and in fiscal year
1981, extracts were available uIlderTAADS Cycle X procedure.

(U) ~nagetient of”Change (MOC) . During fisca~ year 1980, a letter
was fomarded to ‘HQDArecommendl~es cission of the MC constraints over
the Table of Distribution and Allwances (TDA) and the Modified ‘Tableof
Organization and Equipment (~OR) processing and revision of the AR 310-49,
which governed TAADS management. 5 As of the end of fiscal year 1981, the
Department of the Army had not responded to the letter and, consequently,
the TAADS Manager centinued to submit TDA/MTOE to HQDA only &o times each
fiscal year (January-March and July-September) under MOC constraints.

(U) TMS Processing. TDA/~OE processing time was reduced from an
average of~lays per case at the end of the first quarter to 36.1 days
by the end of the fourth quarter of fiscal year 19S1.

(U) Installation” The Amy “Authorization “DocumeritsSystem (ITAADS).
Headquarters, US Ar~ Armament Research and Development Command _OM),
located at Dover, New Jersey, became operational as an ITAADS lccation in
June 1981, thereby giving them the ability to obtain imediate nlanagement
extracts.

4 Chapter I, AnI1ualHistorical Review, Dir of PT&FD, N 1978.
5 Ltr, DH-TM:, subj : Management of Change, 21 Apr SO.



:ONcLAss\FIED

(U) The Automated ‘Manpbwer System (T~ ). TAMS became operational
during the 1st quarter of fiscal year 1981. The SYStem provided the
capability to store DA PBG, DARCOM PBG, and Troop List data and to
compare these data with each other and TDA/MTOE on the VTAADS file. The
process isolated data mismatches for management reconciliation action.

Wnpower “Utilization; ‘Standards and ‘Policies

(U) Full-Tfme “Equivalefit“Wofkyear“MafipowerCeiling’ (FTS/W). Advanced
planning in DARCOM for possible i~lementation in fiscal year 1982 of the
FTE/W ceiling included fielding guidance, a training package, and automated
system desi~; training trainers , managers, and supemisors ; developing a
contingency reporting systern,and testing during the 3d and 4th quarters of
fiscal year 1981. MICOM developed the systernsdesign for managing and
controlling ~E/m. Testing was conducted in MICOM and ARRCOM during the
3d quarter and throughout DARCOM during the 4th quarter of fiscal year 1981.
The general consensus of organizations tested was : FTE/~ ceiling generated
added workload; was harder to m~age than end strength; required additional

resources ; was mre restrictive when applied to the ATW Industrial Fund
(AIF) ; had lW managerial acceptace; would require frequent reprioritizing;
could result in lwer productivity ; and required a new automated maagemnt
systern.

(U) At the end of the fiscal year, DARCOM had requested that DA
seek participation in the DOD I~act kalysis required by Congress.
Subsequent to the end of the fiscal year, in October 1981, OSD agreed to
DARCOM’s participation and accepted DARCOM’ s invitation to visit the
DARCOM Eest sites at MICOM and ARRCOM. DARCOM provided DA with extensive

saple data from test organizations , and an analysis of the data.

(U) In Novefier 1981, the House and Senate passed the Authorization
Bill, directing that Title 10 of the US Code be amended so that “...civilian
personnel will be mnaged solely on the basis of workload, available funds
and authorized civilian end strengths. ...“ This Move effectively “killed”
the i~osition of F~/W on DOD.

(U) DA Position Identity Procedure. DARCOM participated in the
development of this procedure through the study advisory group (SAG)
mdership, test participation, and technical appraisals . DA accepted
several DARCOM reco~ndations for incorporation into the procedure.

(U) DA Manpmer “Requirements Determination Program (~DP). DARCOM
participated in the development of this proposed ODCSPER progrm through
SAG mefiership and several manpower management analyses of contractor or
study documents.
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(U) Presidential ‘Hiring ‘Litiitation. During the limitation on
civilian h-nich began in March 1980 ~der the Carter Administra-

tion and continued into the last weeks of the a~inistration, 6 ~ARCOM

was pemitted to hire only one FTF civilian e~loyee from outside of
the A~ for every tio losses (1:2). Exeqtions were provided for the
hiring of minorities and filling of positions which involved work
related to vital health ad safety finctions. ,The Reagan, adminis tration.

endorsed the concept of a limitation on civilian hiring as a means of
lifiting federal spending and levied a total freeze, with exe~tions
for health and safety positions. DARCOM’s $TP civilian manpower
strength during the period of the lititatic o declined frm 100,166 on
29 Februa~ 1980,7 to 99,495 on 31 Jmuav 1981.8 DARCOM minimized its
losses through hiring within ND and A~ to replace FTF losses, using
exe~tion provis ions, and hiring minOrity applicants. Additionally,
DARCOM’s 1:2 hireback rate was differentially apportioned across the
comand in accordance with known historical attrition rates and
prioritization factors.

(U) Overhire/Hirelag. Maximization of overhire use was part of

the RESRAPE effort. DARCOM comands and activities employed 10CS.1plans
and procedures to improve manyear use through hirel ag management.
Headquarters , DARCOM staff elements provided additional overhire authority
tierever feasible, which resulted in fiscal year 1980 use of 3,002
overhire manyears versus the fiscal year 1984 target of 3,833 ma~.years.g

(U) During fiscal year 1981, DARCOM did not realize significant
use of overhire mlnyears in excess of the,manyears available through
authorization until the 4th fiscal quarter. Limitations on civilia
hiring during the 1st fiscal quarter and an authorization increase for
near-tern readiness in the 3d quarter contributed to this situation.
k increase in authorization changed the base against which ~SHAPE
overhire manyears were measured.

(U) Manpowe]: Surveys. Manpower Su~~y Branch personnel, in
accordance with their revised fulnctiona, per fomed or participated
in the following surveys :

M-power survey of the Finance and Accounting Office and
Managemnta~nformltion System Office (MISO) , Aberdeen Proving Ground
(AFG)11 which was generated by the,transfer of Headquarters, DAHCOM,

Foreign Science a,ldTechnology Center (FSTC) ad the Project Manager (PM)
for”TRADE finance and accounting support from the Militan District of
Washington (~W) to APG.

b. Man]?ower survey of Du~ay Proving Ground conducted
Headquarter , TECOM.

b

7
8

9
10
11

Msg, DAPE-MBC/DAFE-aS, 2816002 Jul 80, Subj: Limitation on
Hiring.
Data Source: CIVPERSINS (RCS : DCSPER-322), 29 Feb 80.
Data Source : CIVPERSINS (RCS: DsCPER-322) , 31 Jan 81.
Source: 4Q FY 80 CPIR data,

Revised Manpm#er Survey Branch Functions and DARCOM-R 10-51.
Nag, Tranafer of Accounts -- MDW to TECOM/APG, 16 Jul 80.
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c. Manpower surv2y of Lexington-Blue Grass Depot Activity, 12

that resulted from the Blue Ribbon Panel recbmmndation that a,suney be
conducted as Phase III of the managemnt study.

d. Manpower survey of the Safety Fmction wi thin DARCOM13 -- me
Chief, DARCOM Safety Office, based on an internal study dated 16 May 1980,
and other documentation, set forth a nufier of personnel managewnt/manpower
problem which he felt impacted on his ability to fully acco~lish the
comand safety ‘mission. Manpower surveys were conducted at various DARCOM
Major Subordinate Commands , depots , and se?arate activities to detemine
safety staffing requirements necessa~ to accomplish DARCOM’s safety
responsibility.

e. Manpower survey of representative installation Security
Offices -- These surveys attempted to detefine manpower requirements
for the Operational Securi ty14 fmction. On 10 January 1980, the Chief,
DARCOM Comand Security Office Tequested that the Manpower Su~ey Branch
conduct special sumeys of representative installations . This resulted
from answers received on a DARCOM Comand Security Office queationnaire
that reflected a wide discrepancy in the amount of effort required and
time e~ended on Operational Security. Security offices at Nhite Sands
Missile Range and Headquarters , ENCOM were surveyed in fiscal year
1981.

(U) Wnagernefit Studies. Manpower Survey Branch personnel perfomed
or participated in the following management studies or projects:

a. A review of the status and future of the Wsource Allocation
Model (W) at ALMC and LSSA.

b. A manpower and organization review was conducted of three
divisions at PM TRADE.

c. Participated in a Foreign Military Sales (~) Centralization
Economic balysis at HQ, ~COM.

d. Participated in a manpower meeting15 at LOWW Air Force Base,
Colorado, to gain final agreement on methodology to be used in establishing
manpower requirements for the operation of a Centralized Accomting and
Disbursing Office for FMS Direct Cite Procurement.

e. ,Participated in the Phase I Management Study of Lexington-
Blue Grass Depot Activity.

12
13 DF, Manpwer Survey LBDA, 26 Jan 81.

14
DF, Safety Organizational/Manpower Study, 12 Jan 81.

15 DF, OPSEC Manpower Needs, 10 Wc 80.
Memorandum, Trip Report - Manpower Meeting, FMS Accowting and
Disbursing Centralization, LOWW AFB, 28 Jan 81, dtd 30 Jan 81.
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personnel

Cotirci.al‘Activities(CA)‘Evaluations. Manpmer Survey Brand
cmductt!d a management study of the Comercial Activities (CA)

;n the DARCOM Ser\riceSupport Activity during the fiscal year.”16 The. .
study was-made at the req.uest of the DARCOM Chief of Staff to reassess
the Senice Suppo]:tActivity, to detemine the feasibility Of cOn.tracting
out its fictions and to insure the efficient and effective in-hc,use
organization of tileworkforce.

(U) Staffing Studies. Manpwer Survey Branch personnel participated
as metiers of ~o DA study groups. For the development of staffing
standards for we by DA for Civilian Personnel Administration, tb.e study
group reqws ted d;itafrom 192 civilian personnel offices and made on-site
v~orksa~ling measurements. me collected data were reviewed anil,through
computer analysis,,coefficients were developed for use during th? applicat-
ion plan te~ting “phase.17 on-site reviews of the applicatiOriPlan ‘ere

perfomed at TooelLeAmy Depot and Pueb10 Depot Activity.18 Refinement of
data was performd during on-site visits to CECOM, MICOM, wd TACOM. TO
determine the feasibility of Ci\,ilianPersonnel Office consolidation, the
study group perfumed fact-finding visits to the Boston and Maine areas, and
the Sacramento, C;!lifomia area during fiscal year 1981.

(U) Maripwe]rManage@nt Pdrfotiance. Manpmer Survey Bran(:h
personnel develop(?da draft regulation for the Force Development Evalua-
tion Program. ~{: regulation prescribed the concept, responsibilities,
and guidance for ]theevaluation of Force Development fmctions wl~ich
were comon to DAllCOMactivities.

(U) An evalllationof the status and effectiveness of mnpa~er
management at Headquarters, MICOM waa made as a mefier of the Comptroller
E~al”atiOn StudY t;rouP.lg me Force Development Evaluation of H(ladquarters,

EWCOM was perfo:med to detertine the status and effestiveness of manpmer
maagewnt at subi>rdinateactivities.20

(U) The Man]?wer Survey Branch personnel were involved in the
follming special prOjects/activities:

a. Per!;onnel, Training and Force Development Confereni:eat
Orlando, Florida.

b. Dev,?lopment of a
,Mmpwer Validati(~nPlm.

c. Design of a plan
at ~ETA.

..
lb

17

18
19
20

Program Analysis Resource

~o= a Re80”rce AllOcatiOn

Review (:PARR)

Wdel (}W)

DF, Managemnt Study of USA DARCOM SSA Functions under CITA :Revim,
dtd 6 Apr 81.
Memorandum, Functional Ar~ Manpower Evaluation (FAMR), Application
Plan, dtd 2 A!pr81.
~g, FNE, dtd 1 May 81.
DF, Comptroller Evaluation Surveys (CES) for ~ 81, dtd 17 Ott 80.
Memorandum, Force Development Appraisal (FDA) Reports, dtd 23 Jan 81.
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(U) “Fi#csl‘Ye~f1983487 PfOgf~ AnalYsi,s~ridW60UrCe Re~ie”
(PARR). The PARR was the first docment in theProgram/Budget cycle.
It provided a formal means for MACOM participatioriin order to identify
and e~lain their resource requirements to HQDA.

(U) The fiscal year 1983-87 PARR was based on the October 1980 PBG
and covered five fiscal yeara, but focwed on fiscal year 1983. Selected
DARCOM Comands participated in the preparation of the DARCOM inatmctio”na.
Cmmnds aubmitted i~act memr,anda to Headquarters, D~COM in No”ember
1980, and DARCOM subtitted the PARR to HQDA in Janua~ 1981.

(U) Pm Subtiissiong-- ‘CO~aridg/Activities. All comand~ ,
Project Managera, and selected activities participated in the PARR.
Field civilian requirements totaled 11,281 milita~ and 122,833 civilians
for fiscal year lg83.

(U) “DmCOM ‘PARR‘SubtisgiOrito HQDA. The PARR identified 122,185
hardcore milita~ and civilian requirements for fiscal year 1983,
tOtal requirements of approximately 136,000. DmCOM included ~ajor
increases for Supply Depot Operations, SUPplY M~~ge~ent @eratiOn~ ,
Depot Maintenance, Maintenance Support, and RDTE. Directorate personnel
participated in a HQDA Modernization Resource Information Submission
(~IS) Revim in Febr.a~ 1981. As a result of DARCOM efforts in the
PARR and the MRIS reviw, HQDA provided an approximate increase of
2,400 to 3,600 Force Modemizatiori System mmpower spaces for fiscal
year 1983-87 in the Addendum B to the DA Janua~ 1981 PBG, dated June
1981. DARCOM subtitted the COB to HQDA .inJuly, with civilian require-
ments totaling 123,673 for fiscal year 1982 and 126,461 for fiscal year
1983. Milita~ requirements totaled about 12,000 for both fiscal year
1982 and fiscal year 1983. DARCOM identified major increaaes for the
follming: SUPPIY Depot Operations ‘- 2,445; Maintenance Support Activi-
ties -- 1,983; and DTE -- 5,011. DARCOM requeated nmeroua program
adjustmentsbemeen appropriations, and betieen and among budget progrms.
During the mnths of Auguat and Septefier, DARCOM worked closely with the
DA program directors and was highly successful in getting all the requested
repmgraming for civilias accomplished in the DA October 1981 PBG.
DARCOM received m increase of approximately 3,000 manpower spaces in
fiscal year 1981 via Addendum A, and 3,200 effective in fiscal year 1982
for Near-Tern Readinesa based on the fiscal year 1981 Budget Supplemental
and the fiscal year 1982 Budget kendment -- fiscal year 1981-82 COB.

(U) Research, DevelOpmeric,Test and Evaluation (RoTE) Program. DARCOM
expanded tbe ~TB Non-Amy Industrial Fund (NAIF) and the Ar~ Industrial
Fund (AIF) in the DARCOM PBG from a one-line entry to a si~digi t program
element display which was kept up to date through the Program Change Request
procedure. RDTE participation in the fiscal year 1983-87 PARR consisted of
a separate, manual submission to DA at the progrm elewnt level. The
fiscal year 19S1-82 COB, on the other hand, was processed at the total level.
Updates of the Modenized Ar~ R&D Information System (MARDIS) were to be
consistent with COB and PARR Submissions. In each case manpower was under
reported in significant mounts.
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(U) Fiscal YeAr 198~ ‘AIF“Budg~t=d “~riU~~“Report. me B:dg(?t
System WaS desi~ed to provide data required by DA, Office Of the
secreta~ of Defense (OSD), and Office of M~agement and Budget (01~)
to evaluate operations md the financial condition of Industrial Fund
Activities. DARCOM submitted the budget to DA in August 1981. AlL
comands operating ,rnderAIF prepared budgets for installations opf:rating
uncler AIF.

(u) Sckedules‘on‘DetdilOf p~fi~~nt ‘p0~iti0ri5‘~RCS: “CSCOA-~.
Each year ~ed Major Comands to submit the total nmber of
civilian pe-ent positions broken down by grade. The fiscal year 1982
DARCOM report reflected an actual total of 100,416 positions for fieCal
year 1980, and the estimates of 102,565 for fiecal year 1981 and 102,872
for fiscal year 1982. Also reflected was an estimated number of unfilled
positions: 136 for fiecal year 1981 and 363 for fiscal year 1982.

(U) The objective of the report was to ensure that grade escalation
had halted, ad that schedules subtitted would not reflect any increases
in the average grade. However, should new,or expanded program have
caused an average g,radeincreaae, a detailed narrative justificationwas
required to eqlain the increase. If a detailed justificationwas not
s~mitted, cmnds were held to their same usage level.

(U) Fiscal Year 1982 Force‘Modernization. HQDA tasked the DARCOM
Comptroller to develop and implement,a system for the accountability and
identification of cost.sprovided for Force Modernization. In turn, the
Headquarterrs, DAR@M, Force Development Division, tasked the DARCCIMMajor
Subordinate Commadls to identify all manpwer spaces by using the Force
Modernization Systern.

(U) me Force!Development Division initiated action and dev<!loped
manpower guidance by Ar~ Management Structure Code, by comand/pm ject
manager based on fiscal year 1982 data submitted in the fiscal ye~+r198~/87
PARR submissions.

‘ata ““e ‘eti~ed b;l
the DARCOM program mmagers and

Comptroller ad fo]warded to the field. Since the basic data wc:re
approximately a ye:lrold, sub-MACOMs and pm ject managers were requested
to update it where necessaw. Coordination with budget offices w~ieurged
to assure that all OMA spaces were fully financed. These data wollld
become the fiscal ?Tear1982 base for Force Modernization end would be used
to accomt for all manpower spaces by weapon systems and to effect future
adjustments within Force Modernization.

Headquarters DARCO14Realigment

(U) On 27 Ma!?1981, the Chief of Staff, Aw, approved a Cm~cept
Plan to reorgaize Headquarters, DARCOM into a matrix weapon system
operation, which became effective On 15 OctOber 1981-

‘1 Ltr~ DRCPT-SP~ stibj: Force Modernization SystemFY 8,2Mapowf?r
Guidance, 23 O(ct81.
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(U) Representatives of the Headquarters Manpmer Office, serving
as metiers of the Headquarters, DARCOM Iqlementation Real,i~mnt Group,
furnished guidance for the preparation of the Headquarters, D~COM Tables
of Distribution and Allwances (TDA) ad DARCOM-R 10-2, the Organization,
Mssion and Functions Manu@l.

(U) The realignment added 350 spaces to the headquarters, which
increx:d the total of 1,502 spaces to the new level of 1,852 spaces.
me tilita~ spaces were decre~ed from 210 to 209, and the civilians
gained 3S1 spaces, increased from 1,292 to 1,643. The new TDA was
h~dcarried to HQDA on 9 October 1981.

Civilian“PersonaeI Management

(U) Introduction.’Much of the DARCOM Civilian Personnel Managemnt
e.~hasis during fiscal year 1981 cmtinued to address ctiqletion of the
Citil Service Refom Act (CSRA) of 19,78,as the wo final major areas of
this Act were fully i~lemented. These areas were the General Performance
Appraisal System (GPAS) and the Merit Pay Systern. Because of a General
Accounting Office (GAO) finding, the Office of Persmnel Managewnt (OPM)
w- required to authorize full co~arability in the 1981 pay adjustment
for those under the Merit Pay Systern,whi~ would defer a full evaluation
of the system as it was intended. An evaluation of GPAS would be possible
during fiscal year 1982.

(U) Civilian Personnel“Managemnt Progrm. Civilian Personnel
Mmagement Program Objectives and Goals for fiscal year 1981 were
published on 28 Janua~ 1981,22 and the mid-year performance against
the goals was published in the Civilian Personnel Managemnt Report,
mid-year, fiscal year 1981.23

(U) The Program Evaluation and Assistance Branch (PE&A) mefiers
conducted or participated in seven on-site civilian personnel m~agement
surveys during fiscal year 1981. Three special-topic surveys and ho
follow-up reviews were conducted. The brach participated in two surveys
of DARCOM installations conducted by the Deputy Cbief of Staff for
Personnel (DCPEW ), HQDA. Five on-site staff assistance visits for
~rit Pay training, merit pay i~lementation evaluation, position and
pay management, and staffing were conducted.

22 D~COM-C 690-1, 28 Jan 81, Citilian Personnel Maagement Program
Objectives ~d Goals, ~ 81.

23
Ltr, DRCPT-C, 22 J= 81, Civilian Personnel Mmagewnt Program
Report, N 81.
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(U) In fiscal year 1981, DAHCO,Mwas belw the mnual sick leave
usage goal of 64 hours per eqloyee, which was increased during the
fiscal year from 62 hours. me headquarters exceeded its m goal
of 58 hours per e!~loyee, Nost significantly~ hwevex, DARCOM was
well under the fiscal year 1980 level. Based on the differencesbeween
fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 1981 usage, DARCOM was able to use
640,373 hours of production-+orth approximately $6 millim--whi.ch tight
othewise have bc:enlost to sick leave.

(U) Civili:~ri‘Hi9fi‘Grade‘RAdudtiOn. DARCOM continued under a
tempora~ high g]cadeceiling during fiscal year 1981, as a result of the
requirement in tile1978 ~D Appropriation Authorization Act that DOD reduce
civilian high gr+~depositions by 6 percent. DARCOM participated with DA
ad OSD to seek :mpeal of the reduction, and actfon by the Cong]:esswas
still pending at the end of fiscal year 1981. As of 30 Septetiar 1981,
the DA assigned (:eilingfor DARCOM was 10,598, and the nmber o:Efilled
positions was 10,625 or 27 above the ceiling.

Incentive Awards

(U) Senior ‘Executive‘SerVice(SES) Appraisals arid“Awards. me
second year of tlfleSES performance appraisal system was complet,?dduring
fiscal year 1981. Tke Performance Review Board, which mt in A~gust
1981 md retiewed the performance appraisal,of each SES meder, recommended
to the Comsnder, DARCOM, a rating for each SES metier, performance bonus
aards, as appropriate, and pay level increases. Nineteen DARCOM SE8
members received perfommce awards ranging from 8 percent to 20 percent,
with one DARCOM SES member receiving the Presidential Rank of Diatinguished
Executive and four receiving tl~eMeritorious Executive rank.

(U) Incentive Awarda, DARCOM goals for cash and honorary sward5
were, for the most part, met or exceeded. me comand fell short of its
goal for tangible benefits fro)ncivilian suggestions, At $26.4 tillion,
the commd was $8.8 million belw the goal. DARCOM individualswere
recognized for ulanyhigh level honorary wards during 1981. Mr. Teddy L.
Barber, Physicist from White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), US Army Test
and Evaluation Comad (TECOM) was selected as HQDAts Outstanding Hand-
icappedEmployee of the Year and went on to be chosen one of the ten
Outstmding Hmd,icapped Federal Employees for 1981.

(U) Mr. Kenneth B. BeIlinger, Physicist from WSMR, TECOM was
selected as the Am Outstanding Civilian Suggester for his suggestion
which saved the A~ $4,136,505. Mr. Austin L. Vi,ck,Physical Science
Administrator,WS~, ~COM, was selected for the Secretary of the Ar~’s
Award for Outstanding Achievement in Equal Employwnt Opportunity.
DARCOM also had six winners “forthe Secretag of the A~ is Award for
Outstmding Achievement in Materiel Acquisition--~#o individuals md
one group: Mr. Ronald E. Elbe, US AW Arnument Materiel Readiness
Command (ARRCOM;I; Mr. Donald W. Mowrer, US Ar~ Azmmen t Research and
Development Comand (,ARRADCOM); and Messrs. Elwin C. Nunn, Johr!N. Hynes,
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Raul Real Vasquez, Jr., and Jerome P. Cleaessen,WSMR, ~cOM. Ten
individuals and 10 gxoup nominations involving 39 individualswere
selected to rece?ve the A~ Research and Developwnt Award from a
large variety of DARCOM subordinate com=ds =d activities.

LaboPManagernent Activities

(U) POSt=Audit Review‘ofNegotiated Agfeemerit~. In fiscal year
1981, all labo~management agreements negotiated by DARCOM comands and
activitieswere reviewed in Headquarters, DARCOM to insure co~limce
with applicable lms, regulations, and riles. mere violations were
fomd, the agreements~~ererequired to be mdi fied to conform with the
finding. During this Period, 24 agreementswere reviewed and 18 required
modification.

(U) NAGE ‘Petitionfor Unit Consolidation. me Federal Labor
Relations Authority \~RA) notified DAHCOM by a letter dated 27 Febma~
1980, that the NAGE had filed a petition for consolidation of all units
nationwide into one bargaining unit. DARCOM opposed the consolidation
because it did not met criteria set forth in Title WI, Civil Semite
Refom Act, which stated that the proposed unit did not constitute a
comunity of interest, would not promote effective dealings, ad would
not contribute to efficient operations. At a hearing held at the
Washington Regional Office of the FLW on 18 Novefier 1980, DAWOM
introduced into the record a number of e~ibits in support of its position.
None of the efiibits were challenged by the union, and the union did not
introduce any efiibits in support of their positions. Both DARCOM and
the .mion subtitted post hearing briefs to the FLRA in support of their
respective positions. No decision had yet been received from the FLRA
as to whether the units should or should not be consolidated.

(U) Clarification of Unit Petitions (Merit PaY). me ~cti”itY
regarding Clarification of Unit (CU) petitions continued in 1981.
Petitions were filed with the Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLW)
to remove nearly 800 e~loyees from the bargaining uit. These e~loyees
were tentatively identified as “supenisors!! or “manage~nt ~fficia~~i!
for merit pay puqoses. In Janua~ 1981, Headquarterrs, DARCOM advised
subordinate cm~ds and activities to remove frm their CU petitions
those employees at GS-13 and 14 levels who were in bargaining mits .
This action was an interim measure”because of an FLW decision in the
Coaunications System Agency (CSA) at Fort Monmo”th, New Jersey. In
the CSA decision, the FLRA determined that 15 of 18 disputed positions
did not meet the definition of “mmagement ~fficials!lmd ~mseq”ently
remined in the bargaining unit. After analyzing this decision it was
decided to temporarily remve GS-13 and 14 management officials from the
DARCOM CU petitions pending additional decisions from FLW. At the end
of fiscal year 1981, the FLRA had co~leted hearings on all the DARCOM
units except for the Headquarters, DARCOM units and the ARRADCOM
professional unit. By the end of fiscal year 1981, the FLW had not
rendered a decision on my of the DARCOM CU petitions.
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Career Mana=n~

(U) “=M Announcement DistributidriSystem, As a result of the
abolish~nt of centralized referral for Engineer and Scientist (E&S)
(Non-Construction) positions, an automated DARCOM Announcement Distribution
System (DADS) W;%Sbeing developed in fiGcal year 1981. DADS wf)uld provide
vacancy announc[:mnts =d direct mailing to interested candidates for E&S
positions GS-12 through GS-15. Interested candidateswould th(:napply for
these positions according to instmctions in the announcements DADS
would be used when the local activity had detemined that ther{+were
insufficient nmnbers of qualified candidates through local search or for
targeted re,cruitment.

(U) The purpose of the DARCOM Referral Level Study, whic!}started
in October 1980, was to detetine the cost of Major Arq Commatds (MACOMa)
referral Operation, timeliness of referral, aspects of affirmative actim,
and effectiveness of referral service to the field. The study recommended
the following: abolishment of the DARCOM Referral Level; maintenance of
centralized referral for Co~troller, Security, ad Information and Editorial
Career Program ; ad est~lishmnt of a Key Position Concept t:oroughoutthe Ar~.
DA appro”vedthe reco=ndation to abolish the DARCOM Referral Level as a
test that would run for 18 months beginning on 1 Ucemer 1981. During the
test phase, progrm evaluation would be conducted to compare the results of
decentralizationwith the centralized system in te- of cost, time, quality
of candidates, and affirmative action goals and objectives.

Training and D6veloptient

(U) Durir,gfiscal year 1981, five developmental assigme:nts were
begun or completed at DA or DOD departmental levels. Six devc!lopmental
assignments were also completed in Headquarters, DARCOM: Thrt!eof these
were in the office of the Deputy Comander for Readiness. Ont!assigmenlt
was overseas, :~ndone in the office of the Chairman of the Ar~~edServices
Subcmittee, Iiouseof Representatives. tie MARED participant completed,
and another be~;an, a one-year professional training progr= dliringthe
fiscal year.

(U) ~ling Resource Centers (LRCS). DARCOM continued to active~y
encourage the (?xpansionof its DARCOM-wide LRC network, with I:henewest
LRC at Natick Laboratories opening for official btisiness on 4 November
1981. In fisc{~lyear 1981, there were 10 fully operational LI?CSin the
Comand. To fllrtherenhance the LRC ?rograms, DARCOM entered into agree-
ment with TMOC and Air Training Comand (ATC-USAG) to institute an
“in-houset’system for computer-based instruction, specifically PLATO.
This capability would be available to select DARCOM installations as
early as January/February 1982 with other appropriate installations
joining the system as soon as feasible.

(U) In addition, the Civilian Personnel Executive Development
office was closely coordinating with the Arq Continuing Education
Services (ACES) progrm to facilitate a sharing of resources, S0 as tO
better provide broad training/educationalopportunities to all personnel.:
civilian and military.
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(u) civi~iafiEngineer Recruitment:Retention aridUSe ~rO~ghout the
Joint Logistics Cotiands. On 30 October”1981, the Joint Logistics Comanders
(JLC) approved and fomarded to the Deputy Secreta~ of Defense a study on
tie recruitment, retention, and We of civilian engineers in the four JLC
Comads . ~ose cmmands included DARCOM, the Na~ Material Comand, the
Air FOrce System Com=d, and the Air Force Logistics Cwand. me study

. . .
applled only to CIVIIIm engineers”of the four JLC Comands as a grouP,
and not with engineers in particular organizations, locations, or disciplines.
It fowd ffiatin the Federal sector engineer pay at journeyman levels was
competitivewith private indust~, but indust~ topped the Federal sector
in ent~ level PW by about $3,000. It found that loss rates were higher
in subjoumeyman grades, but that nwrical 10SS of journeyman engineers
was serious because of the quality of the special skills lost. Finally,
it found that many engineers did not e~l~ their professional skill full-
time becawe mmagement inco~orated non-engineering duties in engineering
job descriptions.

(U) Mobllizatlon Planning. me comand continued the initiative,
in cmjuction with the Department of the A~ (DA), to develop a proposed
MD policy for retention of civilians~~hohave critical jobs in unsafe
areas. Listings of critical logistics positions vital to maintaining
uninterrupted logistics’support in a war zone were provided DA again on
10 October 1980 ad on 1 July 1981. me DA response, dated 21 April 1981,
adviaed that the Assistant Secreta~ of Defense for Manpmer, Reserve
Affaira, and Logistics (ASA/w&L) was staffing a proposal to establish a
special milita~ reserve mit which designees to critical positions must
join as a condition of e~loyment . wile this might provide some relief
for the retention problem, the logistics comuni ty’s position waa that
consideration should be given to providing milita~ incumbents for both
Federal civilian ad tilita~ jobs in an emrgency.

(U) Quality “ofLife. me DARCOM booklet;‘E@fiasis: ‘DARCOMQualit~
of L+fe,24 published md dis,~ributedto the field on 20 July 1981,
provided information about the DARCOM Quality of Life e~hasis ad
described the wvs it could be applied to the DARCOM soldiers, civilias ,
=d their fmiliea. Research had shwn that such programs had a
reciprocal effect. me individual benefited in terns of improved working
conditions md job satisfaction. me organizationbenefited frm increased
productivity, better workforce retention, fewer lost tim accidents, less
absenteeism, and fewer grievance.

24
See Booklet; Emphasis: “DARCOM‘Quality“ofLife.
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Milita~ Pets~nel “Managefient

(u) Fiscal year 1981 was characterizedby continuedefforts tc

i~rOve HeadquartersJ DARCOM tO raPidlY TeSPOnd with reli~le ‘ata
concerning all aspects of tilit,aq persmnel.

(u) EriIisted“P~!rsonri~I“MtiaA~~nt. Duri,ngfiscal year lg81, the
DARCOM enlisted oper:ltfng strength averaged ove~ 97 percent .0f Pr~grm
Budget Guidmce wthc,rizati,on,a 2 percent increase over fiscal year
1980. me incre=e w~asa result of closer -age=nt be~een Headq~larters,
DAR~M md ~LFERCEN distributionbranches.

(U) A nw field mnagemnt report was i~lemented for the fou]:
priori~ security units which allmed those ~its to personally e~,ress
their 6 months gains and losses prior to validatiOnp of requisiti~
~is was done so that soldie~ could be identified 90~to 180 percent
‘forassigment, to kc?epthe unit strength at 100 to 102 percent.

(U) me Noncommissioned Officer Logistics Program (NCOLP) averaged
67 percent fill of allthorizedpositions, a 13 percent incre=e over
fiscal year 1980. Tke increase was attributed to heightened comanci
e~hasis in NCOLP re{:ruitingby the Comand Sergeat Majors (CSMS) in
DARCOM =d close mnitoring of requisition submitted by the field.

(U) A training team w= est~lished in the ~ilita~ Personnel
Support Division, DAI?COMPersonnel SuppOrt Activity, during figcal !~ear
1981, to administer, mnitor, assist, and cOOrdinate individ~a~ sOl(~ier
training (Skill Qualification Test (SQT)) of all DARCOM enlisted
per~onneI.25 It ~onl;i~ted of wo training representatives, a Master

Sergeant, ad a civi”lia, GS-11.

(U) Since the :DARCOMtraining tea w@ established, a worldwiie,
personal comunicati,onssystem was initiated be~een Headquarters,
DARCOM and Ar~ milita~ training institutions; such as, Noncommissioned
Officer Academies, Sertice SchOOls, ad Other training activities. A
letter26was published and distributed for DARCOM units explaining
enlisted courses .available at the NCO Acadefies, and the prerequisites
governing attendees to the courses. k SQT letter,27 also si~ed by
Director, Personnel, Training md Torte Development,was prepared ad
published to the field e~laining the soldier’s mmual, job booklets,
ad other training tools available to the supervisor to assist the
soldier in the development of tilitag skills.

25

26

27

DARCOM-R 1-51, Organization and Fwctions, 3 Feb 81.

Ltr, RQ, DARcOM, D=-U, 26 Feb 81, Noncommissioned Officer
Development Pm gram.

Ltr, HQ, DAHCOM, D--U, 17 Jun 81, Skill Qualification Test
Training.
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(U) The training tem provided continuous coordinationwith, ad
assistance to, the SQT DirectOra”tefOr the Training SuPPOrt Center at
TRADoC for policy and procedure changes. Additional input and responses
relating to extension training materiaI, The Amy Magazine, newly produced

training tapes and films, and various other training vehicles which
which required the major Ar~ comands’ cements and responses were!
also provided.

(U) Reenlistment‘Program. A new initiative was i~lemented by the
DARCOM Reenlistment Program Supervisor that required a copy of consummated
contracts of DARCOM personnel to be fowarded to Headquarters, DAHCOM.
These contra(:tswere used to identify errors on the reenlistment report
of the Deputy Chief of Staff f6r Personnel. Additionally, there wae
emphasis on getting the personnel reenlisted early so that SIDPERS trans-
actions had more time to get into the DCSPER data system md reduce the
number of personnel carried eligible for reenlistment, thus reducing
DARCOM’S objective. ~ese mo major i~rovements made i.tpossible fOr
DARCOM to achieve and surface the DA Reenlistment objective in all
categories for the first time in the “histo~ of DARCOM.

(U) Officer Personnel Managewnt. The calendar year 1981 Officer
Distribution Plan (ODP) support for DARCOM had increased by 7 percent for
commissioned officers ad 4 percent for warrmt officers. This ODP
included 100 percent support for Specialty Code 51 (Research and Development)
md Code 97 (Procurement)based on the decision by the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Persmnel (DCSPER) to grant DARCOM exception status in these specialties.
During fiscal year 1981, MILPERCEN initiatives called for increasing actual
officer strength to meet or exceed ODP by the end of the calendar year. In
order to give the personnel managers a more accurate and responsive projection
of assets and program requirements in the major subordinate comands , the
Requisition Generator (REQ-GEN), a completely automated requisitioning
system, was an excellent example of using the technology of automated
data processing to increase the cmmupications and cooperation be~een
the field units, this headquarters, and MILPERCEN. The resultant efficient
and timely requisitioning, coupled with accurate strength information,
allowed DARCOM pereonnel managers to work with ~LPER.~N to closely monitor
and control the fill levels within the MSCS. This would prevent si~ificant
overages or shortages that would require massive fill or curtailment actions
which would destroy unit stability and cohesion.

(U) IWlementation of WQ-GEN was scheduled for Decefier 1981. Also
during this period, an intensive effort was made to verify all A-
Educational Requirements Board (AE~) positions within DARCOM ad reconcile
these positions with the USA MILPERCEN data base. The initial scrub,
co~leted in May 1981, resulted in 528 positions identified by paragraph
and line nmber, md reconciled with MILPERCEN. Continuing management of
this program, coupled with increased fill and wareness of the program had
red[~cedthe total number to 477. The reduction
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consolidation of !rARCOM,TWDCOM, CERCOM, CORADCOM, and other ilttemal
reorganizationswkich duplicated or eliminated positions. me establish-
ment of a systematic process,,involving the TA~S Management Brarich,
the Milita~ Personnel Management Detachment, Milita~ Personnel Division,
and MILPERCEN resllltedin a realistic and workable management approach to
the DARCOM ARRB p]rogra.

Military PersnnnellProgram

(U) Amy Co,munity Senices (ACS). Mrs. Ruth Sheridan accf>pted a
charter as the ne~~Headquarters, DARCOM ACS volunteer consultant in
February 1981, filling the vacancy created when Mrs. Jomne Patton moved
to Department of itheAmy level in August 1980. Headqllarters, DARCOM
was well represenl:edat the ACS Worldwide Conference held 17-20 lebruary
1981 in Colorado Springs, Colorado. Nineteen persons representing
various DARCOM depots and installations, including Mrs. Sheridan and
Mrs. Kimes from the headquarters, attended. Headquarters, DARCOM sent
10 people throughout the year to the 2-week ACS training course [:onducted
at Fort Benjamin Warrison, Indiana. Mrs. Sheridan was among tho::e
attending the course beginning 21 April 1981. DA sponsored an ACS Child
Care Conference al:Silver Spring, Ma~land , 17-21 August 1981, which was
attended by both ‘thevolunteer consultant and the DARCOM ACS Poi]]tof
Contact, Mr. Jame!;Olinger. Wring the ?eriod 21-23 July 1981,
Mrs. Sheridan ad Mr. Olinger visited the Center at Selfridge Air National
Guard Base, Michi[~an, to conduct an evaluation of that program. Results
of that visit were highly gratifying ad played an i~ortant part in
increased TDA authorization for ACS staff ad relocation of the (Centerto
more suitable quacters in the family housing area. Mrs. Sherida]~was
also invited to attend a seminar for the Fort Bliss ACS program as a
guest speaker and trainer. That seminar was also attended by DA?COM
personnel from Mite Sands Missile Range.

(U) Arv Co]~tinuingEducation Systern. Fiscal year 1981 was marked
by significant increases in overall participation in Ar~ Continuing
Education System (ACES) sponsored courses. Substmtial progress was
made in the conti]~uedexpansion of the Basic Skills Education Pragram I
(BSEP I) at DARCOY installations, Aberdeen Pro17ingGround, and RedstOne
Arsenal. Partici~pationwas increased 189 percent, from 288 to 832, in
this progra which provided basic literacy instruction in reading,
writing, arithmtic, and English language skills in suppOrt Of M~S
training.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Advanced Skills Education Program
was initiated =d 81 noncommissioned officers were provided training in
this on-duty, fully-funded skill development prOg~am. me number of
personnel who enrolled in college courses increased by 10 percent from
4,751 in fiscal year 1980 to 5,007 in fiscal year 1982. Not only did
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more individual service personnel participate
during fiscal year 1982, but enrollments were
was enhanced by approximately 8 percent, from

in ACES-sponsored courses
up and the completion rate
78 to 86 percent. ~e

range md scope of individual study progrms were alSO expanded at all
DARCOM Learning Resource Centers (LRCS).

(U) Coordination be~een ACES and civilian person,ne1 training
officials was reeqhasized in order to enhance the.interface be~een
military and civilian training programs and to increase training oppor-
tmities by encouraging shared use,of ACES LRCS

(U) Headquarters, DARCOM ACES Education Services Specialist and
Aberdeen Proving Ground Education Services officer actively supported
the Ninth Worldwide Education Cm ference at the University of Ma~land
by making presentations and panticipating on a panel covering the
“Role of the Education Services Officer in Serving on Community md
State Councils.“ ~is highly successful conference was attended by
military educators from the Ar~, Na~ , Air Force, ad Marine C~rPS
from around the world, and also by numerous CO1leges.

Military Awards

(U) A,v Achievement Medal. me new Ar~ Achievement Medal was
to be awarded to my member of the Amed Forces of the United States
who, while serving in any capacity with the Amy in a noncombat area
after 1 August 1981, was distinguishedby meritorious service or
achievementt of a lesser degree than required for award of the Army
Cmendation Medal. Department of the AT Interim Change 102, dated
30 June 1981, delegated approval authority to 06 commanders.

(U) I~act Award. In fiscal year 1981, a ne”ly i~lemented
Headquarters, DARCOM policy pemitted the use of impact awards to
reward unusually significant achievements by milita~ and civilian
personnel. Awards which could have been used on m i~act basis were
the Meritorious Semi ce Medal, the Arq Commendation Medal, the Ar~
Achievement Medal, the Meritorious Civilian Service Award, the
Comander’ s Award for Civilian SeNice , the DARCOM Certificate of
Achievement, md the DARCOM Certificate of Reco@ition.

Mobilization Planning

(U) During the fiscal year, Headquarters, DARCOM d,”el.ped ~ plan
to redistribute personnel on M-day. ~is included internal procedures
for filling the critical personn@l requirement projected by the Milita~
Personnel Center. Each month the United States Ar~ Forces Command
would plan for the redistributionof their personnel assets within that
command to insure that their potential Rapid Deployment Force-Ar~
(RDF-A) units could be filled with personnel to a “mission capable”
level in the event the RDF-A units deploy.
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Morale Support“Actil?ities

(U) A study oj:Morale, Welfare, and Recreation management wa~!
published in Februa7~ 1981. The most significant recommendationW:IS
to consolidatemora!lesupport activities with the Am clubs, post
restaurant , and post exchangea to eatabl.isha Morale, Welfare, and
Recreation Branch at the headquarters level. me establishment of the
brmch was included as a part of the DARCOM WSHAFE Program.

Milita~ POsition M~inagement

(U) “~djtiattieni:“of“the“filita~ Occ,,pationalSpecialty (MOS)
Suffix “K. Results of a Februa~ 1981 ODCSLOG, DA worltiide revif~w
of NCOLP positions, which adjuatetlthe MOS suffix “K” identification
of these logistics specialy NCO positions, was i~lemented throu “bout
DARCOM and all DARCOM TAADS documents were amended accordingly.28

(u) New S~ecij31tY‘code Z5B (TeleprocessingOperations OffiCe:r~. In

accordace with guidance received‘fromthe Aasietmt Chief of Staff for
Automation ad Commjnicatione,2g this comand implemented30 an urgent
survey of all DARC014organizations to detertine the need for and to adjuat
TAADS authorization docwenta to include DARCOM requirements for bbattle-
field automated comnunicationa system being introduced into the Amy
inventory. As a re(sult,14 officer positions with a new specialty code
25B (TeleprocessingOperation Officer) were added to DARCOM authorization
docwents during the July-S@ptember 1981 (MOC) open windm period. Tbia
quick reaction pertilttedinclusiorlof DARCOM manpwer needs for this nw
officer skill requi~cementin the initial DA fiscal year 1982 Persoylnel
Structure Compositi(,nSystem (PEKSACS) and Officer Distribution PID (ODP).

Headquarters Milita:~ Personne1 Management

(U) Throughout the year the majority of the effort expended ‘bythe
Headquarters Military Personnel Office was in the area of military personnel
support progrms . :rheseprogram were directed tmard enhancing the readiness,
personal, and profe:saionaldevelopment of the officers and enliste,ipersonnel
assigned or attached to Headquarters, DARCOM. To promote the physical
readiness posture of the soldiers:,Headquarters, DARCOM, through the morale
support fund, purchased membership in the Shirley Racquet Club. Soldiers
were able to use thf?club’s facilities to increase their physical :ondition.
As an associated pr[>gra, the headquarters conducted the first annlal
weigh-in of officer!?during the mnth of October. In conjunction,?iththe

—

28 1st Ind, 27 Feb 81, to Ltr D~O-RMP-M 1029416, HQDA, 19 Feb 81,

29
subj: Noncommissioned Officer Logistics Program Position Authorizations.

30
Ltr, HQDA, DWC.-PEL, undated, subj: SC 25B Teleprocessing Offitcer.
Ltr, HQ, DARCOM, Din-U, 31 Aug 81, subj: TAADS Documentation of SC 25B
(TeleprocessingOperations Officer)Milita~ Positions.
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DARCOM Surgeon’s Office md the Civilian E~loyee Health Services Clinic,
influenza immunizationswere given to milita~ personnel. Finally, an
active Voting Assistance Program was conducted to assist and encourage
voters to participate in the 1980 General Election

(U) Training received increased e~hasis. me SQT Training Program
was fomalized md responsibilities delegated to the Milita~ Personnel
Office, the enlisted soldier’s supervisor, the Comn~ander,“Hea,dq,,arters
Compny, US ArT, and the individual soldier. Classes in the mandato~
subject area were given by the coqany ad the Headquarters, Office of
Equal Opportmity. Tbe Milita~ Personnel Office participated in the
quarterly new employee orientations to acquaint the recently arrived
military personnel on the programs available and services provided in
the headquarters.

Schools Management

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Schools Division exercised staff
supervision and mmaged the funding program over the US Arw Logistics
Management Center (ALMC), the US Amy Management Engineering Training
Activity (A~TA), and the Joint Milita~ Packaging Training Center.
The US Amy Defense Ammunition Schoo1, = integral part of the Ammunition
Center, was mder the operational control of the Comander, US Ar~
Amament Materiel Readiness Command. The combined training capability
of these schools resulted in the training of 17,242 students in residence,
18,366 on-site, and 8,454 in correspondencemde for a total of 44,062
students trained in fiscal year 1981. ~is last figure, co~ared with
fiscal year 1980, represented an increase of 8,156 students trained in
fiscal year 1981, which tJasattributed t.othe shift to on-site training
and added e~hasis on correspondencecourse training. bother i~ortant
factor was the availability of Program 7S funds to pay travel and per diem
of DARCOM students who attended ALMC and ~TA. resident courses.

(U) DARCOIISchools Conferences. ho DARCOM Schools‘ Conferences
were held during fiscal year 1981, with the objective of providing the
DARCOM schools with policy guidance that could have impact on education
and training, to afford the conferees the opportmity to present topics
of mutual interest, =d to openly discuss any problem areas and reach
decisions. Other objectives included reviming and analyzing the training,
research, and consulting services acco~lished at mid-year and the
projected workload in these areas for the remainder of the year.

(U) Mobilization Planfiing. me US ATV Logistics Management Center,
US Ar~ Management Engineering Training Activity, Joint Military Packaging
Training Center, and the US Army Defense Amunition School completed and
published full mobilization plans. The plans, developed in concert with
course proponents, reflected course lengths for full mobilization and
peacetime for designated co,,rsesas well.as the modes of presenting the
training, such as resident, on-site, accredited off-ca~us instruction,
correspondence, ad learning centers.
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(U) Facilities!;.On 15 September 1979, a fire destroyed the
interior of the pril~cipalUS Am Maagement Engineering Training
Activity building. The renovation of the building was co~leted and
beneficial occupanc!?was begun in July 1981.

(u) Program 8. Initial Progrm 8 budget guidance for fiscal year
1981 was $34.203K. During the year, the Department of the Army increased
the guidance by $46’7Kto ~ totai
$33,882K.

Alcohol ad Drug “Ab,JseProgram

(U) me DARCOIIAlcoh01 and
civilian workforce lead the pace

Of $34,670K. Actual expended was

Drug Abuse Prevention Program for the
in fiscal year 1981 for the rest of

the AZW, v~itha rate of admission to the program of 5.0 per 1000,
while the rest of the Department (Ifthe Ar~ admission was 2.0. Alcohol
abuse accounted for 92 percent of the admissions. Several factors
could be attributed to this highly successful trend in fiscal year 1981.
~ey were: The positive action shm in support of the Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Preventi{>nmd Control Program by the Comanding General; the
tea effort of program staff in supporting Comaders/Supervis ors iLn
performing the mission; the extensive training md educational program
for supervisors and nonsupervisors; and the establishment of a broad
Employee Counseling Services Program, which encompassed problems
affecting e~loyee performmce.

(U) Progrm Statistics. me fiscal year 1981 projection for
militaq admissions was exceeded, with alcohol abuse accounting fo-
71 percent of the admissions. Of the total drug diagnoses for fiscal
year 1981, cannabis abuse accounted for 74 percent. Of those mili:a~
who were identified ad enrolled i.nthe treatment program, 83 percent
completed and succe!;sfully returned to duty. Fiscal year 1981
represented the highest number of admissions since statistics were
kept. The number OF civilian personnel admitted during fiscal year
1981 was 524, with “71percent having successfully completed their
rehabilitation. An increasing nmber of civilian employees were being
referred by their supervisors to the program and a large percent were
being referred to o,tside agencies for treatment and rehabilitation.

(U) Program M,magement. During fiscal year 1981, with prevel~tion
and education contil~~lingto be strongly emphasized among supeniso~
personnel, the DARCOM goal of training 80 percent of the supe.rviso?s
was exceeded. me training increased the supervisors‘ mareness of tie
progrm and made them amenable to referring employees to the Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Program.



(U) Staff management surveys were conducted at nine DARCOM
installations in fiscal year 1981, with the puqose of providing the
commander on-site recommendations, technical assistance, and a“al”ation
of tie program. The surveys assured that policy and regulationswere
observed and also gave the progra increased visibility and emphasis.

(U) H@adquart@ts‘CouriselifigServices‘Office. In :Decembe~lg80,
the Headquarters Counseling Services Office integrated the Employee
Co{lnselingSenices Program (ECSP) within the Alcohol and Drl]gAbuse
Prevention and Control Program (ADNC?) to broaden services to
supervisors and employees seeking assistance. As a restilt,in fiscal
year 1981, there was an increase over fiscal year 1980 referrals to the
program. Forty-one referrals were initiated for fiscal year 1981,
Self-referralwas &he method most often used with,s(~perviso~ referral
being second, The educational program,was broadened to include subjects
other than alcohol and drug abuse. Efforts were made to address issues
that could ultimately lead to substance abuse.

Organization, Functions and “Staffingof the Directorate for Personnel,
Training ad Force Development

(U) ~e Staff, Mr. Frank P. Cipolla entered on duty as Deputy
Director of Personnel, Training md Force Development in May 1981.
Mr. William S. Charin retired that sme mnth after serving continuously
as Deputy Director since the beginning of the Ar~ Materiel Comand.
Colonel Robert J. Frazier ass~ed duties as Chief of Military Personnel
Division in June 1981, replacing Colonel Harold Dyson who was reassigned.
Mr. George A. Blakeslee became Chief of Civilian Personnel Division in
August 1981, replacing Mr. Gordon A. Kellett who retired from that
position in December 1980.

(U) Personnel St=. As a result of the headquarters realignment
of 1981, the directorate was reduced by 12 civilian personnel spaces.
TDA strength brealloutat tbe end of the year was as follows:

Ele~nt Officer Enlisted Civilian——

Office of Director 2 3
Plans & Administrative Ofc 4
Alcohol & Drug Abuse Ofc 6
Civilian Personnel Div 31
Force Development Div 2 41
Militaq Per~onnel Div 7 5 18

11 5 103

The

Total

5
4
6
31
43
30
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Organization, Functions and ‘Staffing“of the DARCOM Personnel Sup-
Activist-

> The “Staff. Colonel Isaiah E. Barnwel.1,Jr., assumed the
position o~~Manpower Support Division on 8 April 1981. Colonel
Charles H. Mayhew was assiwed as Chief, schools DivisiOn, On 17 August
1981. He replaced Colonel Fredeiick N. Olson, who retired in October
1981. Lieutenant Colonel Richard W. McCann entered on duty in the
position of Chief, Militag Personnel.Support Division on 14 Septetier
1981. He replaced Lieutenant Colonel Doris Bennington, who had retired.

(U) Organization. Effective 1 Februa~ 1981, the Manpower TDA
Branch, Manpower Support Ditision, was redesignated TAADS Management
Branch.

(U) Personnel Strength. As of 30 Septefier 1981, the Personnel
Support At-s authorized TDA strength was 4 officers.,3 enlisted,
and 164 civilians for a total of 171.

Plans and Analysis

DARCOM Goals and Ob.~ectives

(U) The fiscal year 1981 DARCOM Program Plan, containing the
comand goals, objectives, and DARCOM-wide tasks, was published in
Novefier 1980. This was the fourth DARCOM Program Plan containing
objectives and tasks which were developed by Headquarters, DARCOM in
concert with the major subordinate comands . The DARCOM Goals
were basically developed during the 1978 Spring DARCOM Comanders’
Conference These goals set forth DARCOM’S broad aims dealing with

readiness, peOple, materiel, strategic mobility, future developnent,
management, m,d security assistance. The objectives for the fiscal
year were manageable subdivisions of the goals and tasks that shwed
how,,when, and where action would be taken to i~lement each of the
objectives.

(U) The pl=[nwas developed following the milestones established in
the regulation fc,r the DARCOM Systernof Manage~nt by Goals and Objectives
(DARCOM-R 11-4, !’olume2) me Headquarters, DAHCOM staff and the major
subordinate comm:[ndsreviewed the 48 fiscal year 1980 DAR,COMobjectives,
and based on this review, the Chief of Staff, DARCOM approved 55 objectives
for fiscal year 1.981. In a follow-up action the Headquarters staff
submitted 254 tasks to i~lement the objectives. The plan was T,ublished
containing two sc!ctions, with the DARCOM Goals, implementing objectives,
=d programmed tt~skscontained in Section I and Section II cont:lining
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the s[]pplemntal narrative gllidancein the ,formof policies, priorities,
and areas of e~hasis established by the responsible staff metiers. me
Comanding General received periodic reports of progress toward the
objectives from tbe Headquarters Staff during the quarterly Comand
Perfomace Indicator Review (,CPIR).

Resource Malysis ad Evaluation

(U) C~eTCi~l Activity (CA) Program, A few fisca,lyear 1980 CA
studies not completed on schedule, were completed in fiscal year 1981.
hong the problems that resulted in the delays were:

a. Recalculations of some cost elements in the cost
co~arison process which were identified during Am Audit Agency
(AAA) audits.

b. Higher headquarters guidance that required data changes
in the cost co~arison process.

c. Higher headquarters guidance that required management
studies,

(U) Fiscal Year 1981, 1982, and 1983 Studies. No CA studies were
=nounced by Congress for completion in fiscal year 1981 because
1980 was m election year. In fiscal year 1981, Congress annomced
nine studies to be co~leted in fiscal year 1982 and 14 CA studies to
be co~leted in fiscal year 1983. ~ree of the fiscal year 1982 studies
were put on hold to deterfine whether they should be reviewed on an
otheythan-cost basis.

(U) Management Assistance. DRCDM-R conducted CA workshops which
provided objectives and recomwndations for the initial phase of the
study process. Additionally, DRCDM-R performd on-site reviews of
mmagemnt studies, performance work state~nts , and cost comparisons
to offer technical assistance as a result of lessons learned to help
preclude problem encomtered during earlier studies. Standardized
performmce work statemnts were developed for many job centers, which
established a degree of conformitywithin DARCOM.

(U) Si~ificant Changes in CA Guidace. During fiscal year 1981,
draft chages were made to CA program circular. me appendix to the
CA circular detailing the cost co~arison developmentwas finalized.
Additional @idance received from higher headquarters resulted in
standardization in assets depreciation detetination.

(U) DARCOM Consolidation, Realignment, Reduction ad Closure. me
DRCDM-R responsibility to manage DARCOM consolidations and reali~~nts
remained in affect in fiscal year 1981. ~o studies were completed and
three were anol]nced to be performed. me first study involved the
mali~ment of aircraft depot maintenance from New Cumberland A- Depot
to Corpus Christi Arv Depot. me Secreta~ of the A-’ s approval in
September 1981, culminated a 5-year plus study and the second study
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dealt with the transfer of the maagement of the Navajo A- Depot
activity to the Arizona A~ National Guard. At the close of fiscal
year 1981, this study had been submitted to DA for final decision.

Mission and Organization

(U) HeadqtiartersRealigntient. During fiscal year 1981, ~ction~
were initiated to realign Headquarters, DARCOM wf,th an effectiv? date
of 15 October 1981. Effective with this realignment, the Directorate
for Plans and Analysis was redesignated as Directorate for Management.
me Systems Anal:?sisDivision was disestablished and personnel resources

(7 spaces) were transferred to the newly established Directorate for
Program Analysis and EvaluatioI1. Responsibility for Systems Analysis
“as assumed by the Ar~ Materiel System Analysis Activity.

(U) Memoral~durnof Understanding. DARCOM Policy Letter No. 80-2,
dated 3 Oc~1980, subject: Policy for Negotiating and Docu>nenting
Mutual Logistic Support Agreements Witb Non-DARCOM Elements in IIurope,
tasked the Direcl:oratefor Plans =d halysis as the Headquarters,
DARCOM focal point for staffing agreements within Headquarters, DARCOM
fOr approval, de~loping ad inte~reting policy for agree~nts , and
providing a reposito~ for co~leted agreements. A letter, DRCI?S-C,
dated 17 Augwt :1981,subject: DARCOM Policy for Negotiating arid
Documenting MutuialLogistic Support Agreements with OCONUS Non-DARCOM
Elements, eqad(?d this tasking to include agreementswith all l]on-
DARCOM OCONUS el[:mnts.

(U) Reassifpmnt of the Invento~ Research Office (IRO), :he
Logistics Studies Office (LSO), md the Procurement Rese~rch Of:[i~e
7PR0) from the A1~ Logistics Management Center (ALMC) to the A?~
Materiel Systems halysis Activity (AMSAA), On 14 Janua~ 1981, the
IRO, LSO, and PR()were reassigned in place, from ALMC to mS~.
Operational Cont]!olof IRO, LSO , and PRO was assi~ed to AMSAA on
1 Februa~ 1981, by DARCOM Permanent Orders 7-1. Formal reassign~nt
of the three elermentsto AMSAA was effective on 1 October 1981. me
Director of Mana{;ement,acting for the Deputy Comanding Genera~.for
Resources ad Marlsgement, was responsible for PRO assi~ments through
the Director of AMSAA. me Director of Procurewnt and Production
would continue tc,have a lead role in identifying requirements :Ind
evaluating products assigned to PRO.

(U) Single Maager for Conventional Ammi tion (SMCA)/Exe[:utive
Director for Con\?entiofialhmition (EDCA). In 1973, tie Gove%=ment
Accounting Office (GAO) recommended that conventional amuni tior~
maagement be centralized; and on 26 NoveAer 1976, ~D desi~ated the
Secreta~ of the Ar~ as the Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition
(SMCA). Hmever, in August 1979, when GAO audited SMCA ad deficiencies
were reported in the maagerial and organizational changes required
were identified t.oi~lement the concept, GAO proposed @o alternatives:

either est~lish a separate ~Wdirected Defense Munitions Agency or
a Single Operating Agency for Conventional Amunition, organized by the
Secreta~ of the Amy as a Major Comand of the US Am. Both functions
would be based in the Washington, DC area.

111

llNCLASSiFIED



uNCMSSiFIED

(U) The Department of the Ar~ and DARCOM generally agreed with tie
GAO findings. Hmever, both proposed to.strengthen the Washington, DC
SMCA comand and control element through Joint Service staffing and

During 1980, the~signing a Deputy Comander to the OpeTating agenq.

gOverning re~lations , ~DD 5160.65 and Charter for the SMCA were
rwritten md staffed ~Nwide. A DARCOM Ad Hoc SMCA Working Group,
co~rised of personnel from the Air Force, Navy, DARCWM, ad ARRCOM, was
convened on 27 February 1981 to develop the functions, orgmization, and
joint Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) for the Executive Director
for Conventional hmmition (EDCA). Finally, the ~arter for the SMCA
was approved by the Secreta~ of the Ar~ on 14 August 1981.

(U) The Directorate for Pl=s and halysis in collaborationwith
the ARRCOM Liaison Office and with assistance from DARCOM staff elements
developed the concept plan ad finalized the tission, functions, md
organization of the EDCA in Augw t 1981. Permment Order 62-1,
22 September 1981, established the Executive Director for Conventional
kmnition orgmization, assigned to Headquarters, DAHCOM, with the
effective date of 1 October 1981. me Comanding @ne ral, DARCOM, on
18 Septefier 1981, appointed Lieutenmt General Harold F. Hardin, Jr.
as the Executive Director for Conventional ~mmi tion md Mr. Etiin Greiner,
the Acting Deputy Executive Director for Conventional h~i tion. me
EDCA organization,with a TDA staffing of 25 personnel, was located in
Headquarters, DARCOM.

(U) Establishment‘of the US ‘Ar~ Co~uriicatiOn~AE~e~trOnic~
Comand. On 2 March 1981, the Com~ders of COMDCOM and CERCOM and
the DAHCOM Deputy Comanding General for Resources ad Management
agreed to mrge CORADCOM ad CERCOM to form a new commd, the US A~
Comunications-E lectronics Cow~d (CECOM). EStablishmentof CECOM was
effective 1 MW 1981.

(u) organizational Title Change. By mpartmnt of the AW,
Permanent Orders 31-2, dated 1 June 1981, the US Amy Metrology and
Calibration Center (USAMCC) was redesi~ated as the US Amy Test,
Measurement, and Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) Support Group effective
1 July 1981. The unit was assigned to the US Amy Missile Comand (MICOM)”.

(U) ~COM Realignment. As a resU1t of the MIRCOM/~MCOM merger,
on 1 July 1979, ~COM initiated realignment actions desi~ed to establish
strong, elite operational m~agement required by the full life cycle
fission of the US Arq Missile Cwand. Significant changes in this
realignmentincluded the abolishment of the Office of the Secreta~ of
the General Staff ~d the establishment of the Office of the Deputy
tiief 0 f Staff ~ a separate organizational element reporting to the
Chief of Staff. The three divisions of the fo=r Office of the SGS
were elevated and reported directly to the Chief of Staff.

(U) The Plas , Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) Directorate and the
provisimal Operations kalysis Office were abolished. These were
replaced by a new P1~s and Cmcepts Office and a new Systern”~alysis
Office.
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90-1/80

97-1/80

99-2/80

99-2/80

9?-3/80

99-4/80

lj-1/81

22-1/81

23-1/81

EFFECTIVE
DATE

. . . . . .. “.. .“

1 A“g 80

1 cct 80

1 Apr 80

‘( Apr 80

27 ott 80

3 ~.” 80

1 Qct 81

1 ![., 81

1 MSY 81

CRGAN1ZATIOX

usAOffice of the Test Direct.r, Joint
Services El?ctro-Opt ical C,, ided T:e=po”s
Co.”:. rmeas.re. Test Progl-.m, \,*ice S.nd.
Missile ia”ge.

uSA Met rology 6 Cal ibra t it,” Center
x6( I{1PM) Redstone Ar$e”al, AL 35898

OSA Dep.? Act i“ity W>.: -%axs :adt (OR3.i)
mr(iwkv. ) #.?o New Yorl, 03:75

uSA Dep.t Plain. (llZAD) XI9(IJ109AA) APO
New York 09185

uSAOtfi.t,,f the Xl for Tacti c.: Operations
Syste,,,sfgpcr.cio,s G I.t.-:lisenceTactical
~o.taSystens(1,>[TOS;OITDS)XC(K43LU)
CCMCh!X10381,??~1”.zo”tb,NJ 07703

(1s;, Office of the El for Smoke {obsc”ra”t.

(S!!OKF~) XL(W39CtM), Aberdeen PG, MD 21005

95th Service Co. (Calibration) (TSf.RCO>l)
x6( WcZlM) (!n0S29- 226t1x101j, ReAstone Arsenal
AL 35898

ACTIOX

Ur$it reorsamized & assigned :. 08A Depot
System Co_nd (DESCOil)

Unit redesipated & miasiom ch=”sed

P.eass igmed f rm D.\RCOM to ARM C02f.

Com.,”d code chan~ed :rm XL to M.

Redesi.:”a:ed te 95:h Service Co. (Cal-
ibrat i.” and Rep. ir Support) (~E)
lli.s ion cha,,ged,



PEmwsm EFFECTIVE
ORDERICY DATE

23-1/81 i May 81

23-1/81 1 Hay 81

26-1/81 1 May 81

27-li81 1 la” 81

31-1/81 I J“l 81

31-1/81 { .“1 81

31-2/81 1 J“l 81

34-1/81 28 Feb 81

36-1/81 I J“” 81

37-1/81 17 Feb 81

GWART 10

,ORGAW1~TlON—.- -

HQ, U8A Comunicac ions & Elqctro”ics Material
Readiness Comand (CRRCOH), XS(W4A5AA), Ft
Mowo”th , NJ 07703

HQ, U8A Com.nicat ione-Electronics Comand
(cECOH), x8( W4GV~), FT Xonmo”ch, NJ 07703

USA Corn.” i cat ion-Electro-icsCo,ma”dResearch
& Development Center (CECOM R60 Center), X8
(W4G8AA) FT Konmot~th, NJ 077C3

USAAtmosphericSCie.cesLzbXU(W1N2ti),
IJhite Saud, Missile Range UN 88002

Unit discontin.ed.

Unit organized, CO%lDCO&f 6 CERCK!
““its assigneti to cECObl.

Unit orzanized, assigned to CECO>I

U.itreorganized.Rocky Wou”: ai” -
Metexolegic.1 Team disestablished 8
Aber6een Xeteorolg ical Team established.
A.signed to ERADCDW.

CECOM Liaise” Of Cice/USA Trainin8 6 Unit discontinued a“d f“”ct ione assigt,ed
Doctrir,e command Combined Arms Test Act. co CECO?I R&B Center.
(LEO fTCATA), x8( N4B&w), F? Hood, TX 76j44.

USA DARCO1[ Research & De.elopnext Ff.eld Support Unit rco!ga”ized (added
Activity XK(I;4AWI) Ft I:COC, TX 76S44

f.”.ti.,..)

USA Netrology & C.?l i.,atio” Center (USMC) Redes ig”ated as USA ~E Support Grou?.
x6(111PM) , ?.,$sto”e Ars,, al, AL 35SD9 Ass :s,>cd to 1,:1COW.

fiij, USA Miss il. Co..ma.d (MICOM), X6( KWt19M) 0?erati09a1 control of T2;DE Calibration
RedsEo”e ,Arse”al , AL 35809 & zepair .“pport fcnct ions i. the USA

Depot An”iscofi Sdp?srt Area reassigned
from MICO?l to USA Xetrol.cgy 6 C.! ibrat ion
C?”:*:, UIC X6(iiL?LAA)

USA Office of the PM for Navigation/Control Unit discontin”cd. :;iss ion, fu”ctio”s h

sYSt CaS ( NAVCON) X3( TJ28UAA) , Ft blo”mo”th , N.: perzon$I.1 .Cc(:.gch acthcrizatie”s
07703 Cr<lsf. rred to th. VSA A.io. ics Reeearch
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(U) me Advanced Syst& Concepts Ofli.te(.ASCO),originally a
separate office reporting directly to the Cmmder, ,~COMi was
transferred to the Amy Missile Laborato~ (-). In concurrence, a
nw System Demlopment Office was established by tie transfer of the
Cows Support Weapons System (CSWS) Project Office (.Provisional)to AML.

(U) me newly established Missile Logistics Center centralized the
responsibility for maintenance manage.unt, materiel management, and
weapon system managemnt for non-project maaged syetem; and the Missile
SysternsReadiness Directorate was eatablished through the transfer of
existing resourcee.

(U) DARCOM‘Mi#sidriAtid‘Otgtiization. Other DARCOM organizational
changes which took place during fiscal year 1981 are shm on Charts
9-11.

Inatallatiotisarid“Services

Mssion md Organization

(U) Wring fiscal year 1981, the Directorate for Installations snd
Semites continued to direct, staff, supertiae, and develop authorization
and finding programs for, andlor coordinate the managemnt md use of the
physical plant of the US Amy Materiel Development and Readineas Comand,
and the logistical support services incident to the operation of its
installations. These included: construction; utility operations; repair
ad mainten=ce of facilities; functional aspects of information system
design, development, training, i~lemntation, md operation; environwntal
protection, involving air, water, noise, ad all other fores of pollution;
conservation of energy ad natural resources; land management; fire pre-
vention and protectiw; real eatate; fmily housing, housing referral
service, guest houses, barracks, and bachelor quarters, intraservice md
intersemice support agreements (excludingwholesale supply support
agreewnts ); audiovisual activities; direct md general support mainten=ce,
authorization, use, and redistributionof installation equipmnt, industrial
plant equipmnt, and administration trmsport vehicles, utility railroad
equipmnt, and mrine floating equipment; retail supply activities, clothing
sales stores, and self-service supply centers; commissaries, post exchages ,

fieaters, pOst restaurants, Open messes; direct Ener= CoordinateOn Center
activities and Environmental Quality Program.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Director of Installations ad Services
served as resource manager and program director of the Milita~ Construction,
A- (MCA) Appropriation, the DARCOM Fitily Housing Ma agement Appropriation
Budget Progras 1800 and 1900, snd program director for the DARCOM Installa-
tions and Services Program. He also directed the operation of the DARCON
Installations =d Services Activity at Rock Islwd Arsenal. In addition,
the Director coordinated within Headquarters, DARCOM all matters that
related to Installation Restoration assigned to US Ar~ Toxic ad Hazardous
Materials Agency (USATW),
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Plans ad Programs

(U) In fisc:,lyear 1981,
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the Plans md Prozrms Office was involved
with program and funding issues that affected :DARCOM-widemissions and cut
across ms t appropriations. me office synthesized data for the prepara-
tion of impact stc~tewnts as a result of: the past DA 1983-87 Program
Objective Memoranilw submission to the Office of the Secreta~ of Defense
(OSD) in.May 1981; ongoing OSD Program Budget Decisions affecting fiscal
year 1981 and the budget year (fiscal year 1983). It also assisted with
DA’s Program Budget Guidance of July, October, and November 1981 and the
October 1981 “Amy Guidance.“ The latter document set the stage for
preparation and su~bmissionof the DARCOM N 1984-88 Program halysis
Resource Review tc,DA.

(U) me Plans and Programs Office also represented the Directorate
on the new Headqualrters Mobilization Working Group, which was tying
together a more detailed examination of resource requirementsbefore and
after “M’’-Day. Tc,assist in its eqanding responsibilities, ~o powerful
micro-computers wi,th exceptionally versstile peripheral equipment had
been ordered for the Directorate. When the system was to come “en-line,“
it was to enable the Directorate to que~ data bases of other directorates,
DARCOM subordinate.commads , and the Installations and Services Activity.

DARCOM Energy Program—

(U) The fiscal year 1981 DARCOM Supplement to AR 11-27, the AW
Energy Program, established three major objectives for the DARCOY[Energy
Program: 1) To :Issureadequate energy supplies to maintain Readiness;
2) to conserve energy resources; and 3) to foster the conservation
ethic. The inability of the OPEC oil producers to agree on a uniform
price for their crude oil, the Saudi decision to restrain prices by
ove~roducing, anclthe continuing decline in US petroleum demand turned
the shortfall intc,a “glut.” This eased prices for mst form of energy
during fiscal year 1981. Almost all aalysts viewed lower fuel prices
as te~ora~, and certainly no reason to relax conservation program or
the development of petroleum substitutes to meet loncterm needs. Even
as the fiscal year ended, events in the tid-East si~aled yet mother
change in directic,n,with acco~anying impacts on the world-wide energy
market: OPEC had finally agreed on a unifom price; Saudi Arabia.would
cut its production; political mrest in that region continued; md tie
Soviet m~euvered t.ogain an advantage at the e~ense of the West.. ~ese
events confirmed DARCOM1s goals of reducing consumption of naturs:l
petroleum fue1s ac!dderiving a greater percentage of its energy needs
from coal, solar, and biomass fuels: in addition to promoting energy
technology for e~,loyment of fuel cells, gasification, liquefaction,
and cogeneration systerns.
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(U) “ProgramManagement. DARCOM had used fiscal year 1975 as the
base year for determining fiscal year 1985 ad fiscal year 2000 goals.
Since.only 5.4 percent of DARCOM’S total energy consumptionwas mobility
related, the major thrust of the Energy Office lay in the management of
FaciIity Energy. In fiscal.year 1981, actions were built upon the
following fraework of goals:

DA Facility Energy Goal - 20 percent reduction by H 1985
DA Petroleum Goal 75 percent reduction by FY 2000
DA Mobility Goal 10 percent reduction by FY 1985
DARCOM Petrolem Goal 30 percent reduction by FY 1985
DARCOM,Coal, Solar, RDF, - 30 percent of Facility Energy
and Biomass Goal by ~ 1985

DARCOM Total Energy Goal - 1.0 percent reduction FY 1981 vs
FY 1980

(U) ~art, 12 identifies the specific areas where DARCOM had ,~d”~~d
energy consumption, showing fiscal year 1981 as a watershed year in the
Energy Program. By 1981, energy reduction due to production decreases
had ended and production would increase in the future. Si~le conservation
efforts had reached a plateau, so future conservationwould have to take
the form of increased efficiency in all phases of DARCOM activity. The
dip in the chart for fiscal year 1981 was a subtle reminder that future
DARCOM energy reduction would not come easily.

(U) Chart 13, identifying the consu~tion trends of the major
facility energy fuels, shows that the fiscal year 1985 goal of 30 percent
reduction of petroleum consu~tion was achieved in fiscal year 1980.
Hwever, this success was realized at the expense of Natural Gas conswption
which had been steadily increasing since fiscal year 1977. Electricity
consumption had generally increased, following a national trend toward
greater use of electrical energy over other form of energy.

(U) Chart 14 shows fiscal year 1981 consumption co~ared to fiscal
year 1980. DARCOM consumed O.3 percent more energy. The goal of 1 percent
reduction of energy was not realized, primarily due tO increased production
and new energy intensive waste e~losive incinerators, both being at
Radford AAP.

(U) me D~COM Industrial Energy Plan (DIEP). ~,is plan VaS
prepared as a co~rehensive guide for energy managers and other key
decision-makerswho must be involved in e~anding the scope of the
Commad’ s energy program from facilities-orientedto industrial process
energy as well. Si.~ed by the Commanding General, the DIEP addressed
seven major thrust areas for energY management: buildings; industrial
equipment; mthods ad processes; energy prodl]ction and distribution
systems; contracting procedures; funding; and energy research ad
development (R&D), Under tilearea of general management, the plan
discussed t.echnol,ogy transfer, energy mare,ness, ~onti”gency planning,
incentive awards, md other topics. Separate chapters also explained
the goal-setting process and provided instructions for developing
installation energy plans.
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(U) The Energy Engineering‘Analysis“Progrti(EEAF); the En(~
ConservationIflv@!3tment‘Program”(ECIP); and’the Energy ConservatflLonand
Managetint (EC~) Program. “Fiscalyear 1981 was an active year for all
the energy capita”-ment programs The EEAP contracted 117 study
increments at DAR!:OMinstallationswhich was by far the most active
year of the program to date. This activity included initiation t>f
contracts at 28 D,ARCOMinstallations which were not previously i]~cluded
in the program. ‘me ECIP, involving Milita~ Construction,Ar~ (MCA)
appropriation,also e~erienced its most active year to date. ~enty -
eight ECIP projects were programed during fiscal year 1981 with an
anticipated savings in excess of 1 million ~TUs per year to DARCOM
once these projects were co~leted. Family Housing ECIP programmd
three projects during fiscal year 1981 with an eqected savings in
excess of 20,000 “~TUs per year to DARCOM. Fiscal year 1981 marked the
formulationof the ECM program which would not become effective until
fiscal year 1982. Eight projects were fomulated for the 1982 program
which were e~ected to save approximately 300,000 M8TUS per year for
DARCOM.

(U) In a Department of Defense (MD) /Department Of Enera (~E)
joint initiative, in fiscal year 1981, the Am EnerD TechnOlOgY
Demns tration program demonstrated energy conseming technology. The
program’s projects fomed a comprehensive display Of energy technOlOgies
of interest to MD elements and other energy consu~rs, especially thOse
in the central area of the United States. The portion of the program
being conducted at the Red River A~ Depot/Lone Star Ar~ Ammunition
Plmt was called the Amy Energy Technology Demonstration Center. The
Mbility Equiptin.tResearch and Development Commad (ME~COM) testing
of gasohol cmtinued at Red River Aw Depot (RRAD), cOnsufing 269
barrels in fiscal year 1981. The Tank Automtive Comand (TACOM) purchased
five electrically powered vehicles to be used at RWD for their testing
ad evaluation of these vehicles for administrative use. ~E authorized
$550 thousand for installation of an industrial solar hot water system
to provide hot wz[terfor chemical cleaning tanks at RWD.

(U) Energy Awards. Winners of the Seti~nual Installation.Energy
Awards for the fi=d second halves of fiscal year 1980 and the first
half of fiscal yc!ar1981 were selected during fiscal year 1981. Winners
=d runners-up al:eshwn on Charts 15-17.

(U) me Stl,dyof Ar~ Logistics -- 1981. This study, directed by
the Chief ‘f, Ar~, represented a co~rehensive and detailed
statewnt of the Am’s logistic posture, and what would be reqtliredto
equip =d sustaiItour fighting forces in the decades of the 1980s and
1990s. The stud]~report recognized the impact of energy on futtlre
logistics SYSternsand gave prominence to the material assembled or
developedby the DARCOM Ener~ Office. Included were recomend:]tions
and supporting documentationwhich: continued funding the conservation
programs; converted large oil-fired boilers and beating plants to burn
coal, biomass, s!~nfuels, or combinations of these fuels; exploii:edsite-
available energy resources; promted ad used the growing techn{}logies;
continued the eml?hasison facilities energy; and designed ener~, efficiency

... into weapon systl?ms.
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(U) DARCOM Third Annual Energy Conference. ~,e theme of this
Cm ference, which took place in Springfield, Virginia, was Ener~
Management: A Broader View. The first day’s agenda featured National,
~D, DA,,and prfvate sector energy program. me second day included
a forum for DARCOM Energy Programs, as well as a presentation of the
DARCOM Industrial Energy Program (DIEP). “fiethird day was reserved for
major subordinate comand (MSC) meetings and discussi<)n groups.

(U) Program ProElem9/Solfitiow. The major task of the Energy
Office, in fiscal year 1981, was to identify and i~lement a successfill
Comand Energy Program with the insight and aggressivenessnecessa~
to meet the ener~ challenge of the 1980s. Management of energy in the
past was constrained to tracking fuel consu~tion, with little manPo”er
resources left for the management of ener~. The DA Energy pl~ did
not address the industrial nature of DARCOM. ~erefore, the major
mmagement thrust for the DARCOM Energy Office was to develop the
DARCOM Industrial Energy Plan With the identificationof the solution
accomplished, the implementation remained to be completed in fiscal
year 1982.

(U) Uncertainty over the future of the Ar~ Energy Technology
Demonstration Pro~ram and administrativeproblem , such as the

coordination of efforts and responsibilities
were resolved in fiscal year 1981, and a DE
provided through Septeder 1982.

Engineer Division

amng oCE/DOE/DARCOM,
funding extension was

(U) Real Estate Branch. During fiscal year 1981, documents of
title tras ferring Charleston Ar~ Depot were approved and delivered
to the Nav. The property transferred consisted of approximately
622 acres of land md improve~nts with initial costs of $6,497 million.
Na~ tenants were already occupying 367,000 square feet of the
available space. A savings to DARCOM as a result of the transfer was
estimated at $698 thousmd per annum.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, Fratiford Arsenal, which was being
processed for disposal, was certified as decontaminated for unrestricted
use. This was a necessa~ procedure in order for GSA toaccept Frankford
for disposal,

(U) Steps leading to acquisition of the long-range ad the tid-
range test launch sites for the Pershing II missile were instituted at
White Sands Missile Rage in fiscal year 1981. The long-range site
included control of approximately 680,000 acres; the mid-range site
totaled approximately 73&,000 acres.
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(U) Facilities Branch. Actual and projected nufier of projects
and costs for pollut:-tement , covering fiscal years 1968 through
1985, are “listedbelow:

Fiscal Year

1968-78
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

Cost ($Millions)

184
55
50
36
10
21
13
25

151
15
29
12
5
4
6
6

(U) Urgent minor constructio,lprojects and self-amortizing minor
construction projects ($100,000-$500,000) funded for construction for
DARCOM installations or activities amomted to $10.9 million. Thirty-
five projects were funded during the fiscal year.

(U) Sixty-five d litary construction projects were authorizedby
Congress in the fiscal year 1981 budget. me Milita~ Construction,
AW appropriation totaled $100.3 million for fiscal year 1981.

Environmental Qualit~

(U) The fiscal year 1981 DARCOM Environmental Program represented
a broad-based, multi-disciplined effort that encompassed environmental
management, applied technology for PO1lutiOn abate~nt and envirOn@ntal
enhancement, and research ad development for the solution of unique
Amy environmental F,roblem. The Environmental Quality Division of the
DARCOM Installations and Senices Directorate waa the focal point for
the comand program, working closely with the environmental representatives
Of the Major Subordinate Comands (MSCS), installations, and the functional
directorates of the headquarters. The division had a total of 13 persons:
11 civilians ~d 2 mtilita~, authorized on-hand.

(U) The Pollution Abatemnt Operations Center (PAOC), establi.shed
in fiscal year 1978,,continued tO be a fOcal POint fOr information ‘n
the DARCOM environmf:ntalPOSture, and, in fisCal year Igsl, new reCiUire-
ments mder the Toxic Substances Control Act and the Msource Conservation
ad Recovery Act, w(!replaced into effect. The new administrationunde~
took retision of tht>Clem Air Act.and the Clean Water Act, but had not
enacted any apecifif:changes by the end of tbe fiscal year. A notj.ceable
shift of enforcemenf:activity from Federal to State authority took place.

(u) c“mpl~~”cf?with Applicable ‘EnvironmentalQuality Standar[~. me

Clean Air Act ad Clean Water Act were the e~ensive driving environmental
lws of the 1970s, i~ndin fiscal year 1981, the regulations i~lemk?nting

the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), Resource Conservation ad Recove~
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Act (RCRA), and the ComprehensiveEnvironmental Response, Compensation,
md Liability Act of 1980 (Superfund)beg= to have a major i~act on
the DARCOM environmental picture.

(U) At the onset of fiscal year 1981, :OARCOMhad 21 nonco~lying
installations co~osed of 8 air noncomplying sources, 21 water nOncOmplIers,
and 1 solid waste noncomplie~. At the close of fiscal year 1981, the
number of noncomplying installations remained the same ,at21, although
four installationshad been removed from the list ad four new installations
added to the noncomplier listing.

(U) At the close of the fiscal year, the 21 DARCOM installations
had a total of 7 air noncomplying sources, 20 water noncompliers, and 2
hazardous waste noncompliers. Although the net complimce posture was
balanced ad relatively stable for the fiscal year, the new hazardOus
waste nonco~liers ad additional solid waste source were only the first
regulato~ enforcement actions under TSCA and RCRA. Furthermore, this
headquarters had received warning that the Environmental Protection
Agency Region III was about to issue one procedural violation for i~roper
polychlorinated biphenyl storage and hazardous waste inspection reports
for three other installations. ~us , in the beginning of fiscal year
1982, DARCOM would have the potential for four new hazardous waste non-
co~liers.

(U) Regulatory proceedings and litigation represented a measure of
pending ad actual legal actions against DARCOM installations. Regulatory
proceedings included tiolation notices, show cause or adjudicatOv hearings,
ad co~liance orders. me net number of installations--ei~t--with such
legal actions was the sme at the start and the end of fiscal year 1981.
However, during that period the number te~orarily ju~ed to 12 installations
with regulatory proceedings during the third quarter of fiscal year 1981.

(u) At the start of fiscal year 1981, the eight installationshad
17 violation notifications and one compliance order. At the close of the
fiscal year, there were five violation nOtificatiOns and three cowliance
orders.

(U) me DARCON litigation picture (actual law suits) decreased
from four to two during fiscal year 1981. me Red River Ar~ Depot water
suit and the Calle~ Chemical Compmy ’s Carborane facility, National
Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) suit were settled. However, the
claim for $50 million damages from DDT against Redstone Arsenal continued
in the So~Ithem Court of Alabama, and the IlliflOisDistrict COurt suit
on solid waste from Joliet AAP continued, even though Joliet had properly
applied for solid waste permits for existing ad new solid waste landfills.

(u) me operating pertit status for air, water, sOlid waste,
hazardous waste, and dredge/fill operating permits fOr DARC~M installations
continued to i~rove during fiscal,year 1981. me pertits increased from
71 percent on hand at the beginning, to 84 percent on hand at the clOse Of
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fiscal year 1981. me on hand plus applied for permits remained
cmst.ant at 99 per(:entduring the same time period. Comand
e~hasis result@d fLnveg positive results i.nthe DARCOM Operatin[;
pemit area. It WIS anticipated that on hand pltlsapplied for pe]mit
percentages should remain constar~tat about the g8-9~ percent levf~l,
as air and water P(?mi t renewals continue and as solid and hazard(>l]s
waste pemit application refinements are made by the regu~atO~ agencies.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Environmental Protection Agency/
Department of the Am (EPA/DA) Federal Facility Compliance Agreelnent
(FFCA) for 17 nonc>~lying sources at 1S UARCOM installations continued
to be tracked md reported o~l. !fieagreemnt, also called the “Golden
Football,“ provided for tbe EPA r@fra.iningfrom enforcement actio~s at
the covered installations as long as the Ar~ afiered to its construction
co~liance schedules. At the close of fiscal year 1980, three of the
original Golden Football projects had achieved co~liance: mo at
Lake City and one at Pine Bluff Arsenal; and by the end of fiscal year
1981, four other projects were cmpleted at Milan Arw Ammition Plant,
Newcumberland Ar~ Depot, Tobyhanna ATW Depot, and Radford ATW Am\lnition
Plant. However, becawe of other water problem at Radford and Milm,
these ~o installations were not brought into compliance.

(U) During the fiscal year, the EPA/DA FFCA also required regular
reporting on design, construction, and final compliance filestOnes ‘n
17 projects at 15 installations. In addition, extensive progress
reporting had to be sent quarterly by the Coqs of Engineers to the
DARCOM installations and by the DARCOM installations to the State regulators
and the EPA Region. A numerical monthly summa~ of this tilestone and
quarterly reporting are fowd on Chart 18.

(U) Under the EPA/DA FFCA 61 percent of the milestones were met m
time during fiscal year 1981, with all but mo of the seven missed mile-
stones being co~leted one to three months late. The Corps of Engineers,
at Huntsville, Al:~bama,,maintained a 97 percent on-time reporting rate tO
DARCOM during fiscal year 1981; and DARCOM installations achieved a 92
percent on-time reporting record to the EPA Regions and States during the
same time period.

(U) Resource!Conservation and Recove~ Act (RCRA)/Toxic Substance
Control Act. Cmpletion and i~lementation of installation-level.hazardous
waste management programs continued in fiscal year 1981, aided by US Arv
Environmental Hygiene Agency mmagement surveys, and state and federal
regulator inspect~.ons Defense Property Disposal Service g,lidanceresulted
in a significant shift of hazardous waste disposal responsibility frOm
the installation to servicing Defense prOperty “DispOsaloffices, althOugh
the installations continued t(>be required to retain c~lstodyof the waste
until it was pick<>dup by service contractors.
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(U) Projects :~tseveral installationswere co~leted to upgrade
or construct hazard(>usw=te storage facilities. More than 200 gr,),~n~ater
monitoring wells were e~laced at 19 installations at a cost of nei~rly
$1 million using US Amy Environ~ntal Hygiene Agency, us AW TOX~LCad
Hazardous Materials Agency, installatiOn and ~Ontr~ctOr resOurces. Most
of the contractor efforts were mariagedthrough Hmts’ville “District, Corps
of Engineers, SingltsMmager for the Amy Pollution &atement Program.
Waivers for well eq>lace~nt were prepared at three installations.
Closure plans for hazardous waste facilitieswere initiated at fiv,?
locations.

(U) Memorandum of agree~nt and other program documents wer<?
completed in ~ticil~ation of drastically increased groundwater mnitoring,
contamination investigation, and RCRA pem.itting requirewnts duri:fig
fiscal year 1981.

(U) Water ‘Qua=. During fiscal year 1981, $45 mini On wOrth Of
waste water treatment facility projects reached completion. The stage
was set for enhanced DARCOM compliace with environmental regulations
in the water area, primarily compliance with the National Pollutmt
Discharge Elimination System (~DES) p2~t reql]i~ements. The completed
projects would have marked the bel:inningof the end of DARCOM nonco~liance ;
however, during 1981, a parallel de~~elo?ment--thereceipt of the first of
the “second-round”“NPDESpermits-.-setsubstantially more stringent, effluent
limitations on DARCOM facilities Thus, during fiscal year 1981, there was
only one net reduction in the total number of DARCOM installations tracked
by the Environmental Quality Division (EQD) as water nonco~liers .

(U) With a large nutier of DARCOM installation NPDES pemits
expiring in 1981 ad 1982, all affected comands and installationswere
advised in early fiscal year 1981 to prepare early to negotiate “second-
round” permits with the mst advantageous limitationspossible, from the
Amy viewpoint. This effort began to pay off, with several installations,
such as Pine Bluff Arsenal, Ima Ar~ Amunition Plant, Tobyhmna Aq
Depot, and Aberdeen Proving Ground, achieving concessions from the
regulators on seemingly nreasona”ble permit restrictions. These
concessions’”represented thousands of dollars in ~nitOring cOsts in
some cases, and millions of dollars in construction costs in others.

(U) A major .ilestone was reached in fiscal year 1981, with the
completion of a sexreral-yeareffort to install marine sanitation devices
(MSDS) on all required Amy watercraft by DARCOM’s Project Office for
kphibians and Watercraft, by the statuto~ deadline of 1 April 1981.
All applicable craft received @ither the required, permanently installed
MSD, or a suitable, portable substit,.]teuntil contracts for MSDS could
be executed. Several earlier indications that the deadline would not
be met were overconleby intensive comand management.
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(U) Air Quality. The air quality e~h~is in fiscal year 1981
was toward Inspection and Maintenmce plans for automobiles md
establishing environmentally acceptable coatings for paint shops.
Inspection ad maintenance plan sumaries were prepared and sent to
major subordinate comads for them to detefine their applicability
to their comads . To assure that installation paint shops were in
compliance with,volatile orgaic compound emissions, a survey fom WaS

developed for the pu~ose of determiningwhich paints should be
reformulated and which installations required add-on equipment in order
to meet these mqui rements.

(U) The mnitoring of the open burning and open detonation
incinerator projects continued to be a priority progra for this year.
This program had saved in excess of $115 tillion.

(U) A considerable amount of time was spent in fiscal year 1981
mnitoring the progress of the Clean Air Act hendments scheduled for
1981, so that MSCS could be notified of any changes in compliance
strategies.

(U) National Environmental ProtectiofiAgency (NEPA). Implewnting
and complying with the latest Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations throughout the Am during fiscal year 1981 met with a series
of responses throughout DARCOM. The highlights were as follows:

a. HQDA pl]blished,in the Federal Register on 20 October 1980,
iwlementing regulations of the CEQ Regulations, and mDDS 6050.1 ~d
6050.7. The A~(s official Arq Regulatim 200-2, Environmental Effects
Of Amy Actions, was published on 1 September 1981.

b. Headquarters, DARCOM imple~nted the NEPA requirements on
16 Nove~er 1979, when it published DARCOM Supple~nt 1 to AR 200-1.
Chapter 2 addressed NEPA and Irasthe basis for officially supplementing
AR 200-2. The draft DARCOM Supplement was being staffed for cements
in November 1981.

(U) Installation Restoration (IR). During fiscal year lg81, in
the DARCOM IR program, record searches were initiated for 42 installations.
These included searches for 17 DARCOM installations, 6 former installatio”a,
and 19 installations at other Major Subordinate Commds . Al1 DARCOM
installations record searches were completed, Five installation surveys
would car~ over to fiscal year 1982, 9 surveys were co~leted, and 11
new surveys were started. The surveys completed included: Alabama.AAP;
Aberdeen PG; Fort Wingate DA; Milan AAP; Na”ajO DA; Sacramento AD;
Fort Gillem; mode Island Nike Sites; and Fulton Property, Rhode Islmd.
The installationswhere surveys were initiated included: Anniston AD;
Blue Grass DA; Comhusker AAP; Indiana AAP; Iowa AAP; Letterkenny AD;
Lone Star AAP ; Longhorn AAP; Tooele AD; Win Cities AAP; and Sha~e AD.
Contamination/Abatementoperations continued at Milan AAP, Redstone
Arsenal, and Rocky Mountain Arsenal
Frankford Arsenal were co~leted.

, while all decontaminationefforts at
A decontaminationeffort was initiated

at Alabama AAP.
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(U) Environmental‘Conference. An environmentalworkshop was h,?ld
on 28-30 October 1980 at the (then) Charter House Motor Hotel in
Alexandria, Virginia. Headquarters, DARCOM Environme.ntal Quality Di.tision
(EQD) sponsored the w{>rkshop,and the US A- Toxic ad Hazardous Materials
Agency (USA~ANA) was the host. Mr. Lewis D. Walker, MG W. H. Schneider,
Dr. D. K. Emig, a“,dCOL K. Halloran were principal speakers. As an ,>ver-
capacity group of 175-180 persons attended, the larger MSCS held fi~~-
workshops with their own installations. The principal subject was the new
NEPA implementationprocedures, such as categorical exclllsiOns,Findings
of No Si~ificant Iwact (FNSI), =d reduced Environmental Assessment (EA)
documentation.

(U) Environwntal Publications. The Environmental Newsletter, a
unofficial Duplication authorized mder the provisions of AR 360-81,
Commd Information Program, was initiated by the EQD in fiscal year
1979, ad continued in fiscal years 1980 ad 1981. Issues were published
for the periods of October through Novefier 1980, Decefier 1980 through
Janua~ 1981, February through March 1981, April through MaY 1981, J~e
through July 1981, and August through October 1981. The August through
October 1981 issue marked the beginning of the use of a computer aided
printing system, which simplified editing ~d prOvided a mOre readable
fomat. Wring 1981, the Environmental Newsletter w= defended against
an AW publications cutback as being the only exclusively environwntal
publication in the ATV and widely supported by its readership. A
second infomal publication, EnvironRntal Lessons Learned, was considered
viable in 1981, but no issues were ]?ublishedduring tbe fiscal year,

(U) The major official environmental publication issued by the
Environmental Quality Division during fiscal year 1981 was tbe DARCOM
Supplemnt 1 to AR 200-1, Environmental Protection md Enhancement,
which was printed and distributed o~q29 June 1981. It superseded the
16 Novetier 1979, DARCOM Supple&nt 1 to AR 200-1, dated 20 Januag 1978.
The regulation prescribed policies, assi~ed responsibilities, and
established procedures for the protection and preservation of the environ-
ment as it related to DARCOM installations, facilities, activities,
equipment, and vehicles A significant change in this supplement was
Chapter 2 of AR 200-1, which was superseded by AR 200-2, Environmental
Effects of Ar~ Actions. Chapter 2 had addressed environmental considera-
t.icnsin DA actions and i~lemented the National Environmental Protection
Act. DARCOM planned to issue a supple~nt to AR 200-2 in early fiscal
year 1982. The DARCOM Supplement to AR 200-1 gave new fomats and guidmce
for the DD-M(SA) 138?,Report, which was the major environmental pOllutiOD
prevention, control, and abatement report. The supplement also provided
= appendix with forn]atfor the ~D required Environmental Mmagemen t-by-
Ob,jectives(N80) Repc,rt,RCS D@M(A&SA) l&85.
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(U) Environmental‘Avafds. Four DARCOM Installations, the Red River
Army Depot, Iowa Arq Amunition Plant (AAP), Lone Star AAP, ad the
Watemliet Arsenal, submitted entries fOr the Annual Environmental Quality
Award competition in fiscal year 1981. Red River Arv Depot won the
DARCOM award, whi,leIowa and L(,>neStar AAFS were first and second rmners-
up, respectively. Unfortunately, DARCOM installations did not place in
the higher echelon co~etitions. 7hree DARCOM e~loyees were nominated
to HQDA for the Federal Environmental Engineer Award, b“t did not place
in the DA-level competition.

(U) OMA Funds. In fiscal year 1981, DARCOM received $8,794 million——
O?eration and klainten~ce, Arv (OMA) funds for pollution abatement
activities, of which $7,445 fillion were a supplemental. me majority of
these fwds were further allocated to Major Subordinate Commands
(ARRCOM--$5,407 million, DESCOM--$O.728 million, and Huntsville Division,
COWS of Engineers--$l,832 million). MSCS augmented the funds provided
by DARCOM to the extent that a total of over $12 million was obligated
for pollution abatemnt projects ad st~ldies. me fiscal year 1982 OW
requirementwas $13.5 million for environmental protection activities
primarily to comply with the Resource Conservatj.onad R,ecovery Act.
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CHAPTER 111

MATERIEL DEVELOPMENT

Highlights

(U) Fiscal year 1981 saw budget restraints and direction f]:omthe
Administration to “hold dom spending”, which resulted in some c[ltbacks
and major realignlnentsin materiel development programs. Ho~*eve::,some
notable accomplishmentswere experienced. The Ml Abrams Tank wa$sauthor-
ized full production; and the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army approved
introduction of i!nprovements.to the Ml. A total of four production
IFV vehicles were delivered and accepted by the Government during the
fiscal year. On 20 October 1981, the FVS was formally named the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle. The first U. S. ROLAND production fire unit WIS
completed in October 1981, 30 days ahead of schedule. The CH-47 modern-
ization production contract was awarded in December 1981.

(U) Fiscal :year1981 marked a banner year in the Value Engineering
Program with validated savings exceeding $300 million. The tapering
off of Manufacturing Methods and Technology dollar value in fiscal
year 1980 was recouped in fiscal year 1981 with a $6 million increase
in project funding.

(U) Under the Headquarters DARCOM Realignment, the Office of Project
Management became the Policy and Project Management Division of the
Directorate for Development, Engineering, and Acquisition On 15 3ct0ber
1981. The Office of Product Improvementwas to be merged with the
Development and Engineering Directorate. The Office of Manufacturing
Technology was to become a Directorate as part of DARCOM’s general
reorganization, to strengthen and give visibility to the productivity
enhancing aspects of the Manufacturing Technology Program.

(U) Mr. James A. Bender was named to the Senior Executive Service
(SES) position as Chief, Office of Laboratory and Development Comand
Management in July 1981. The SES position as the Chief, Office of Manu-
facturing Technology remained vacant with one of the GS-15 team leaders
acting in that capacity.

(U) There was a continued increase in Cooperative Research and
Development arrangements with allied and friendly nations Presidential,
Congressional, and DOD emphasis was placed on achievement of NATO
Rationalization, Standardization, and Interoperability (RSI).
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Development and Engineering

Programs and Budget

(U) The Fy 1983-1987 Research, Development, Test & E“al~ation
Program (RDTE). The plans and recommendations for the DARCOM portion
of the Army’s Five-Year UTE Program for fiscal years 1983-1987 was
submitted to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development and
Acquisition, Department of the Army, in December Iggo. The data were
used by DA as a basis for development of the Army’s Program Objective
Memorandum (POM). DARCOM prepared the submission within the RDTE
Program Guidance furnished by ODCSRDA; and essentially applied the
same philosophy and approach that was used in previous years The sub-
mission was made via the automated Modernized Army Research and Devel-
opment Information System (MARDIS). The DARCOM portion of the POM
five-year ROTE Program for FY 1983-1987, as submitted by DA in June
1981 to Office Secretary of Defense, was as follows:

DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS

FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1987

+3,368,647 $4,054,280 $4,817,929 $4,982,072 $5,377,236

(U) The Program Objective Memorandum (POM) cycle for RDTE culminated
in the issuance of the Program Decision Memorandum from the Secretary
Of Defense to the Secretary of the Army. In September 1981, the Admin-
istration directed further reductions in the FY 1983-1987 RDTE Programs
to hold dom spending. This process completed the program cycle and
changed the DARCOM program as of 16 October 1981 as shorn below:

FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1987

$3,059,256 $3,864,359 $4,773,875 $5,004,961 $5,365,773

(U) During November - December 1981, the FY 1983-1987 Program was
further revised by the OSD Program Budget Decision review process. In
January 1982, the FY 1983 Program, as revised by OSD, Was ~re~ented to
Congress.

Program Control

(U) FY 1981 DARCOM ROTE apportionment request, as submitted in the
President’s Budget, totaled $2,635.1 million. The FY 1981 Supplemental
Appropriation and Congressional actions resulted in the following
adjustments:
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President’s Budget $2,635.1milli~~
Congressional Changes Supplemental
Appropriation -125.5 “

Hiring Freeze, Study & Analysis
and TDY Reductions -24.6 “

Program Increases +60.6 “
Adjusted DARCOM FY 1981 Budget $2,545.6 “

(U) The FY }g82 DARCOM apportionment request, submitted in President
Carter’s Budget to Congress, totaled $2,851.1 million. The Reagan
Administration submitted the following amendments to Congress:

President Carter’s Budget $2,851.1 milli’~n
President Reagan hendments:

Studies & Analysis & TDY Reductions -6.4 “
Repricing and Productivity Reductions -45.9 ;;
Elimination of Marginal Programs -105.6
Added Programs & Accelerations t395.7 “

Adjusted DARCC,MFY 1982 Budget - “

(u) The FY 19[32Budget was further adjuated in September aa result of
the Administration’s desire to hold dow spending. The September amended
budget reduced DARCOM’s portion of the ~TE request by $179.6 million.

Management Systems and Procedures

(U) The practice of limiting face-to-face reviews with major
subordinate comani~s, project managers (pM), Or labOratOries tO OIlea
year had been successfully implemented and the sixth annual RDTE Program
Review was conductc!din the May - July timeframe of 1981. The siztth
review gained greater participation by the DCSRDA staff, includini;
DCSOPS and THADOC. The practice in fiscal year 1981 minimized thf:
number of program ]:eviewsrequiring field participation and prepa]:ation
both to this headqllartersand to Headquarters DA. It further red[lced
the number and timc~duration of n}eetingsrequired between DARCOM ~indDA
staff members requiLredto resolve differences toward establishing an
Amy RDTE Program.

(U) The Prog!!amand Budget Division (DRCDE-P) continued to :?rovide
support to the School of Logistic Science of the Army Logistic Ma]~agement
center (MMC) by p]:ovidingguest speakers and technical assistance fOr
the Cost Estimating for Engineers, Decision Risk Analysis, and Re?earch
and Development ma]lagementcourses conducted at the ALMC in fiscal year
19s1.

(U) Modernized Army Research and Development Information System
(MARDIS) WaS devel,>pedby DA in an effort to modernize the RDTE r=porting
system. The systelnincluded a Program Data Form (PDF) for data capture,
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replaced manually prepared forms supporting the budget formulation,
scheduling, and apportionment processes. WRDIS became operational

with the submission of data support for the FY 1981 budget; and the MARDIS.
technical milestone reporting requirements for DARCOMweremerged with
the Integrated Logistic Milestone Reporting System operated by the Dir-
ectorate for Readfness, This action eliminated one quarterly reporting
requirement during FY 1981. A special report was prepared for the
Office of Manufacturing Technology drawing their requirements for pro-
ducibility engineering data from the ~RDIS file. A sPecial report
was prepared to satisfy the interchange of dollars among DARCOM comands
Work load informationwas provided to TECOM from MARDIS describing the
fire-year test plan. An FY 1984-1988 POM submission of ~RDIS data
was made by this Headquarters to DCSRDA 111December 1981. These data
were used to support the HQDA preparation of Congressional descriptive
summaries and the OSD (Office of the Secretary of Defense) required
submission of DD Form 1634 program planning data.

Program Execution

(U) RDTE Program Directives (FY 1981). The comptroller of the
Army forwarded to DARCOM the FY 1981 RDTE funding document (DA Form 1323)
in October 1980. After receipt of funds, program directives (AMC Form
1006) were released to the field to cover the approved plan for each
project andfor task. These Forms 1006 were forwarded to the Finance and
Accounting Division, Comptroller, DARCOM, along with schedule I and
NC Form 20 requesting issuance of funds to the major subordinate com-
mands and laboratories.

(U) Program directives were issued throughout FY 1981, which were
used to reprogram, issue released funds, and withdraw unobligated funds
excess to requirements In addition to an approximate average of 12
program directives issued each working day, numerous program revisions
for each subordinate comand were processed within DARCOM, and approvals
were returned to the subordinate comands

Project SCORECARD

(U) SCORECARD (Obligation Status) re~orts began in October 1978
on a monthly basis. Subordinate comands and independent acti”itie~
reported their unobligated balances of the FY 1980 carryover program as
well as their FY 1981 unobligated balances at project level. In FY 1981,
DARCOM Subordinate Comands , Independent Corporate Laboratories, Project
and Product Managers again operated under the concepts and principles
of incremental funding, with total unobligated balance for FY 1981 as
of 30 September 1981 being $142 million. The total direct RDTE program
for fiscal year 1981 released by DA was $2,536.8 thousands At the end
of fiscal year 1981, $8.8 million was still held by OSD/DA. The direct
fiscal year 1981 progran,and percent of obligation achieved for each
major subordinate comand, separate activities, and HQ DARCOM, as of
30 September 1981, is reflected below.
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COWND

ARRADCOM
AVRADCOM
TSARCOM
ERADCOM
CECOM
MICOM
TACOM
TECOM
MERADCOM
NLABS
OTHER DARCOM
UNDISTRIBUTED

TOTM

(U) Through the

‘PROGW ($000) ‘%OBI,IGATED_—

s 314.3 S)5.4
375.9 98.2
5.9 63.3

241.3 97.2
253.9 95.1
552.6 !)6.4
234.6 !?2.7
263.3 98.5
43.9 ‘98.6
37.0 ‘99.2
168.9 ‘13.0
45.2 ——

$2,536.8 34.4

SCORECARD reporting system, this headquarters
continuously assessed the progress of each command toward meeting an
obligational goal established by the subcmand andfor activity.

SysternsDevelopment—

(U) Post-Deployment Software Support (PDSS) The Post-Deployment
Software Support (PDSS) Concept Plan was forwarded to HQDA on 10 February<
1981. DA provided interim approval of the plan on 5 May 1981 and dir-
ected that manpower and funding requirements be included in the program
submissions (COB FY 1982-1983 and PARR 1984-1988). HQDA alsO requested
that additional data be provided on OCONUS software support, software
interoperability testing, and a comon PDSS baseline across all Battle-
field Automated Systems to include echelons above corps and systems
developed by US Amy Communications Systems Agency (USACSC), u~ Army
Health Services Comand (USAHSC), US Army Communications Coman.d (USACC),
and Intelligence,Security Comand (INSCOM). These data would ~’edevel-
oped over a 30-nLonthperiod by TRADOC and DARCOM, and wOuld result in
a gradual evolution of the PDSS plan.

(U) Army Comand and Control System (ACCS). The ACCS pro.ided
comand and control of Amy forces and support. In fiscal yea]:1981,
to maximize the effectiveness of the ACCS, the Army managed it as a
single system; :LndDARCOM was assigned the role Of ACCS System Engineer
responsible for overall system design, testing, interOperabillt:y,and
fielding. In J[~ly1981, HQDA approved the ACSS Systems Engine~>ring
Implementation I?Ian which described the management structure, llethOdOlOgy,
responsibilities, and milestones for executing this new Army-t~ide
mission. Furth{:rendorsement came in the form of 53 additional personnel
spaces for Headquarters and DARCOM subordinate comands with responsi-
bilities for th<:program. The Director, Development, Engineering, and
Acquisition (DE&A) was assigned responsibility of Program Dire:tor for
ACCS Systems En[~ineering.
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(U) Integrated SOft~are Research and Development tSW). The ISRAD
program coordinated and produced general computer software techniques
for use by all Amy agencies in the development of operational software.
Agreement was finalized on transferring the management ~esponsibility
for this mission and the personnel spaces to support it from US Army
Computer SysternsComand to DARCOM. Transfer of funct?on was effective
1 October 1981.

(U) Computer Resource “Management. The Amiy participated with other
Agencies and Services in the Department of Defense, as weil as industry
and other countries, to develop a high order computer programing language,
identified as Ada, Ada wae expected to become the long-term standard
high order language for mbedded compute~ resourcee within the Depart-
ment of Defense. The Army had s development prog~am,to provide an Ada
Programing Support Environment (compiler and associated software pro-
graming tools) for use in software development by January 1983.

(U) The Ada Joint Progr&m Office (AJPO) was established in January
1981 to provide for management of tiletotal Department of Defense effort
to implement, introduce and provide life-cycle support for Ada. The AJPO
would aesure that validated Ada compilers and associated software develop-
ment and support environments were available to support a policy of
using only accredited support software on DOD programs. The AJPO initiated
the process of making Ada an herican National Standards Institute (ANSI)
standard. The Amy supported development of a standard family of military
computers (MCF) which would reduce logistic and training costs, and im-
prove commonality between systems on the battlefield. The MCF develop-
ment would utilize a single Instruction Set Architecture (ISA) and would
take advantage of the parallel efforts in software. In fiscal year 1981,
MCF production hardware was expected by the 1986 timeframe. Advanced
Development Contracts for the MCF were awarded to four contractors (IBM,
GE/TRW, RCA, and Raytheon) on 10 April 1981; and these 30-month co~ltracts
with an Advanced Development model would be delivered on 10 January 1983.

Communications and Electronics

(U) During fiscal year 1981, one major program, Standoff Target
Acquisition System (SOTAS) experienced a major realignment when program
cost growth in 1980 led to a special Army Systems Acquisition Review
Council (ASARC) in April 1981, and a Defense System Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC) in May 1981. The DSARC directed an indepth program
review aimed at reducing program costs and the fielding of a capability
in 19S4. Hardware fabrication continued with the delnonstrationof a
portion of the operational software in July with a 95% completed ground
station. Work on the radar was stopped in July pending the results of
the DSARC directed review, which wa,scompleted in September with a
recommendation to continue with Motorola on a reduced program. Failure
to reach an accep~able cost/risk sharing arrangement with the contractor
resulted in termination of the radar portion of the contract in iate
September 1981.
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(U) A firm fixed price (FFP) Contract for six Automated Staff
Message Processing Systems (ASMPS) and spare parts for first year field-
ing support was awarded to Martin Marietta Aerospace on 29 September
1981, for $6,040,557. Delivery to USAREUR was scheduled for two ASMPS
each In December”1982, January 1983, and February 1983.

(U) An FFP contract for 90 each, D~gftal Data Generators SG-1139( )/G
with an option for 90 additional equipments, including documentation nec-
essary for materiel release, training and fielding, and sufficient data
to allow follow-on compet?t$ve procurement was awarded to Raytheon Company
on 30 September 1981 for $4,263,494. Delivery of models for initial pro-
duction test was scheduled for March 1983.

(U) An FFP contract for an additional 597 Communications Terminals
AN/UGC-74A(V)3 was awarded to Hone~ell, Tampa, on 30 September 1981 for
$5,058,381. In addition a power and signal cable contract modification
was awarded to Honeywell on 30 Septembe~ 1981 for $1,200,000.

(U) Clothing and Equipment. Other highlights in equipmer.tdevelop-
ments duri~cal year 1981 included the Individual Micro Climate Coolir]g
suit for the Ml tank and the Army Combat Vehicles entered advar.ceddevelop-
ment. The system was designed to protect Combat Vehicle creme.n from the
uncertainty of becoming heat casualties and significantly reduce water
requirements when operating in the desert.

(U) The new flame protective finish for the Chemical/Biological (CB)
over garment was developed to provide the amor and helicopter CVC with
both CB and flan~eprotection.

(U) A new helmet and armor vest which was expected to reduce ballisl!ics
casualties by 25 percent was purchased for the Rapid Deployment Force
(RDF).

(U) Develc,pmentof new airdrop equipment such as the staged para-
chute system and.the Wedge Bundle System designed to reduce the vulner-
ability of troops and aircraft to ground-to-air weapons by up to 50
percent because of high delivery speeds at lower altitudes and capabilities
to drOP troops :Indequipment in one rather than two passes over the drop
zone.

(U) Water Related Equipment. The results of a user/mark(!tsurvey
on availab~ on non-develomental equipment for water production, transp-
ortation, stor:~ge,and processing was presented at a General Officer
Materiel Acquisition Decision Process Review. Acquisition of ND1 for
water for the NIJTF was approved. Acquisition of water related equipment
for the RUJTF W:LSinitiated and contracts for first production were let
for every item e!xceptthe small unit water chiller. An estimated savinga
of $13.16 millic~nwas made when competitive rather than the pl[znnedsing12
source procuremc!ntcontracts were let for 14 each 150,000 gall(>nsper
day reverse osmc~siswater purifying units.
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(U) Mobile Electric“Power“Equipment. A program was initiated to
detemine feasibility of developing a computer model which could be used
to determine the correct s?ze of generator set or sets needed to provide
cost-effective electrical powr to any Installation,

(U) The required operating capability (.ROC)for the 10 Kw 28VDC
aviation ground support power unit was revised to ellmi,nategasoline
as a required fuel, thus eli~i~ating the need for a gas turbine engine
and permitting tieuse of a d+esel eng?ne. This could result in projected
savings of approximately $20,000 per unit for 1,727 units or a total of
$34.54 million.

Fighting Vehicle System

(U) Development Sumary. An Amy Systems Acquisition Research
Comittee (ASARC) was held on 1 October 1980 to establish the Amy’s
position on the Fighting Vehicle System (FVS) competition strategy and
cost reduction program. In addition, the competitive production of
vehicle subsyatema and the FVS TOW PIP were discussed. A DSARC was held
on 16 October 1980 to address the question of establishing a second
source for FVS production. As result, the following actions were
directed: award of production analysis contracts relative to require-
ments for FVS production; initiation of actions to breakout principal
subcontractors for the IFV prime contractors;and initiation of a competitive
developmental program to result in a TOW 11 PIP ISU.

(U) Three contracts for the analysis phase of potential second
source vehicle production were awarded on 4 June 1981 to Bowen-McLaughlin-
York, Pacific Car and Foundry and LTV Corporation. These studies would
review the feasibility of second source assembly using direct procure-
ment frOm Ford Motor Corporation subcontractors.

(U) A contract was awarded on 11 June 1981 to Hone~ell , Incorporated,
as the second source amunition supplier. This was a firm fixed price
contract for prove-out quantities of each 25m round, with an option to
acquire 3,000,000 additional of each round on a firm fixed price (FFP)
basis.

(U) New items considered and approved for breakout in fiscal year
1982 were track and engine; and TDS, transmission, and TOW subsystem in

fiscal year 1983.

(U) The fiscal year 1980 Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFV)/Cavalry
Fighting Vehicle (CFV) initial production letter contract, issued on
1 February 1980, was made definite on 25 February 1981 in an amount of
$152,550,000. The fiscal year 1980 ~RS initial production letter
contract, issued 1 August 1980, was made definite on 7 April 1981 in an
amount of $19,080,000. A letter contract was awarded to FMC on 23 Dec-
ember 1980 for fiscal year 1981 production of 172 IFVS, 128 CFVS and
32 ~RS Carriers at an estimated value of $399,312,000.
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(U) Durin,gthe period of this,report, a total of four production IFVS
were delivered ‘byFMC and accepted by the Government. No CFVS were
scheduled. A strike at FMC caused a two-and one-half month delay in de-
liveries between the first vehfcle and the secona. The NLRS delivery
schedule slipped four months due to the strike.

(U) A Development Acceptance (DEVA) IPR was held on 4 Jule 1981,
which resulted In the recommendation to type classify standard, the
amunition shipping and storage container, 25m, M621, plasti:. The
recomendatibn was approved by the Director, D&E, DARCOM, on 9 June 1981.
This was the only TC action in FY 1981.

Ml Abrams Tank

(U) The Abrams Tank System passed a major milestone on 15 September
1981, when the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Manage]nentReview
III authorized full production].

(U) During fiscal year 1981,the Ml completed Operational Test (OT)
111. The Fort Knox Phase of OT II, conduc~d from 15 September 1980
to 29 May 1981, tested four vehicles organized as a Division 816Platoon.
The Fort Hood Phase, which also ran from September 1980 throug}]May 1981,
involved a battalion size organization. DT 111 continued thro~ghout
fiscal year 1981; and as of September 1981, DT 111 had accumulated 29,000
miles and 6,000 rounds; the OT 111 tanks had been driven 48,000 miles
and fired 10,000 rounds.

(U) The Lima Army Tank Plant completed installation of “I~dustrial
Plant Equipment and Special Tooling facilitizationprojects required to
produce 60 tanks per month. As of 30 September 1981, the Lima Army Tank
Plant had produced 164 Ml Abrams Tanks for Government acceptance.

(U) In July 1981, the New Equipment Training Team deployed to
USAREUR and began to conduct cadre training. Initial Operatim~al Cap-
ability (IOC) for the Abrams Ml in Europe was scheduled for se:ond
quarter fiscal :year1982.

(U) The Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (VCSA) issued a Jecision
Memorandum in March 1981 directing the initiation of an interilnprogram
for Ml improvements which included Hybrid Nuclear Biological atd Chemical
(NBC) Protection, Auxiliary Power Unit Improved Armor and Weiglttreduc-
tion efforts. (On18 September 1981, the VCSA signed a Decisio~lMemo-
randum which approved the delay of first production of 120m g~n tanks
for one year from August 1984 to August 1985. The same memora,~dum
approved the silnultaneousintroduction of the Ml improvements. The
designation MIE1 referred to a 120m gun tank which included Ilnproved
Armor and Hybrid NBC with crew cooling.
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(U) Personal Defense Weapon; M9, g~. In 1978 the HOUSe Appro-
priations Comittee (WAC) completed a study of handguns and handgun
amunition used by the Military Services, and ~eported that a prolifera-
at~on of more than 25 differentmakes , models and types had caused prob-
lems with regard to supply, maintenance and repair, training, and stack-
ing of amunition.

(U) The Office of Under Secreta~y of Defense for ‘Researchand
Engineering tasked the Services to determine the minimm number of types
of handguns needed to meet essential Service requirements and determine
if the US should adopt the NATO standard 9m handgun cartridges. The
Joint Service Small Arms Comittee recommended that the 9m family be
adopted as the standard handgun. OSD thereafter directed the Army to
define an acquisition strategy for this procurement.

(U) On 23 April 1981, DARCOM provided a competitive acquisition
strategy to DA which reflected a May 1982 contract award date. On
16 April 1981, the Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Research and
Engineering (R&E) approved the proposed competitive acquisition strategy,
but disapproved the milestone schedule and requested a schedule with
resultedin a January 1982 contract award. On 6 May 1981, the Acting
ASA(RDA) forwarded such a schedule to USDRE and at the sme time dir-
ected that the Army exert “best efforts” to achieve the January 1982
contract award date. Comander, ARRCOM, was subsequently designated
as source selection authority.

(U) An acquisition plan for a fixed price competitively negotiated
five-year multi-year contract for 217,439 weapons was approved by SARDA
on 14 June 1981. The plan provided pistols to the Coast Guard in fiscal
year 1982 and for all Services from fiscal year 1983 through fiscal
year 1986.

(U) A Joint Service Operational Requirement for the Personal
Defense Weapon was staffed and approved, effective 10 June 1981.

(U) Based upon a Test Working Integrationmeeting held on 11 August
1981, and in view of conflicting TECOM tests, DARCOM message on 27 August
1981 assigned test responsibilitiesas follows: Armament Researth and
Development Co-and (ARRADCOM)would conduct endurance testing using
five weapons per candidate firing 10,000 rounds each. The US Army Infantry
Board (uSAIB) would conduct hit probability testing. Test and Evaluation
Comand (TECOM) would conduct the remainder of the tests. Human Engin-
eering Laboratory (HEL) would perform human factors evaluation based on
TECOM, ARRADCOM and USAIB testing.

(U) Division Support Weapon System (DSWS). DSWS requirements were
established by the Mission Element Needs Statement (MENS) for Heavy/Brigade
Division Weapon System, and approved in 12te 1980. The need for improve–
ments was delineated in four major areas: responsiveness, survivability,
terminal effects, and M--to cope with Warsaw Pact Surface Threat elements.
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(U) me En~~ancedSelf-Propelled Artillery Weapon system (ESPAWS)
was the cannon alternative for DSWS~ and included Maxi-PIP M109 and a
new Howitzer. The Maxi-PI? involved increasing rate of fire to 7-10
rounds per minute!and range to 30 km. The new Howitzer concept embodied
a casemated, full.-tracked, auto-loading, air-transportable, self-prOpelled
Howitzer with full NBC protection, and land navigation and fire control
systems.

(U) HQDA aridFort Sill felt that rocket and missile concepts for
DSWS were unsuit:lblefor the close support role. Consequently, ?n Aug-
ust 1981, the dec:isionwas made to use cannon alternatives to ft~lfill
brigade fire support obligations. Still to be resolved in fiact!lyear
1981 was how to cover the area from maximum cannon range out to 70 km
(mid-range) and t,eyond.

(U) As of j!iscalyear 1981, DSWS was in the Concept Definition
phase of develop~ment,leading toward an ASARC/DSARC in first qutlrter
fiscal year 1983 During 1981 plans were completed for investigating
three cannon pro[;ramalternatives for the close support role. A cOn-
tract was negotiated for management support through the ASARC/DSARC I
The first TIWG m(~etingwaa held in November 1981.

(U) MPG-N, LASC, LAR. The US Army and US Marine Corps engaged in
a joint pr=nanaged program to develop a family of highly mobile,
readily deployable, light armored vehicles for forward area use The
project, given the name Light Armored Vehicles (LAV), was being developed
at Tank-Automotive Comand (TACOM), and staffed by a Marine Corl>sPro-
ject Manager (PM), an Army Assistant PM and Army Civilian personnel. The
primary user would be the Army’s light divisions.

(U) In fis{:alyear 19S1, the program, which was basically nondevelop-
mental, involved testing four candidate vehicles from three contractors
(three wheeled ciindidatesand one tracked candidate) to determi,lewhich
best satisfied the separate but similar Army and Marine Corps ROCS.
Selection of a winner and contract award was scheduled for mid-.July1982.
In the meantime, firm fixed prices were solicited from the cont~:nders
for production q!~antitiesof their vehicles where this number was known.
The entire program was timed to a severely compressed acquisition schedule.

(U) The pr,ogramcalled for developing a number of varient:;within
the family, all ho~~ever,having the same chassis and automotive systems.
The Army varient$ were: a light assault vehicle know as the Mobile
Protected Gun-Near Tem (MPG-N), a Light Armored Squad Carrier (LASC), and
a Light Amored Recovery VehiC?Le(LAR). The MPG-N was designed for a
crew of three ani mounted the M242, 25m chain gun in a turret as its
main armament. ‘TheLASC was planned to carry a combat squad of between
9 and 11 soldiers including driver and gunner. The main armame~t would
be the Wi 19 40mn grenade launcher. The LAR would have space f,ara
minimum of five persons including driver.
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(U) As of the close ,f f;.sealyear 198i the program had an approved
MENS, a signed Memorandum of Agreement between the ‘MarineCorps and Army
and the applicable Army ROCS in the latter stages of coordination.

(U) Mobile Protected Gun Systems (MPGS) By memorandum of 15 SeP-
tember 1981, Subject Mission Element Need Statement for the Army ‘Mobile
Protected Gun (MPG), the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved the MENS
and directed that only one vehicle with varients would be procured for
the Army’s Mobile Protected Gun-Far Term (MPG-F) and the Marine Corps
Mobile Protected Weapon System (MPWS). Accordingly, a jo~nt project
managed program was established called the MPGS, having an Army PM lo-
cated at Tank-Automotive Comand (TACOM)

(U) The Project Manager was responsible for the development, test,
acquisition, and logistical support of the system which included the
vehicle, main gun and amunitfon. The MPGS would be a prime candidate
for the Rapid Deplo~ent Force and the Army’s light divisions. It dif-
fered from the Light Armored Vehicle (LAv) Program in that it was oriented
toward the 1988-1989 timeframe versus the 1983-1986 timeframe for LAV.
In a briefing on 11 September 1981, the Vice Chief of Staff, Army (VCSA)
aperOved the plan of a joint development as the main armament for the
MPGS.

(U) 81m Improved Mortar (L16A1). In fiscal year 1981 the United
States Army was evaluating this system for possible procurement, primarily
to realize the 5600 mile maximum range which was approximately 1,000
meters greater than the 81m mortar in use at that time.

(U) Testing revealed two major problems associated with the United
Kingdom mortar--excessive blast overpressure and wet efficiency. The
first problem involved crew subjection to blast overpressure in excess
of that allowed by the Surgeon General. Wet efficiency problems involved
drastically reduced range if the UK rounds were fired when wet. A con-
tract was negotiated with UK in mid-August 1981, for development effort
to solve the problems related to blast attenuation and a water-resistant
propulsion/ignitiOnsystem. Subsequent effort yielded apparent solution to
the problems and the improved hardware was scheduled for February 1982
delivery for DTII. The contract also had provisions for royalty-free
license to US after procurement of 4,000 mortars and 2,000,000 HE
rounds, plus technical manufacturing data after negotiation of production
contracts.

(U) Acquisition strategy for the improved 81m mortar included
fielding when sufficient HE, smoke and illumination rounds were available,
and development of an on-shore HE amunition capability was to be rapidly
established. In fiscal year 1981, IOC was scheduled for second quarter
FY 1986, with the UK mortar and HE amunition, and existing US illumin-
ating and smoke rounds.
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(U) M16A1 Rifle. The Marine Corps through the Joint Service Small
Comi=funded an evaluation of an improvedM16A1 xifle. Features

of the rifle included: a barrel providing increased rigidity and strength
and rifled one turn in seven inches to accommodate the heavier NATO 5.56
bullet; improveclhandguards, buttstock, buttplate and pistol grip; adjust-
able rear sight;,square configured front sight; muzzle compenszltedflash
suppressor, and three-round burst control device replacing the automatic
firing feature. The operational test was initiated by the Maz:ineCorps
Development and Education Comand using Fleet Marine Torte and Army per-
sonnel to provi(ieinformation to evaluate user acceptance, operational
effectiveness aIldsuitability for the improved rifle as compart?dwith
the standard M16Al rifle. me Development Test (DT) was to be conducted
by TECOM beginning during the first quarter of fiscal year 198:!.

(U) = Automatic Weapon (SAW) System. The ~ 249 was selected for
the Maturity Ph,~seProgram together with 556m amunition which had origins
in the Belgian :SS109(Ball) and SS11O (Tracer) amunltfon and l~ereidenti-
fied as the ~855 (Ball) and ~856 (Tracer) The principal objectives of
the Maturity Ph~se Program were: To establisb and confim the design of
the 556m SAW aimunition, in full confomity with applicable NATO stand-
ardization agreements (ST~AG 4172) and user requirements; to zstablish
and confirm the design of 556m metallic belt links; to correct the design
shortcomings of the ~249 weapon identified in DTk/OTIa testing; to con-
duct system verification tests of the weapon/link/awunition system to
provide a basis for the Development Validation In Process Review (DEVA-IPR);
to initiate development of supporting equipment for the system including
amunition packaging, load carrying equipment, blank firing attachment
and weapons rack; and to establish and implement an Integrated Logistic
Support (ILS) Program.

(U) Four new ~249El veapons were procured under contract
with Fabrique Nationale d‘Armes de Guerre (FN) and seven M249 weapons
were”modified by FN to conform with the improved ~49El configuration
to support verification testing. Owing to the extensive evaluation con-
ducted under DTIa/OTIa in the previous phase of the program and generally
satisfactory performance of the X~49 gun in these tests, it was de-
cided by the Test Integrated Working Group (TWIG) that a Development
Verification test supplemented by a Human Factors Evaluation cf improve-
ments, would su~ffice.

(U) VIPEF~. In August 1981, the VIPER lightweightman-pc,rtable—.
anti-tank rockc!twas type classified standard. The initial procurement
contract was sj.gnedon 2 December 1981. Congress appropriated funds for
fiscal year 19[11and fiscal year 1982 procurement, but placed language
with 1982 Appropriation Bill that required the Army to conduct tests
of alternative systems by July 1983 and report the results to Congress.
Future year procurement appropriationswould depend upon resu~.ts of
above tests.
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(U) 155m Artillery hunition. The COPPER~AD, semi-active laser
artillery guided projectile, production facility was placed in operation,
and 30 complete projectiles were produced on the production line as part
of the initial production facillty prove-out. These items were manu-
factured between February and August 1981. First production deliveries
of COPPERHEAD projectiles for stockpile and issue to the field, began
in November 1981. Following firsfiarticle testing, COPPER~AD was to be
issued to the using units in 1982, and production rate was expected to
be maintained at or below 200 rounds pe~ month until the required reli-

ability of 0.80 was met, in accordance with the DSARC decision of 1979.
A product improvement effoTt continued to improve warhead “effectiveness
against projected threat amor.

(U) DARCOM and TRADOC (Training and Doctrine Comand) prepared a
development plan concept for initiation of development of a 155m artillery
fire and forget projectile, which was briefed to HQDA General Officer
Review and approved in December 1981. This plan required ARWDCOM and
PM-CAWS to evaluate alternative technical proposals while the Artillery
School conducted a mini-COEA (Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis)
of alternative system concepts. Above efforts were expected to be com-
pleted in 1982.

(U) A Letter of Approval (LOA) was approved by DARCOM and TRADOC
for the initiation of advanced development of a 155m artillery extended
range inter-continentalmissile (ICM) projectile using the base bleed
concept. Development was conducted by PM-CAWS with technical support
from the Large Caliber Weapon Systems Laboratory ARRADCOM.

(U) #mLOA was approved by DARCOM and T~OC for initiation of advanced
develo~ent Of a 155mm artillery modular propelling charge. This charge WaS
to replace existing bagged charges, and be compatiblewith Howitzers in
use as well as the DSWS (Division Support Weapon System) under development.
The modular charge would use a rigid combustible case to facilitate auto-
matic loading, have modular increments to facilitatemore flexible zoning
solutions and reduce waste by eliminating unused charge increments. Devel-
opment was being conducted by PM-CAWS with technical support from the
large Caliber Weapon Systems Laboratory, ARRADCOM.

(U) 8-Inch Artillery Amunition. The sen,~ ,nd De~troy Amor
Munition (SADA~) continued in advanced development. A 30-month compet-
itive advanced development contract was signed in September 1980, award-
ing contracts to Aerojet Electro Systems and Hone~ell, Incorporated. The
1981 effort was concentrated on resolving the seeker requirements and
characterizing seeker performance, and was being managed by Armament
System Division at Armament Research and Development Comand (ARmCOM) .
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(u) 120m Tank ~flriiti~n. Honevell, Incorporated (pril~esystem
contractor~ivered 138, ~827 cartridges to Aberdeen Proving Ground
for safety testing in fiscal year 1981. These cartridges were US vers-
ions of the German DM13. Honeywell also delivered 270 M831 :artr~dges,
identical to German DM18, to APC in September for safety tests. A valid-
ation IPR was held in Decmber 1981 for the ~829 cartridge whfch com-
pleted validation phase testing.

(u) 105m Tank ‘Munition. In August 1981, the restriction against
the upper operational temperature for the M774 cartridge was removed.
Initial Operational Capability (IOC) quantities were delivered to the
field in April 1981, which was the first fielding of a tank main armament
round using staballoy. The ~833 cartridge entered a 22-month full scale
engineering development phase and initiated production and procurement
activities to provide for an early IOC in 1983. The M815 improved
High Explosive Anti-Tank (HEAT) cartridge entered advanced development
in March 1981.

(U) mand Counter Mine Program. Highlights fOr the Mine and
Counter Mine Program included the following itms for fiscal year 1981:
Ground Emplaced Mine Scattering System (GEMSS) was type classified
standard in March 1981. An InternationalMateriel Evaluation Program
determined that the Giant VIPER, the British line explosive charge was
unacceptable for adoption by the US Army. The 155m Artillery Area
Denial Artillery Munition (ADAM) and Remote Anti-Armor Mine (RAAM)
projectiles were approved for production in September 1981. MERADCOM
developed and demonstrated the M-60 Tank mine roller adapter for the
Ml tank in Dece!mber1981.

(U) US RCILAND. The fiscal year 1981 hardware production.contracts——
were awarded tc,the prime associate contractors, Hughes and Boeing On
10 December 19&,0. The US ROLAND Reliability Evaluation Test Program at
Fort Lewis, Washington, was successfully concluded on 15 Decen~berlg80,
and was conducted to satisfy a DSARC 111 (Defense Systems Acquisition
Review Council)’requirement to demonstrate a level of reliability and
maintenance caE,abilityprior to entering full scale production,. The
first four limited production missiles were delivered on sche:ule to
the Government on 26 June 1981. The first ROLAND production fire unit
was completed cln1 October 1981, 30 days ahead of schedule.

(u) sTINGER. The IOC for the basic STINGER was achieved 27 February
1981, with=~al deployment of hardware to Europe. The First Unit
Equipment Delilrery(FUED) of basic STINGER hardware to the US Marine Corps
was accomplish<:d10 November lg81. As a result of the STINGER POST,
Government Test Vehicle (GTV) flight test program, hardware d(!signfor
the Production Qualification Tests (PQT) was frozen and fabrication of
hardware initi:lted.
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(U) PATRIOT. The confirmation test program units 1, 2, and 3 were
conducted -Ilance with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
guidance. Results clearly indicated significant improvements in system
capability and matur?ty. A diagnostics improvement program “as estab-
lished to address the maintainability shortfall. A second engineering
services contract, a third initial production schedule (IpS) contract, and
two second production contracts were awarded to the Raytheon Company dur-
ing the fiscal year. International operations continued in NAPATNO, and
the Japanese government showed increased interest in the PATRIOT system.

(U) DIVADS Gun. Competit~on DTIOT II testing of the Tord Aero-
space and Comnications Corporation (FACC) and General Dynamics (GD)
prototypes was successfully completed by the Government in November 1981.
Source selection efforts were completed in April 1981; and on 9 May 1981,
the.Army selected the FACC to proceed into the production phase. The
FACC contract provided for manufacturing of production prototypes; con-
tinued development of the Integrated Logistics System (ILS) package;
completion of technology, transfer, and fabrication of first of the
BDFORS L70 guns and ammunition; finalization of producibility, engineer-
ing, and planning; procurement of long lead materials to support the
production set forth in Option”/}1of the contract; and the acquisition
of initial production facilities. The contract contained three yearly
options for the manufacturing of a total of 276 fire units and assoc-
iated amunition and support equipment. The first option was expected
to be exercised in early May 1982, following milestone three decision
review scheduled for March/April 1982.

Aircraft Systems

(U) The AH-64A OTII was successfully completed in August 1981, and
a contract was awarded in February 1981 for Long Lead Time Items. A
fixed price incentive (FPI) production contract was awarded for the
CH-47D on 24 October 1981 to Boeing Vertol for the fiscal year 1981
Procurement of nine aircraft, required support, and Long Lead Time Items
for the fiscal year 1982 procurement of lg aircraft. PrototYPe completed
M growth/maturity testing and environmental testing.

(U) The UH-60 External Stores Support System program was initiated
during 1981. This program was expected to qualify the UH-60A to accom-
modate four auxiliary fuel tanks for an extended range capability.

~U) A firm fixed price multi-year production contract W=S .Warded
for five AH-1 Flight and Weapons Simulators to the Singer Company, Link
Division on 15 April 1981.

(U) Source selection was conducted on the AHIP program beginning
on 9 April 1981, with Bell Helicopter Texitron (BHT) selected over Hughes
Helicopter Incorporated. On 21 September 1981, a development contract
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(fixed price incentive) was signed with BHT for
BHT agreed to negotiate a cap to the “des.,ignto
two years product%on.

$148 million, ir~which
unit cost” for the first

(U) The HEI.LFIREprototype system qualification test was completed
in September 1981.. A total of 62 missiles were tested in the A}[-64DT/OT :[1
program.

Cooperative Research and Development

(U) Cooperative Research and Development arrangements witt allied
and friendly nations continued to increase in fiscal year 1981. Con-
gressional, Presidential, and DOD influence was exerted in the :~reaof
NATO Rationalization, Standardization,and Interoperabflity (RSI). The
governing policy documents were DOD Directive 2010.6 and AR 70-~:.l,the
latter having bee!npublished in June 1981 with an effective date!of
1 July 1981. On<!of the provisions of the Culver-Nunn Amendment, Public
Law 94-361, statf~dthat “it is a sense of Congress” that RSI wottldbe
facilitated by greater reliance on licensing and coproduction agreements
among NATO signatories.

(U) A general MOU was concluded with Portugal on 28 March 1979,
covering Principles Governing Mutual Cooperation in Research, Development,
Production, Procllrement,and Logistics Support of Defense Equipment.
This MOU was negc~tiatedand signed at the Secretary of Defense level.

(u) Specific MOUS concluded during fiscal year 1981 were: (1) us/
Belgium/Canada/Italy/Netherlands- Cooperation in Electronic Collnter-
measure (ECCM) Aspects of the Interface Control Working Group and Test
Integration Working Group of the US (sINCGARS-V) Single Channel Ground
and Airborne Radf.oSubsystem Program, 5 December 1979. (2) US/Canada -
A Collaborative ItesearchProject on the Radiation Shielding Capabilities
of Armored Combat Vehicles, 19 February. (3) US/France/German>r/United
Kingdom - Exchange of Information Regarding Improvements to Second
Generation Anti-Tank Guided Missiles, 7 April 1981. One specific MOU
negotiated with Germany received Under Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering (USDRE) redelegate authority on 2 October 1981 to ,conclude
under the provisions of DOD Instruction 2050.1 at HQ DARCOM (Asst. Dep/
Int’1 RD&S) level[. This MOU covered US/Germany Cooperation within the
area of Army Artillery Comand and Control Systems for the purpose of
interoperability,,The Asst Dep/Int’1 RD&S signed the US version on
2 October 1981 aIldcopies were given to German representatives on the
same date; avail:]bleinformation as of 23 October 1981, indicated that
Germany was staf~:ingthe MOU for signing which was expected in fiscal
year 1981.
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(U) Three specific MLRS (Multiple Launch Rocket System) MOU Draft
Supplementswere reviewed~ staffed and coordinated at the HQ DmCOM, DA, and
OSD levels for ~ltilateral negOtiatiOns (Us, UK, Germany, France) as follows:

MLRS Temlnal Guidance Warhead (.TGW)Concept~International Pro-
gram Definition (C/IPD) D~aft Supplement to MOU on a Cooperative Program
for mNLRS, dated 14 July 1979. This Supplementwas signed by the US (OSD/
USDRE) on 24 August 1981, and signed by Germany? Unfted KingdOm, and France
during the first week ih September 1981.

MLRS Procurement Phase DTaft Supplment to the MOU on a Cooper-
ative Program for a ~RS, dated 14 July 1979. This Procurement Phase I and
II, Supplement was scheduled for US, United Kingdom, Gemany, France negot-
iations in Paris during 17-20 November 1981.

~RS MOU Draft Supplement to Prmide for Participation of the
Republic of Italy on a Cooperative Program for MLRS, dated 14 July lg7g.
This Supplement to provide for Ttalian participation in the MLRS Program
was staffed and coordinated at HQ DAHCOM level and was expected to comence
staffing and coordination at DA/OSD level comencing 26 ‘October1981. This
Supplement was scheduled for US, UK, GE, FR negotiations during November
1981.

(U) A Catalog of InternationalAgreements Affecting Department of
the Army Cooperative Research and Development Projects was distributed to
cognizant organizations on 27 October 1980, with updated page changes to
be distributed in early October 1981.

(U) US/Canadian Defense Development Sharing Program (DDSP). During
fiscal year 1980, the DOD/Department of Industry, Trade and Comerce
(DITC) Steering Comittee convened in Ottawa to discuss the tri-Service
aspects of the DDSP in June 1981; and in fiscal year 1981, the DARCOM/DITC
Steering Group held two meetings during November 1980 and May 1981, in
Washington ,andOttawa respectively. DARCOM representativesalso partici-
pated in the annual High Technology Conference sponsored by DITC in Ottawa
in March 1981, and DARCOM and DITC representativesprovided briefings on
the DDSP at TACOM and CECOM.

(U) InternationalMateriel Evaluation (IME) Program. In fiscal
year 1981, the IME program was sponsored by the Department of Defense as
part of its tri-Service Foreign Weapons Evaluation Program. Program
responsibility was transferred from the DARCOM Development and Engineering
Directorate to the Office of International Research, Development and
Standardization. The purpose of the program was to provide a means of
evaluatin~ foreign-developedmilitary items for possible adoption by the
US military in lieu of establishing a new development program for the item
in the United States.
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Some items adopted by the.US Army as a result of evaluations
program were: United Kingdon developed Combat Suppo::tBoat;

Geman deveiop~d NBC ContaminationMarking Set; German developed 5.56m
Plastic Training Amunition (for use in Europe only); Canadian developed
Helicopter-mountedW$re Cutter; Norweg3an developed LAW. Some items under
evaluation in fiscal year 1981 were: Norwegian developed Lightweight
Decontamination System; Geman developed 4.2 inch “MortarSub-ca’liber
Training System; German developed Inflatable Decoy System for the US WAWK
Air Defense System; German developed DM82 Grenade Fuse; and Ger]nandeveloped
personal Dosimetry System.

International.Research, Develo~ ent and Standardization

(U) xl Weapons Development Data Exchange Program and Defense
Development Exchange Program. A total of ten new Data Exchange Annexes
(DEAS) were completed during fiscal year 1981, including four with France,
two with Germany, one with Israel, one with Japan, and two with the
Netherlands. Five DEAs were terminated including three with France, one
with Germany and one with the Netherlands. At the end of the fiscal year,
DARCOM was monitoring 221 DEAs involving sixteen countries. In addition,
19 DEAs were pending during fiscal year 19S1--five with France, three
with Germany, two with Israel, two with Japan, three with Korea, one with
Nonay, two with the Netherlands and one with a country whose participa-
tion in this programms confidential. DARCOM also participated in thirty
DEAs sponsored by the US Navy and seventeen DEAs sponsored by the US Air
Force.

(U) -national Professional Scientists and Engineers (S/E),
.ExchangeProgram,. During the reporting period a total of twenty-four
scientists and engineers (S/E) were assigned to Army activities under
this program. Twelve were representatives of the Federal Republic of
Germany, ten were repreaentativea from Korea and two were from Israel.
In fiscal year 1981, the cumulative total of scientists and engineers
aasigned to DARCOM activities since the program began in 1964 waa 394, of
which 311 were frm Germany, 80 from Korea, and three from Israel. During
the fiscal year, two US S/ES were placed in Germany On One Year assignments.

(U) Bilateral efforts with Germany were ongoing during fiscal year
1981 as RSI possibilities continued to improve. The fiscal year 1981 gOal
to attain bilateral comitment of resources toward cooperative materiel
development or toward hardware standardization,interchangeabilityor
interoperabilityof six systems was achieved.

(U) ~rnational Military StandardizationAgreements (STANAGS)~
@STAGS), (ASCC ~Lir Standards) and @BCA Navy-NAVSTAGS). During the period
1 October 1980 through 30 September 1981 the InternationalResearch
Development and StandardizationOffice processed 224 STANAGS; 113 QSTAGS;
and 160 ASCC Air Standards for a total of 497. During fiscal year 1981, [16
STANAGS; 30 QSTILGSand 18 ASCC Air Standards for a total of 135 agreements,
were ratified. Forty eight agreements were not ratified for v=.rious
reasons.
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(U) Loans of Amy Materiel to Foreign Nations.
1981, 35 loans for US equipment, 13 loans for foreign
loan extensions were processed.

During fi,scalyear
equipment and seven

(U) Military Agency for Standardization. The Army Board ‘WS convened
18 working party meetings in fiscal year 1981. DARCOM provided represent-
atives to seven of the meetings; principal US representatives to five
meet?ngs; technical support to the principal US representative at two
meetings DARC~ was instrumental in further NATO Standardizationefforts
by assuming US admin?strat?ve and actton off?ce responsibility for the
Laser Interoperability InterserviceWorking Party; introducing a proposal
that the Land Forces Logistics Working Party establish a supply Sub-Comittee;
and producing the first draft for AOP-9 ‘FireControl Matrices for the Land
Force Amunition InterchangeabilityWorking Party.

(U) DARCOM (DRCIRD) continued in fiscal year 1981 to be the
Administrative agent for US Amy for all ‘MilitaryAgency for Standardiz-
ation (MAS) working parties under the aegis of the Air and Navy Board.

(U) NATO AC/225 Panel 111, S.P1 - (NATO StiallCaliber Amuoition).
This panel held a meeting in Ottawa in May and Brussels in September,with
significant development of STANAG 4172 on the Standardizationof 5.56m
amunition for NATO. The US was expected to ratify this STANAG when com-
plete, in June of 1982.

(U) NATO AC/225 Panel XII (Meteorology).This panel met in Brussels
in September, 1981, cont3nu?ng its efforts on testing of smoke and electro-
optical equipment, atmospheric effects on radar tracking and remote temper-
ature measuring systems.

(U) NATO AC/310 - (Rationalizationof Design Principles, Tests and
Safety Criteria for Explosive Materials and Explosive Stores). This
action comittee, which met along with its four technical subgroups in
February and September, developed a number of STANAGS aimed at standard-
izing the test and design principles for explosive materials. These prin-
ciples eliminated costly retesting and providing countries with a simple
way of evaluating explosive materials for various uses.

(U) herican/Briti.h/Canadian/Australian Armies (ABCA) Standardiz-
ation Program. During fiscal year 1981, the following Quadripartite Work-
ing Groups (QWG) met: Electrical Power Sources (EPS); Electronic Warfare
(EW); Combat Communications; Surface-to-SurfaceArtillery (S-S Arty);
Army Operations Research (AOR); Engineers; Collaborative Training (CT);
Logistics; Engineering Standardization (ES); Armor; Nuclear, Biological
and Chemical Defense (NBCD); Comand and Control; Automation Interoper-
ability (AI); Air Defense (AD); Combat Developments (CD); Proofing, In–
spection and Quality Assurance (PIQA); Aviation; Infantry. Of these
meetings, the US was host country for QWG/EW, QWGfS-S Arty, QWG/CT
and QWG/Armor,
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US Army Research, Development‘&‘Standardlzaci,on‘Group‘- Canada

(U) In fiscal year 1981, this organization’s activities continued
to be impacted by major political, economic and defense policies and pro-
grams of Canada, because its m?ss?on was to represent the US Research and
Development comunity to Canada. Furthermore, it acted as the liaise”
between Canada’s R.&Ddefense establishment and US defensi%e involved
organizations.

(U) The imr,ortanceof US/Canadian relations was well demonstrated
during President Reagan’s and Secretary of State, Kalg’s visit to Ottawa
in March 1981. Arlarea discussed with the Canadian gwernment w=s the
need for continuirlgcooperation between the US and Canada in meeting mut-
ual defense needs. The NOW Agreement was fomerly reviewed an<.added
emphasis given to defense production sharing. A highlight for members
of this organizatf~onand their families was the opportunity to mf!etand
shake hands with l?residentReagan.

(U) Presid,>ntReagan’s Jt!lyvisit to Canad~ while participating
in the Economic S~lmit, served to once again stress the Influencf?both
nations exert on ,aachother’s economic and political decisions. The
President’s steadfast position on his initiatives to fight inflation
resulted in high ‘USinterest rates, attracted Canadian Investors, and neg-
atively impacted upon the Canadian dollar’s value, resulting in rery high
interest rates in Canada. All of this slowed the Canadian econolnicgrowth
to an undesirable rate.

(U) Prime Minister Trudeau kept the major political issue of the
transfer of the British North herican Act to Canada for modification and
adoption as a formal constitution in the forefront of his party goals. A
central issue was the division of revenues from the oil resources of
Western Canada. United States energy companies had major iwestments
in Alberta; thus the United states was affected by the despute between
the Federal and Provincial governments. Relationshipswere strained

over natural gas and oil supply and their price. During fiscal year
19S1, this political issue was intensifying in Canada, and was l)e-
lieved, could impact on th@ resources available for defense.

(U) In Ap]:il,Prime Minister Trudeau appointed General R:{mseyM.
Withers as Chief of the Defense Staff. He was continuing the goal of
modernizing the Canadian Forces. McDonald Douglas Corporation had been
awarded tbe cont]ractto produce Canada’s new fighter aircraft, the US F-18
Hornet. Also, the competition for the Canadian Patrol Frigate Program
was narrowed to two industrial finalists to enter into negotiations for
the contract definition phase of the program. This brought the Canadian
Forces Navy a step closer to acquiring six new warships to repl:~cethe
oldest class of destroyers.



UNCLASSIFIED

(U) International Cooperation. In fiscal year 1981, Canadals popu-
lation was one-tenth,of that of the United States; and had Armed Services
of 85,000; whereas the.United States expe,ndedabout 10 percent of the US
defense budget for R&D, while less than one percent of the Canadian
defense budget went to ‘R&D, Therefore, thei~ defense R&D funding did not
allow a go-it-alone approach, and cooperationwfth the British and US
became a necessity. Canada fully supported the ABCA agreements and the
principle of Rationalization, Standardization,and Interoperability (RSI).

(U) To assist the US and Canada program under RSI, this group
established a systematic procedure for identifying potential candidates
for standardization early in the development cycle. The group b,rlefed
many DARCOM subordinate comands of Defense Development Sharing Program
(DDSP) and aided in standardization loan agreements of equipents. More
activity had been observed fn the InternationalMaterial Evaluation pro-
gram at TECOM, which had shorn Increased interest in Canadian items to

meet US requirements. Examples of TME interest (InteTnationMateriel
Evaluation) were: heated handware, EOD Body armor, an automatic digging/
cutting tool and a missile forklift.

(U) Cooperative Development. The ~30 protective mask which was
being jointly developed by the US snd Canada progressed to the test stage
in fiscal year 1981, and the Canadians provided canisters for DTII/OTII
testing.

(U) US and Canada were working together on another program, the
wire strike protection system. Bristol Aerospace (Canada) received
a contract for over 1400 kits for the OH58A Helicopter. Kits were
expected eventually to be required for the OH58C and UH-1.

(U) General M.tors was awarded an R&D contract to produce a prototype
Light Armored Vehicle, and produced an 8x8 wheeled version of the MOWAG
Pirana vehicle mounting a mock-up of the 75m ARES high velocity gun.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Canadian Forces were contracting
for the replacement of over 2,100 L/4-ton trucks and three firms provided
test vehicles, one of which was the Canadian firm, Bombardier, offering
a version of the US M General Vehicle.

(U) Defense Development Sharing Program (DDSP). DDsP was a bilateral
agreement between the US and Canada whereby the Canadian goverment shared
the cost of developing US items or systems. When produced, the item was
produced by Canadian industry. This not only provided the US with funds
to help defray the cost of developing new items or systems, but expanded
the North American industrial base from tiich it could draw support.

(U) The group presented DDSP briefings to DARCOM subordinate comands
in order to identify more US requi~ements that could be satisfied under
the DDSP.
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(U) The one DDSP program cmpleting its R&D phase after more than
seven years of effort was the contracting between the US and Canadian
governments for production of the.20 liter plastic gas can. Other on-
going DDSP efforts were the Fibre Optics Development for the Fibre Optics
Transmission System and the GUIDAR, a subsystm of the US Tacility ~ntrus-
ion Device Systenl(FTDS).

(U) Standardization. Continuing the process of standardization in
fiscal year 1981,,there we~e 17 US to Canada standardization of equip-
ment loans approved, and four Canad$an to US loans of equ?pment were
processed. Examples of equipment loans included US ‘MealsReady-to-Eat,
the AQUILA RPV FI.IR systm, the Armored Cannon Veh2cle Turret ar!dTank
Periscope M32E-1 with mount M118E1.

(U) The US Army requested the loan of 16 Armorea Vehlcl@s General
Purpose (AVGP) fnr use as a test vehicle for che Squad Carrier concept
test to be condu{:tedby the 9ttlInfantry Division High Technology Test
Bed. The vehi,:leswere dispatched and received.

(U) The US ]providedthe Canadian Forces an AQUILA type FLIR for the
CL-227 Rotary RPv under development and tested by Canadair. Dwcing the
TEAL meeting on 15 October 1981, the CL-227 RPV was demonstrate to the
US Army Vice Chief of Staff and party, as a flyable system. Th,?free
flight test was expected to take place in Nmember 1981.

(U) Conference Visits. Dr. Richard DeLauer, US Under Secretary of
Defense for Research and Engineering visited Canada 8-10 September 1981,
to review Research and Development (R&D) programs and procedures.

(U) The US Army DDSP Steering Group met once in the US and once in
Canada. The meeting stressed the importance of Defense Development Shar-
ing Program (DDSP) and directed briefings to subordinate comands of
DARCOM to encourage more sharing projects.

(U) The Eleventh Quadripartite Working Group on Aviation was held
in Canada from 14-15 September 1981. The major effort addressed the
ABCA Armies’aircraft interoperability and the exchange of operational
and technical in~formation.Agreement was reachea to produce a concept
paper stating AECA Tactical Aviation requirements to the year 2000.

(U) The Cc~mander, COL Bleecker, participated in Exercise Holly
19-26 October 1980, an annual exercise conducted by 1st Canadi:lnBrigade
Group. Exercise!Holly was an eight day reconnaissance of the Northwest
Territories, tht:Yukon Territory, and Alaska aimed at familiarizing
participants wi[:htheir area of operational responsibility in Northern
Canada and with the US Army in Alaska.

157

UNCLASSIFIED



and
ana

UNCLASSIFIED

(U) Sumar~. Ln 1981? the political leaders Pf the United States
Canadian Goyerment again stresiea the importance of maintaining
Improving the North berican Industrial base for an enhanced aefense

capability. The bilateral defense agreements, giving great importance
to RSI were ~eemph,asfzed. The US Army Research, Develo~ent and Stand-
ardization tioup - Canada, due to this,restatement of aefense cooper-
ation, becme the US Army’s central focal po?nt to directly $mplement
and ar?ve the prov?s~ons of the agreed-to programs, DDSP, Equipment
Loan programs and technology exchange agrements were the keys to RSI
between US and Canadian defense enhancements.

US Army Research, Develd@ent and StanaarafzationGroup (UK)

Activities

(U) Fiscal year 1981 was characterize by a continuation and con-
solidation of those RSI programs which were in early stagea of develop-
ment in 1980. These included the procurement program of the Combat
Support Boat and development of the 81m mortar system. On a broader
collaborative scale, the aecision to proceed with the multilateral
Multiple Launch Rocket Systern(MLRS) program was a clear indication that
a system could be successful if driven by a concerned level of manage-
ment willing to pursue a project to successful completion. Programs
such as these gave significant encouragement as preparationswere final-
ized for the Quadripartite ABCA TEAL XXIII scheaulea to be hela in Canada
in October 1981. ARCA priorities for interoperability,well defined and
indorsea by the iiATOcomunity, affected the entire spectrum of collabor-
ative programs.

(U) Concurrent with these activities was the emergence of an in-
itiative by the US which provided inaustry with excellent opportunities
to take the lead in collaborative programs. This change in emphasis
provided a suitable framework within which both Government and industry
coula work together in the identification,development and production
of equipment which not only improved the readiness posture of both
countries but was cost effective in terms of resources expensed.

(U) Scientific activities supported by the vmp in furtherance of
the Army’s research program, incluaea the administration of $3 million
for the conduct of a comprehensive research program throughout Europe
ana the Middle East. This program consisted of administering 181 active
research contracts with academic and research institutions in 17 European
and Middle East countries. Also, 62 scientific conferenceswere supported
in Europe and 140 US and European scientists interface by visiting lab-
oratories and technical institutions in the USA ana Europe.

(U) United States/UnitesKingaom cooperative programs were initiated
through a variety of means such as bilateral talks, ABCA discussions, comana
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initiatives~ and e:ffortsof the standardization representatives. Each
system or item of equipment identified as a possible iand?date, bf~came
the subject of an irifomation exchange between the US ana the UK. This
was au~ented by counterpart meetings, which imolved ovez 400 DO:]rep-.
resentativesvisi,t~ngthe UK during fiscal year 19.81in support o:fthese
and other NATO projects. Subsequently,the equipment was normally referred
for US test and evaluation ttiroughthe Inte~nationalMateriel Evaluation
(IME) Program, ThiS was the primci>al means by which potential UK equip-
ment candidates were evaluated.

Armored Fighting Vehicle SYgtemi

(U) During fiscal year 1981, US and UK cooperative efforts continued
to be focused on present and futur@ win battle tanks; amored personnel
carriers and infan,try/cavalryfighting veh?cles; light armored veh~cles;
armor technology and armored vehlcle work?ng groups; armored vehicle sub-
systems; and gunnery training devtces. The UK MBT-80 tank program was
terminated and the Challenger Project Management Office formed tc,continue
development of a CIKmain battle tank. The well established dialcgue
between the officc:sof the US Program Manager for Abrams Tank System and
UK Challenger Program Manager (old MBT-80) continued toward enhancing
cooperative data e!xchangeand standardization and Interoperabilit:yof
tank components. The UK 4030/2 and KSfALIDprograms were comparable to
the US M60 prograrowhile the UK 4030/3 and Challenger programs w(>remore
aligned to the M1 Abrams program. They had completely redesigned hulls
and turrets because of the move from conventional to Chobham-typ(?amor.

(U) The UK <iecidednot to procure the US M2 fighting vehicle. The
MCV 80 Program Malsagementoffice continued its efforts to develop the
MCV 80 vehicle in accordance with General Staff Requirement (GSR) 3533.
Three prototype vahicles were built by the prime contractor, GKN Sankey,
which underwent t,sstand user evaluations at the Military Vehicles and
Engineering Establishment (MVEE) and the Infantry Trials Unit, W.srminster.
In addition to this program, two alternatives were considered to meet the
GSR: modification of the Scorpion APC variant and upgrading the APC which
was in use in fiscal year 1981. Within the APC/Infantry fighting vehicle
programs, specific items and subsystems were examined by a US/UK AFV
Working Group to surface opportunities for standardization and interoper-
ability.

(U) As a result of the short term phase of the USMC Mobile Protected
Weapons System (M.PWS)and the USA/USMC Light Armored Vehicle (LAY) pro-
grams, there waa increased US interest in several UK items. The UK had
historically had a light armored vehicle within the Combat Vehicle Recon-
naissance (CVR) family. The Scorpion, a member of the CVR family of
light tracked vehicles, had been upgraded in an attempt to be competitive
far the LAV vehicle procurement and an expanded Scorpion chassis incor-
porating APC Cap&lbilitieSwas selected for participation In the MPWS.
Other UK light armored wheeled vehicles considered to have some applicatio],l
in this program included the AT 105 (armored personnel carrier) and the
FS1OO Simba fighting vehicle family.
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(U) The UK/US Amo.red ~i,gbtingYehicle Working Pa~ty (AFVWP) and the
Armqr Technology Working Group (ATwG) met in UK during October 1980. The
significant outcomes from this second meeting were: agreeable “method of
work” at the working party level; tentat?ve agreement to roll up two UK/
US draft MOUS (tank guns/amo and ACVT) into the AFVWP; establishment of
a baseline for on-going bilateral and multilateral cooperativeAFV efforts;
and outlined desirable areas of component interoperabilityfor the MCV 80/FVS
(M-2, M-3) vehicles. The 4th ATWG met in ‘UKduring October 1980 in accord-
ance with the established procedu~e of holding the ATWG concurrent with
the AFvWP.

(U) Significant discussions included physical protection and secur-
ity of the Abrams and Challenger tanks in the field,and future procedures
for domgrading/declassification for special armor vehicles and targets.
The third meeting of the US/UK AFvwP and the fifth ATwG were held during
May 1981 in the United States. These discussions included possible areas
for exchange of armored vehicle technology, prioritization of component
areas for investigation,and explanation of respective Life Cycle Manage-
ment Models. In addition to the AFVWF efforts, emphasis centered around
improving road wheel and track life, examination of suspension system
technology and vehicle air cooling equipment. The next ATWG/AFVWP meetings
were scheduled to be held at UK WEE during October 1981.

(U) Armored and missile training systems generated interest during
the fiscal year. Considerable expertise was developed in the area of
training devices hy UK MOD and British industry. As a result of the UK
philosophy toward training management and resource constraints,major items
of equipment identified during the year included Aquilina (Simulaser); a
low-cost tank crew gunnery system; on-board trainer, a software modifi-
cation to the Improved Fire Control System (IFcS); SIMFIRE/SIMFICS,laser
designator and detector equipment that could be fitted on board vehicles
to train force on force; and Tank Gunnery Missile Target System (TGMTS),
a tank gunnery missile target system designed by DETWS, UK. TGMTS was
in service in USAREUR and was undergoing evaluation at Fort Knox, Kentucky.

Aviation Systems

(U) For future helicopter requirements, the UK Future Family of
Helicopters (FFH) and the US Family of Light Helicopters (LHK) showed
potential progress toward program commonality. While both programs wexe
still in the concept stage, the following parallels existed: a compatible
development cycle and a similar initial operational capability (IOC) in
early 1990; comon thoughts on developing a family of systems for a scout,
attack and utility versions; mutual interests in stressing commonality
of dynamic systems; capitalization of new technology that were expected to
be available in the mid-1990s; and mutual emphasis on controlling cost.
In an attempt to build a structure that would support this bilateral effort,
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the UK MOD Procl~rementExecutive expressed a desire to enter arlinformation
exchange progran~. The Director of Future Air Systems was purs~lingthis
effort with an <:nitialproposal anticipated sometime in mid-19U2. The
British Army Ail-Corps had a continuing requirement for information on US
Amy studies or documentation that supported attack and supporl:helicop-
ters and their integrated use as part of the Combined Arms Arm!?.

(U) The UI</USChaff trials conducted during July-Septemb,~r1981 at
the UK RAE Larkhill Range were part of TRIAL‘~CE II Joint NATO Chaff
Trials. As a result of these trials the UK could possibly be able to
determine their LYNX and GAZELLE requirements. The US could ‘beable
to detemine if additional aircraft survivability equipment (A$E) was
required on Amy aircraft. US support provided through ASE PMD at
AVKADCOM consisted of hardware and personnel to conduct the trials using
AH-1 and U-21 aircraft.

Weapons Systerns

(U) In March 1981, the UK 81m mortar system passed a major test in
proving the wet efficiency of the amnftion. A twelve-monthUK/US co-
development prc,gramwas to start in August 1981 to finalize the configur--
ation of the system to meet overpressure, standards and production crite]:ia.
DTII would start in April 1982 and continue through September. The DEVA
IPR was scheduled for November. Fiscal year 1981 plans callecifor the
procurement of 4,000 systems and two million high explosive (Em) munitiol}s
from the UK Ro~ralOrdnance Factories.

(U) Inte,?escwas expressed by the 82nd Airborne in the UK 105m
Ll18/Ll19 light:gun, with the possibility that a requirement :tora new
105m Howitzer would be established in the near future. The advantage
of this particl~largun was that in the L119 version, it could fire US
105m amunition, hence it meded no further development. Fw.rther,the
UK planned to Jse this gun far into the future; therefore a g,reatdeal

o; the development of the 105m round was emerging, while 155m
technology continued in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Multiple Launch Rocket System. Development continued on the
Multiple Launc’hRocket Systelu. The Quadrilateral (US/GE/FR/UK)MOU
was revised to permit Italy to participate in certain aspects of the
program. Phase 1, the basic carrier and general purpose round, was
undergoing developmental testing, Phase II, anti-tank mine warhead,
was unilaterally pursued by Germany. The RFP for Phase 111, terminally
guided warhead, was released to industry on 31 July with a reply scheduled
for 29 September. The b,innerwould be selected in January 1982.

(U) The 155m SP 70, The 155m SP 70 was a possible candidate for
the self-p~~~~ii~i-t~er requirement expressed in the Division
Support WeaporlSystems (DSWS) concept. DSWS was briefed to the NATO
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nations at the NAAG Panel IY meeting held i,nApril 1981. The UK procured
over fifty US 109A3 155m Howitzers in 1981 to bolster its forces until
the development of the SP 70.was complete and fielding could begin in
1985. The SP 70 was des.i,gnedusing the proylsions of the Quadrilateral
MOU on Elements of 155w Howitzer anda~unltion, end ~o”~d fiave
OperatiOnal parameters simtlar to the M1O.9,M198 and FW70,

(U) The 9th Quad~llateral Working Group (QWG)/Air Defense (AD) met
in Woolwich, England during the perfod 22-26 June 1981. Progress was
made following the previous meeting in reviewing concept papers to bring
them in line with CD Guide 2000. During the meeting agreements were made
in the following areas: A new working paper entitled “Potential Areas for
Air Defense Standardization”whtch exam?ned the many potential areas of
work undertaken in the air defense fiela by other QWGS enabling QWG/AD to
concentrate on those subjects not coverea elsewhere; A working paper on
“Control of Air Defense Weapons” to rationalize under one nat~on (the US)
the work in this field done by QWG/Comand and Control and QWG/AD; An
agreement to develop a QSTAG on “Aircraft Reco~itfon Training”; A first
draft working paper on “Rules for Engagement for All Arms Air Defense”
was prepared in response to a request by QWG/Infantry; The need for an
ABCA “Glossary of Terms”.

(U) Another major interface during this period was on second and
third generation anti-tank guided weapons (ATGW) ana light anti-tank
weapons (LAw). The US/UK ATGW program was part of the Four Power ATGW
MOUS. The four Power ATGW working group met in Huntsville, Alabama,
during November 1980 and in London during June 1981. The UK and its
European partners conducted a long-range ATGW Feasibility Study for third
generation ATGW which would contain both long and medium range ATGW
soiutions. This study effort was expected to be cmpleted in late 1981
which would allow project definition to begin in mid-1982. As a result
of the cancellation of the US I~WS development contracts, furtheT US
studies were ongoing to examine the broad spectrum of ATGW in an effort
to determine the mix and balance of US ATGW. The future for the ATGW
international program was largely dependent on these studies Should
the US establish a requirement for a third generation medium range ATGW,
the way ahead could be in accordance with the F1OUwhich existed in FY
1981. If not, the United Kingdom, in cooperation with their European
partners, would likely develop their ow medium range weapon.

(U) In accordance with the second generation ATGW MOU, procedures
for the exchange of information dealing with present systems was pre-
sented by the UK at the June 1981 meeting. A United Kingdom/United States/
France meeting was scheduled for September 1981 in the UK to exchange
information on TOW and MILAN improvements,

(U) In the area of light anti-tank weapons, the UK LAW 80 was
developed in accordance with GSR 3658 and IEPG agreements , The program
was on schedule with final design “lock-in” anticipated in December 1981
with acceptance/approvalexpected in July/October 1982. me UK in-service
date remained June 1983.
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Munitions

(U) Munitions interoperabilityand/or standardizationwas considered
a very achievable?goal in fiscal year 1981. Even though several European
nations were no longer dependent upon the US for their artiller!~systems,
varinusagreements and MOUS were insuring that munitions developzaentpro-
vided for intero:perabflity.NATO countries were very interested in the
family of 15Sm ‘roundsand charges. A copreduct?on agrement Iaas signed
with the Netherlands to produce the M483A1 improved conventionalmunitions
round. Gemany purchased a sample quantity of the M549A1 rocket assisted
projectile which was to be tested by the UK under a trilateral arrangement.
The M712 COPPERHEAD received a favorable report from KARDE and the UK was
awaiting the first shipment of Tounds for test. In the area of propelling
charges, there .~asinterest in the US M203 and the UK ca~trldges 2 and 3.
The UK cartridge 2 was a potential replacement for the US M3A1 and M4A2
charges. Cooperation contfnued in the development of improved 105m
tank amunition and the complete range of 120m tank munitions.

- (U) During tiepast two years efforts were made to review test pro-
cedures used by tbe US and UK with a goal of harmonization of new test
procedures acceptable to both countries, In July 1980, an MOU for the
Development and Mutually Acceptable Technical Test Procedures for Muni-
tions and Explosive Ordnances was signed, resulting in a ~evision of both
US Test Operatin~gProcedures for Safety of Munitions and UK Ordnance
Board Proceedings. The concepts ?n Chis document were submitted to NATO
Sub–Panel AC/31D for eventual consideration as a NATO agreement.. An MOU
for mortars alorlgthe same line was also under consideration.

(U) OngoiIlgprograms in artillery amunition development addressed
biast overpressllreof the new extended range munitions, terminzklbal-
listics, and st+.ck propellants. Under the Quadrilateral MOU on Elements
of 155m Howitz(~rand Amunition (Germany, Italy, United Kingdom, and
United States) :~11new 155m munitions which were developed had to be
interchangeablewith the M198, M109A3, FH70 and SP70 weapons s~~stems.
The 8th Quadril+~teralBallistics meeting held at Yuma Proving Ground
in January 1981, generated a requirement for a working group to expand
this MOU by adding annexes for firing table computations and c~>nfigurations
and configuratit>ncontrol

(U) With regard to other special-type munitions, a Speci,l In-Process
Review was conducted in May 1981 to determine if the UK Giant Viper Mine
Neutralization System should be accepted for US Army use. It was con-
cluded after the review of extensive US and UK test data that the system
could not be type classified standard A because of fuze safety and other
technical problems. US evaluation of the UK Giant Viper was terminated.

(U) US and UK cooperation continued on the Ranger Anti-tank Mine
System (RATS). The UK Prime contractor and MOD personnel continued
periodic meetings with US DOD and contractors An MOU for cooperative
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development of this syate,mwas in th,efinal stages Qf staffing. RATS
would provide the UK wi,tha scatterable,high technology anti-tank
mine based on the US FASCM system to be dispensed from a UK developed
launcher. me US showed interest in a similar system. Potential existed
for additional future cooperat~on in this area.

Comand, Control, C,otiunicationsand Surveillance Systems

(U) The US/UK RPV MOW Steering Group meeting was held at the UK
W during April 1981. A report on the UK Phoenix Program, which in-
cluded an assessment of candidate systems to meet the UK RPV requirement
was given. The final report was to be released in late 1981. The US
RPV Program Manager presented an update on the A@TLA Program. Other
topics of discussion included the terms of reference for the working
groups and statua reports from various working groups. The next RPV
MOU Steering Group Meeting was expected to be in the US at either Fort
Huachuca or St. Louis during October 1981.

(U) The Advanced Battlefield Artillery Engagement System (BATES)
began full scale development in 1981. BATES was similar to Che US
TACFIRE system but used ha~dware and software, micro technology, and
distributive processing. BATES was expected to interface with 13 other
UK projects to include the WAVELL and PT~IGAN Systems, A bilateral
agreement between BATES and TACFIRE was approved in 1980, and was expected
to interface at battalion/regiment level through Corps. The Interface
Management Plan (IMP) and Technical Interface Requirements (TIR) were
approved by the projects in 1980, and revised in 1981. A tactical con-
cept for interoperability, an interface operating SOP, a test guidance
package, and a test battlefield scenario was scheduled for completion
in 1982. Interoperability testing at the battalion/regiment level was
scheduled for June to December 1984, ending with a live fire functional
interoperabilitydemonstration at the Royal School of Artillery at Lark-
hill, England. An operational systems interoperabilitydemonstration
up through Corps level was scheduled for 1988 in Germany.

(U) US and UK continued to hold talks on the interoperabilityof
UK WAVELL and US SIGMA. WAVELL was a mobile vehicular mounted DP
system designed to aid comanders in battlefield comand and control,
which was deployed to UK Forces in Germany in February 1978. To assist
in the accomplishment of the interoperabilltyobjectives, a draft MOU
for a program of exchange of information on comand and control ADP
systems for Army tactical use was developed by the US FM, OPTADS and UK
PM, WAVELL/BATES. Long term UK objectives included US/UK interoper-
ability trials ak a future date.
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Nuclear, Biologi.c:~l;and Chetiical“Defense

(U) Cooperation under the MOU for Collaborative Daelopment of an
Individual Radiatien Dosimeter and Reader System continued in fiscal year
1981. The US was expected to complete testfng by the end of the fiscal
year with a decisi!onon a production model to be made In the first quar-
ter of fiscal yea]:1982. A draft production MOW was prepared and
coordinated. The UK accepted the system and let .acontract for ~,re-
production models

(u) In a se<,rchfor an improved, safer smoke pot, the Test and
Evaluation Comand (TECOM) proctlred300 UK hoke Generators, NO. Z4 ~5
for Phase II 1~. The IME was expected to evaluate several candi~dates
for an improved sluokepot. The US and UK continued to collaborate in
the search for te,:hnicalsolutions to a multi-spectrum smoke.

(U) An MCU for United States/United Kingdom/Canada collaboration
on chemical and biological defensive matters was agreed upon, wh~LCh
called for cooperative efforts in phases of development from research
through production. This MOU was somewhat unique in that it involved
three nations and covered the full spectrum of development and fielding.
Efforts continued toward the identificationof key areas for consideration,
assigning lead country responsibilities, and cooperation within the
Quadrilateral Wor”kihgGroup(QWG). The MOU was expected to provide a
means for accelerated cooperative efforts in CB (Chemical and Biological)
defense. Formal meetings were held every six months, with the next meet-
ing scheduled for October 1981 in the United Kingdom.

(U) The UK Chemical Agent Monitor (CAM) development elicited con-
siderable interest from the United States during the fiscal year. Early
testing of the prototype model showed great prmis e for providing signi-
ficant capability for chemical monitoring, CAM being much simpler and
easier to use than detector kits. US developers observed UK testing,
and exchange of technical informationwas expected to continue.

(U) US use of UK-developed items continued with the chemical
training device (sPAL) and the smoke grenade (L8A3). Use WaS expected
to continue for several years to come.

(U) The QWC/NBC Defense meeting in May 1981 focused on CO1labor-
ative efforts in NBC defense materiel items and on information exchange
programs across :1broad spectrum. With renewed emphasis on NBC and in-
creased funding i:nresearch programs, it was expected that COOPerative
efforts in the NBC Defense arena would expand. Key actions of the QWG
included: Agreen]enton a standardized requirement for a general.service
respirator for the 1990s; Acceptance of a policy paper prescribing the
need for chemicallsurvivability in addition to nuclear survivability;
Insuring that the?CB MOU effortsdid not conflict with the QWG.
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Cmbat Support Systems—____

(U) US interest was expressed in UK airborne equipment and training
as a result of visi,tsfrom personnel of the 82nd Airborne Division and
the President of the Airborne Board. As a result, the 82nd Airborne
built a facility at Fort Bragg containing the Britfsh Swing Land Trainer,
and a similar facility was to be constructed at Fort Benning. Also in
fiscal year 1981,there was Lhe possibility that a Fan Descent Trainer
might be constructed at FoTt Bragg, and cons~derable interest was expressed
in a nine compartment parachute; a weighted rope bag containing a repelling
rope to be used for descending from high tree entanglement (US interest
would be for use in repelling from helicopters); a round disposable card-
board container used for dropping sleds or other medium weight items where
disposal of the containers, after use, might be required.

(U) During August 1980, the US type classified the UK Combat Support
Boat (CSB) standard for use as a bridge erection boat with the Ribbon Bridge
Production contracts were finalized in November 1980 with Fairey-Allday
Marine Limited, Hamble, Hampshire, England. First article test took place
in the UK in December 1980. Four boats for initial production tests were
air lifted to the US in March 1981. MERAOCOM, TSARCOM, TECOM, the Engineer
School, and the Armor Engineer Board were active in production, testing,
and preparations for fielding. A Production Acceptance IPR was expected
to be scheduled for January 1982. During early 1981, Fairey-Allday was
engaged in several major modifications to the boat in an effort to improve
its capabilities. These included a keel cooler, new waterjet nozzles,
and a different exhaust system. A user/developer team visited the UK in
April 1981 for a demonstration of the modified boats. In May 1981, two
modified boats were airlifted to the US for further testing. Meanwhile,
production of CSB continued on schedule. The US exercised its option
for 47 additional boats. Additional FY 1981 procurements were planned.

(U) Three QWG/EngineeringGroups met in London 19-28 January 1981,
the major achievement being the establishment of a frameworkwhich could
be used to identify shortfalls in QWG/Engineer efforts. Concern was
expressed over th@ apparent lack of coordination on delivery systems, com-
mand and control, and concepts on the use of scatterablemines. Future
in-depth emphasis was to be placed on the highest priority items with
detailed matters resolved out-of-session. This was a joint QWG/Engineer
and QWG/CD act%on.

(U) The US/UK Combat Engineer interface moved closer in fiscal year
1981, with a visit in February 1981 to the Royal School of Military Eng-
ineering by the Comandant of the US Army Engineer School. This meeting
was followed in June 1981 by a visit to the UK by th@ Director of Combat
Development, USAES. Key issues discussed, included: minelcountermine
equipment, future bridging, and earthmoving equipment.

(U) In April 1981, the Engineer StandardizationRepresentative
attended the Mobility/Countemobility/SurvivabilitySystems Program Review
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at Fort Belvoir, Yirgi.nia. The review prmided an excellent ani.necessary

overview of future directions for the US. This information coupled
with a similar review of UK activities allowed the office of R&D(UK)
to be more effective as a catalyst in achieving RSI goals.

(U) The US continued testing of UK Inflatable Watez Tank i.nfiscal
year 1981. The first tank was provided under standardization lc,anin
June 1980. Subs(~quently,a second tank and bellows were provided tO
M8WCOM in Febrllary1981. The United Kingdom contractor visitc!dthe US
in March 1981, to discuss the technical aspects of the water tar~k. Nine
additional tanks in desert sand color were procured toassist ir!US ,tests
on new prototype water supply and distrlbut$on systms.

(U) The UK manufacturer of the Shxike L3A2 Exploder.,a den]olition
firing device, p]rovidedtwo items with accessories to the US Ar~iyInstitute
for Military Assistance. Testing was completed and the it .mwas
found not to be suitable for US proposed application.

(U) MEXEFLOTE/UNIFLOTE, a UK item with the potential to mc!etUS
draft requiremeni:sfor a readily deployable knockdow barge and harbor
pontoon equipment, remained in the IME program until June 1981.
The US, having t<?stedthis item in lY(u and again reviewed its capabilities!;
in 1976, found results favorable. Two UK companies maintained :&capability
to produce this item, TECOM terminated IME activity until apprc]valof the
requirements docllment.

(U) United Kingdom had actively monitored the US MLC 70 tl:ialson
Ribbon Bridge. IIarlyin 1981, however, the UK decided to take :lctions
to extend the Ii:Eeof their M2 assault bridging. Simultaneously, the US
was notified thajtthe UK was no longer interested in procuring ltibbon
Bridge.

(U) The UK completed development of their mine plow and i,litiated
limited procurem,>nt. The plan was to field these items to selected units
and obtain comel~ts before larger quantities were procured. F:!1981

there were US int~uiriesconcerning the UK plow.

(U) The Materials Handling Trials Unit (MHTU) at the Cent::alOrd-
nance Depot at B:icestertested the US rough terrain forklift agi~insta
UK requirement during the fiscal year. MHTU was also in the process of
developing UK storage and hand~.ing procedures for the MLRS rock,stpods.

(U) In May 1981, the US purchased three slightly modified UK MEXE
shelters from the manufacturer for use in the 9th Infantry.Divi:sionhigh
technology testbed (HTTB). This project offered an excellent o;?portunity
for tactical inn~vat$on and equipment testing. Items were airlifted to
the US to meet testing schedules. A battalion-level exercise w.~scon-
ducted which included the use of ~XE. A brigade-level exerc~s? was
scheduled.
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(U) In the area of AFY recognition training, a comprehensive system
was proposed for use thrmghout the UK Amy. The syptem was more com-
prehensive than the one being implemented ih the US although both s~stems
used a similar appr~ach. The.TRADOC exchange offtce,rto the UK Army
School of Training Support was the prime developer of the,system.

PiodtictTmbrovment

Joint Review

(U) The Product TmpTovement (PT].Program Joiht Revfews for the
fiscal year 1983 Program Objective Memorandw ~POM) and Budget were
hosted by DARCOM in December 1980 and June 1981, zespecti%ely. As
result of the fiscal year 1983 program reviews, there were 804 Amy PIPs
apprOved for fiscal year 1983 funding (all types) in the total amount
of $2.114 billion.1

(U) The Surgeon General and the Army Cmnicatlon Comand Pro-
duct Improvement Proposals (PIPs] were Teviewed along w?th the DARCOM
PIPS. The latter comprised over 95 percent of its Army Program in
terns of both number of PIPs and resources required.

(U) To encourage act~on officer coord2nat20n pr?or to the actual
JR, the fiscal year 1983 Budget Rev2ew was rescheduled from the tradi-
tional first week of June to the last.z Since the due date for receipt
of PIP submissions in this Headquarters was not changed, the review
participants had approximately 40 days prior to the JR to develop and
staff their positions. The results were an apparent improvement in
TRADOC coordination and an obvious decrease in the issues remaining for
formal JR resolution.

(U) The anticipated effect of this rescheduling, coupled with the
successful abbreviation of the previous June session and a personal
letter to each of the DARCOM MSC comnders ,3 allowed our confidence in
shortening the June JR to three days. The event subsequently justified
this confidence. Future Budget JRs were expected to be three days in
length, although the POM (December) session, which was to see new start
proposals, would continue to be scheduled for the usual five days.

1
DRCPI letter, 21 July 1981, Subj: Mi,nutesof the Product Improvement
Program Joint Review for the FY83 Budget.

2
DRCPI letter, 27 Feb 1981, subj: Product Improvement (PI) Progx~
Joint Review for the FY83 Budget.

3
DRCPI letter, 27 Feb 1981, subj: Product Improvement (PI) P.r9gra
Joint Review for Ehe FY 1983 Budget.
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Priorities

Cu) me continued”assigmen~ Of a DCSO?S pr~orf~~ to each appr~ved
PIP was of increasing value in the efforts to obtain fiscal and other
resources for ibproveme.ntfrom fnitial”engitieerl%gtO installation of
the last modification kit and evaluation of data collected to determine
the adequacy of the TIP.

(U) The semi-annual JR MiYtutesi,ndlcate,dthe priority assignment
for each approved Product improvement Proposal (PrP) and served aa the
means of d2asem2nat2ng this Ihformat?ont TmOC strongly influenced these
priority assignments which were Based on their om r?gerous review of
active PIPs. Increasing emphasis”was placed upon the ellhination of
“nice to have” or noneseentfal improvements and the concentration of all
efforts and resources toward the most urgent requ~rements. Th*s philo-
sophy was clearly urged in the ‘WOC pelicy letter to the$r subordinate
organizations, dated 14 May 1981.4 me letter stressed the hard reality
that additional Improvements would require a trade-off with previously
approved PIPs. This concern of the cnmbat aeveloper with the limit-
ations of funding,refuted the often made statement that TWOC had no
interest in f$scal prograing and budgeting. Tkeir lbterest did make
for a closer PI partnership between the combat and materiel developers.

Coordination

(U) AS the number ad complexity of product improvements increased
so did the necessity of coordination, not only to identify and validate
the requirement, but also to identify all interfaces and impacts with
other uteriel antdupon logistics. An example of the latter was the
effect of modification on the transportabilityof the weapon or materiel.
Any change in the weight or dimensions of an item might well have jeopar-
dized its established transportability. At the invitation of the Executive
secretary, Mr. R. Dienes of the US Army Military Traffic Management Com-
mand made a presentation on the DOD transportabilityprogram to the June
session of the JclintReview (JR)’.5 fie PreeentatiOn stressed the res-
ponsibility of the PIP proponent in obtaining AM~C concurrence on PIPs
chat affected tr:~nsportability.To facilitate thie and other vital com-
munications, this office updated and published its US Army Point.of
contact List for Product Improvement Coordination.6

4 TWOC letter:,14 May 1981? subj: PIP Priority List.
5

DRCPI letter, 9 June 1981, subj: Product Improvement (PI) Program
Joint Review for the FY 1983 Budget.

6
DRCPI letter, 29 Jan 1981, subj: Product Improvement Cowdirlation.
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(U) TMOC revised and greatly expanded their earlier internal PIP
coordinating procetires in comprehensive,guidelines issued on 27 April
1981.7 ~.e coordination of new PIPs for the JRw,s especially delineated
and shmld substantiallybenefit the essential cmbat/materiel developer
interface.

Independent Evaluation

(U) In fiscal year 1981> an updated llstimg of PTps for which the Amy
Materiel Systems Analysis Activ?t?es (MSAA). wsq.the independent evaluator
of test data was published by the DARCOM 0ff2ce of Product Improvaent
(DRCPI).8 This action continued the precedence established five years
before, whereby all PIPs required an independent evaluation of test data
for considerationpr%or to the dec2s20n to procure the modif?cat?on.
These PIPs, not specifically identified as the i~dependent evaluation
responsibility of ANSAA, were evaluated by TECOM; The evaluation assign-
ments were detemined jointly between TEC~ and MSAA. TECOM and NSAA
were furnished copies by this office of all PtPs to be reviewed by the
semi-annual Joint Review. This procedure ke,ptthe evaluators aware of
all PIP activity, especially new proposals. It also promoted commun-
icationbetween the evaluators and the PIP proponents which the proponents
were othemise prone to neglect.

(U) Automatic Data Processing (ADP). The fiscal year 1980 histor-
ical sumary for DRCPL stated that arlautmated Product ImprovementManage-
ment Information Report (PRIMIR) submission from the PIP proponents would
begin in the second quarter fiscal year 1981. Sme comands made com-
plete or partial submissions throughout the year by this means. Various
difficulties and procedures were resolved s,ndall fourth quarter and
subsequent PR~IRS were expected by way of the system described above.
Although not completely on schedule, a Product Improvement data base was
established at”the North East Computer Center (NEcC), Fort Monmouth, New
Jersey. In anticipation of closing out operation of the existing system
at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, operation of a data base at NECC was initiated
to provide more efficient and economical PIP management and would begin
during the first quarter of fiscal year 1982. Input to the data base
would be accomplished by cards provided by the Major Subordinate Comands
(MSC) and Project Managers (PM) of D~COM, negating the requirement for
typing and submitting the DA Fom 3701-R ?RIMIR. Both the DA Form 3701-R
and the Direct Automated Information Update use the same two-page format
required by AR 70-15, Proauct Improvement of Materiel.

7

8

TMOC ltr, 27 Apr 81, subj: Product Improvement Proposals (PIP) Coor-
ail,ating/ProcessingProcedures (RCS CSCRD-162).

DRCPI ltr, 9 Apr 1981, subj: Inaepe~dent Evaluators of Product Improve-
ment Testing.
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(U) POlic:y. Preplanned Product Improvement (P31) contin~ed to
receive a great deal of attention, especially with industry. Defense and
S,erviceSecretariats? and GAO. This attention was shared in t:~etrade
journals and was best sumarized im the 21 May 1981 Issue of A*rospace.10
However, those :PIPsoriginally exemplifying P31, the future mo~ificatiOn
to the M1 Abrams Tank, were cancelled by the Project Manager and. ere
sued as normal development with no modification of field assets.lY ,y-

the planned future modification of developmentalweapon systms, is not
addr@ssed ?n the Amy ~oduct itip~ovementregulation, AR 70-15. The
expenditure of funds for the product improvement of a weapon system prior
to type classificationwas not authorized.

(U) A list of changes to AR 70-15, fiich grew out of several months’
experience and representing a composite of interested D~COM staff element
recommendations, were of sufficient <mpo~tance to mer?t consideration even
though the regulation was less than a war old. The recmendations were
made to the DA proponent in April 1981.12

Realignment Impact—

(U) In mid-year, DARCOM Headquarters’ “RealignmentTeam, convened
by Major General Bergquist, confirmed an earner study finding that the
Office of Product Improvement would be merged with the Development and
Engineering Directorate. DRCP1 actively pa~ticipated In this and sub-
sequent efforts toward developing the missions and functions of the
resulting new organization and assuring that the intent of the Product
Improvement M%ssion would continue t

?3
be served even though the DRCPI

office would disappear as an entity.

Manufacturing Technology

(U) Organizational. During fiscal year 1981, the Office of Manu-
facturing Technology (OMT) prepared to become a Directorate? DMT, as part.
of DARCOM’S general reorganization”to strengtkn ti give increased visibility
to the productivity enhancing aspects of the Manufacturing Technology pro-
gram. This step was consistent with the emphasis and support given to
ManTech by OSD and DA in the memoranda of the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Frank C. Carlucci; the ASA(RDA), Dr. Jay R. Sculley, and DePutY Chief of
Staff for Research, Development and Acquisition (DCSRDA), LTG” J. H.
Merr~an.

9 The Deputy Secretary of Defense Memo, 6 JU1 81, subj: Imprwing the
Acquisition Process Through Preplanned Product Improvements.

10 Aerospace Daily Issue, 21 May 81, subj: P~eplanned Improvement, Design-
to-Cost Conflict Possible, Says GAO.

11
PM, Abrams Tank System, DARCOM ltr, 9 May 81, subj: Cancellation of
PRIMIRS.

12
DRCPI ltr, 1.7Apr 81, subj: Recmended Changes to AR 70-15, 15 Jun 80,
with Change 1, 1 Aug 80.

13
MG Sheridan ltr, 10 Sep 81, subj: Letter of Commendation.
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(U) Mis$.i,~ndfid:~ug,Ct$,6nS.Mile fimal ~,qr 1981 saw no basic
mis,si,~ochange~ OMT undextook a new 2niti.atiye, Indust$i,al?roductiyi,ty
Improvement (,IET), to improve the identSf~cat?&n and pr~,or?ti;itigOf

ManTech projects s,upport+ngthe productt,onof major weapons s~tems.

(U) “P~r8~nriel.In fiscal year 1981, the,Senior E&ecutive Service
poait+on of the “CMief,MT, remained vacant with one of the GS-15 team
leaders actihg in that capacity. Personnel changes dur~ng the year in-
cluded the addition of a General Engi>ee,Eand the keplacment of a General
Engineer lost due to retirement.

Highlights

(U) Manufadturlng“Methods”and ‘Tecfiti61@gy’(MT). The tap@ring off
in WT dollar value of fiscal yeaT 1980 was recouped i% fiscal year 1981,
with a $6 million increase in project funding, Th,ember of active pro-
jects was reduced by four percent as a result of ~T efforts to close
overage projects. Contractor fund?ng $ncreased 13 percent over fiscal
year 1980, while fn-house funding fell by about bhree percent. The con-
tractor/in-houseratio increased from 55/45 ?n fiscal par 1980 to “60/40
in fiscal year 1981.

(U) The technical success rate of 85 percent and an implementation
rate of succe~sfully completed~T projects of 62 percent was slightly
higher than fiscal year 1980, as was the spread of savings/investment
ratio. Aviation and missile projects had somewhat higher success rates
than ammunition, weapons, and troop support projects but shared nearly
equal implementation rates. Seventeen successfully completed WT projects
are shown at figure 1. A complete s-ary listing of MT Project Accom-
plishments and Implementations along with respective anticipated and
actual savinga/benefits are she- at Figures 2 and 3. The domturn in
the number of ~T projects funded, (Figure 4) together with a modest in-
crease in funding level (Figure 5) reflects inflation rather than any
significant growth in project dollar levels.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, 0~ significantly increased the number
of briefings regarding ~T and IPI thrusts to industry, goverwent grOuPs
and to higher headquarters personnel and executives at DCSRDA, DA, and OSD.

(U) Tke OMT initiated master planning for the Industrial Improve-
ment program wherein the mphasls was on “top dom!’ factory analYsis. The
most promising MMT programs were expected to be ?dentif$ed for priority
funding in the formuktion of the ~T prog~am. It was anticipated that
this approach would result in higher return on investment rates versus
the older cost driver analysls, as well as.,a substantial increase In pro-
ductivity for the manufacture of weapons systems selected for the program.
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(U) AISQ~ dur+,ngfiscal year 1981 i.ncreas,ingempha$is was placed
on implementation~lann$.n,gprior to project”appioval, This,emphasis was
parti,cularl~appli,edt~ the areas Pf computer aided i.nspectton”and testing,
as well aa to C~puter Aided Des~gn (CAD) and CAM, thus.fostering a COm-
puter Integrated”Manufacturing approach includihg such techniques and
technologies as group technology, flexiblemanufacturing systems, and
robot?cs.

(U) OMT participated in the Army-hosted”1980 Manufacturing Technology
Advisory Group (MTAG).Conference at the Sheraton Bal Harbour Hotel, Bal
Harbour, Florida in October 1980. OMT also cha$xed the CAD/CAM (Computer
Aided Manufacture) Subcomtttee meetings thzoughuut the yeav in addition ta
active participationwith all the,other ~TAG sub,comfttees.

Producibi1ity Enpineering”afl~“plaririirig”;PEP~

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Office of ‘ManufacturingTechnology
(OMT) continued reviewing a number of projects a. to the adequacy of their
PEP performance. On-site Production Readiness Reviews at prime contractor
subcontractor facilities, ~TE spring/sumer reviews, and one-on-one visits
to project offices were conducted. To facilitate PEP tracking, a cmputer
printout was extracted frm the Modernization Amy Research and Develop-
ment Information System (MARD~S) program identifying all RDTE projects
with their planned PEP dollar allocations. These reviews, along with the
computer printout, served to surface and identify a number of fundamental
inadequacieswith the DARCOM PEP program. For example, prime contractors
were not comitting their subcontractors to PEP contractually;Project
Officers were scheduling PEP on an untimely basis or not at all; account-
ability and assessment of PEP was Vague and in Some in~tance~ unidentifiable;
reporting MARDIS planned PEP dollar allocations was on a voluntary basis.
As a result of the above, OMT, in close coordinationwith the Development
and Engineering Directorate, initiated a PEP impro-~ementprogram “hich
initially would provide PEP educational briefings and significantly in-
crease the scrutiny of R&D projects for PEP accomplishment. In addition,
a DARCOM PEP Regulation was expected to be drafted in fiscal year 1981 to
fomalize guida~ce that would produce a meaningful at,dproductive PEP
program.

Value Engineering (VE)

(U) The Value Engineering progrm had another productive year in
fiscal year 19,81. It was the first year that validated savings crossed
the $300 million level. Savings amounted to $360 m$llion as compared
with $215 million in fiscal year 1980. Contractors submitted 600 Value
Engineering Change Proposals (VECP) duzing the year for a decrease of
two percent from fiscal year 1980, and in-house personnel submitted 1,374
Value Engineering Proposals. Nibety-nine percent of the DARCOM in-house
VEP goal wae met, 97 percent of the VECP goal was met, and the dollar
savingsjcost avoidance goal was over-subscribedby 217 percent. OMT
provided considerable support to the Program Manager, Bradley Fighting
Vehicle System in conducting a VE Task Force and Decision Board to reduce
the cost of the BFVS. Forty in-house VEPS and 11 contractor VECPS, were
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identifiedwith an est:mated sav2cg?/cOsC avOidance Of $24Q milliOn Over
the total buy through 1986. The Value Engihee,ringAwards Program recog-
~i,zed3Q,Army contractors, nine major subordinate comands and two PrO-
ject managers t.brgughthe presentation of appropriate plaques and certi-
ficates proclaiming their outstand~ng achievements.

(U) -n to Cost. The quarterly Design to Cost Report, RCS DRC
809, continued to mture during fiscal Y:ar 1981. ‘e ‘eport, ‘equired
by AR70-64, Design to cost, provided selected DTC information on 39 item$/
systems. ~ile some difficulties still existed in getting selected field
elements to make the required reports, tfie~eWaS s2gn*f~cant improve-
ment over fisc:llyear 1980 efforts and the quarterly reports were supplif?d
to HQDA on schc?dule. A copy of the report was provided for the first tiloe
to the Cost An<~lysisDivisior~of the DARC~ Comptroller for utilization.
The Office also furnished copies of the DTC reports on a one-t:imebasis
to the Amy AutiitAgency, which initiated a DTC Survey auring fiscal Year
1981.

(u) A rel?resentativeof OMT participated in the DOD Aa ]~ocworking
Group established in January 1981 for the purpose of revising DODD 500Q.28,
Design to cost, schedules for publication in fiscal year 1932. The same
representative also served on the DOD Working Group which pre]?areaguid-
ance for Recomnenaation 22, DTC Contract Incentives, of the D,2putySec-
retary of Defelnse’sMemorandum, datea 30 April 1981.

(U) In a separate but relatea area, Tndustry c=ents r~ceived on
Data Item Description (DID) for DTC were reviewed by the Tri-Service
Group and a revised DID was preparea. The DID was not circulatea for
final industry cement penaing the expectea publication of DODD 500Q.28
and the MIL-STD on DTC early in fiscal year 1982.

(U) APESO. During fiscal year 1981, APESO participated in Production
Readiness ==WS for Advanced Attack Helicopter (M), Division Air
Defense (DIVAD), ~LLFIRE , PERSHING 11, Conduct-of-Fire Training for Ml,
M2, M3, M60A2 and A3, ToS/PWVS, Airborne Laser Tracker AN/AAs-32,
AN/AVS6 Night Vision System, 5.56m machine gun, and ~/ApR-3g Radar signal
Detector.

(U) Other services furnished included participation in should cost
and proposal evaluation for the Conduct-of-Fire Trainer (COFT); consul-
tation on M9 Amorea Combat Earth Mover; Fighting Vehicle system (FVS)
cost reduction.;M795 Production Reaainess Evaluation; M509 Producibility
Analysis; 11549production yield evaluation; setting up the Production
Readiness Review (Pm) course at ~TA; Staff Stuay on shortage of pro-
duction engineers and participation on realignment tern.
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Technological‘Advanc~ments

(.U) This excerpt contains highlights of the key projects in process
durimg fiscal year S981, which were conspicuous because of either tech-
nological advancements, cost reductions, or safety.

(U)~~Automatic Optical Inspection for ‘RilhtedCiTCU2t Boards and
Components. hautomated, computer-controlledinspection s~tem for
populated printed”tiring boards was designed and fabricated as a pro-
duction prototype. The prototype laser scanner”had the capability of
inspecting boards for most of the defects cmonly encountered in PCB
(Printed Circuit Boards) manufacturing at rates of 25 components per
second.

(U) Automated Process COnCTOl for Machlnfng. This project estab-
lished a computerized metal cutting matrix for machining operations and
workpiece characteristics, according to general size and finished toler-
ance. A fundamentalmachinability equation was tested on this project,
and programs were written to optimize tool llfe. bother program was
developed using the fundamentalmachinability equation. Based on analysis
of machining operations at Rock Island Arsenal, processing time was’re-
duced frm 10 percent to 33 percent for a variety of workplaces.

(U) High Power, Fast Switching, Silicon Controlled Rectifier. Prior
to this project, production techniques were nonexistent for high current
(300 ~P), high voltage (1200 volt), 400 Hz, PNPN silicon controlled
rectifiers (thyristors) capable of operating at high switching speeds.
Project achievements were demonstrated by a pilot line with a production
rate of 20 units per eight-hour shift.

(U) Automatic In-Process Evaluation of ThickPilm Printing and
Hybrid Circuit Assembly. It was demonstrated that an electro-optical
system could be used for automatic quality control inspections of thick
film networks for military hybrid microcircuits. The technique demon-
strated that automatic inspection of substrates was feasible and had the
potential to replace visual inspection of hybrid microcircuits with micro-
scopes which was slow and fatiguing. This new technique could inspect
hybrid substrates at a rate of 750 per hour and its efficiency allowed
for 100 percent inspection.

(U) Transcalent High-Power Transistor. Semiconductor switches
used In high current power cond~tioning equipment required large heat
sinks with f?ns to conduct the heat away. This project developed special-
ized fixtures and procedures for rapid fabrication of heat pipes and for
bonding the bases of two heat pipes to opposite sides of a silicon
transistor wafer. High taperature brazing of the heat pipe body, sin-
tering of porous wicks, and ceramic-to-metal sealing were production
engineered to permit volume manufacture. Plating, lapping, and solder-
ing methods were tailored to obtain blister-free, void-free metal joints
between the heat pipes and the transistor wafer.
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(u) ~CaI FAUIt Is,olat~onof P$i.nte~‘Citcui,t‘Bdafds. The objective

of this projec(cwas,to establish an automatic teat ?nd fault (Ii,agnostic
system for coml?lexdigital printed circuit bOard~ (pCB) c~ntajn;ng microp-
rocessors, Ms., and ROMS., Goals were funct~Onal-testedtO ~~5Percent
comprehension-.-a~i”lltYto detect all faults--and fault ~S014t~-On‘0 ‘be
pin level of L:51devices or hybrid modules. me prOject resu:~tswere
expected to be used for testing 218 different types ef digital pCBS in
five mil~tary systems.

(U) Infrared Testing of Printed C2rcuit Boards. This p:coject
produced ~~sPection systmj using infrared sensing and 5Callningtech-

niques to locate PCB flaws such as poor solder joints, margin,~lcomponents,
electrical overloads, cfrcuit imbalances, and neglected or im??roperheat
sinking. It produced a themal map of the printed circuit board during
nomal operation,and a compa~fsOn Of tfiethermal characterist‘Cs ‘f.‘he
board being tested with those of a prereco~ded standard. The locatlon Of
the faults were then read out by a computer.

(U) Production“Testingdf Control Systems for‘Guided‘We=. This
project produced a modular autmatic test station with the capability of
performing PPVT tests--shaft lock backlash, pote~tiometer null, shaft
rotation and phasing, stall torque, angular rate, pOSitiOn ga~n,,~requencY
response, step response, durationlduty cycle, shaft 10ck activation and
cutter resistance. The use of the automated test station reduced inspec-
tion time to 10 minutes per guided weapon during fiscal year 1981.

(U) ~asonically Assisted Machining for Superalloy. An ultra-
sonic lathe cutting system was designed and constructed in fiscal year
1981, with ultrasonic cutting tests conducted on 9,310 low-carbon steel,
4,34o medium-carbon steel, 17-4 PH stainless steel, ESR 4,340 electrO-
slag refined steel, three titanium-alminfum alloys, and ref;actallOY 26.
The Office of Manufacturing Technology concluded that ultrasonically
assisted machining greatly improved the metal removal rates on high hardi-
ness steels.

(U) ProcluctionControls to Prevent Plated Through Hole ~racking.
This proje=~ objective was to correlate optimum copper platlng baths
and multilayer board lami,natematerial which would eliminate plated
through hole @TH) cracking. A forwlized bath qualification procedure
that significantly reduced PTH fractures was established.

Cost Reductiorls—

(U) ~T Measure for Mechanization of Ceramic Chip,Capacitors.
processes =Ianized included mixing, electrode screening, stacking, lam-
inating, and sheet casting. Yield i~creases were attributed to better
electrode registration from the screening and stacking machirlesand the
improved mate]rialquality from the casting machine. Direct I.aborcosts
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were reduced 17.5 percent and 33.5 percent for the two different capaci-
tors that were used to prove out the system. Annual cost savings based
on 1980 production quantities was estimated at $2.J million.

(U) Flexible Printed Circuits With Integral Molded Connectors
(FLEXICON). This project’s objective was to establish high speed, low
cost automated processes for terminating flexible printed wiring to
connectors. Optimum processes and materials were selected for integra-
tion with an automated facility to produce 500 units per 8-hbur shift.
The cost advantage of the FLEXICON technique was estimated by compar-
ing the present practice with that of a fully automated FLEXICON pro-
duction facility.

(U) Investigation of Hot Parting Approach to Billet Separation:
The hot shear concept of billet separation involved heating steel billets,
about 20-feet long, to forging temperatures, and hot shearing to mult-
length. These were immediately transferred to the forging press and
forged into a projectile. A significant finding of this study was that,
in terms of tolerance on length and weight and overall quality of the
parted surface, hot sheared mults equalled or exceeded the results
achieved using the band saw method of billet separation. Estimated cost
savings were 34 and 51 cents each for the L05m and 155m projectiles,
respectively.

(U) High Speed Chromium Plating Technique. With this project was
developed a new high-speed chromium plating process for gun tub”es. Equip-
ment and procedures were developed for plating chromium inside L.2-meter
sections of rifled and smooth bore gun tubes using a moving anode, high
current density, and high velocity solution flow. It was estimated that
the application of this new process to the 155m, ML85 cannon tube would
require only 3.3 hours processing time. Production procedures required
9.5 hours.

(U) Advanced Technology for Pyrotechnic Mixtures and Munitions.
This project improved the producibility of the AN-M8 and M18 grenades.
It provided technical information which would improve the quality of
the grenades, reduce production costs, and increase safety. The cost
reductions associated with the AN-M8momti to $.082 per pound of HC
mix produced. Cost reductions for the ML8 grenade varied according to
the color producing ingredients, but ranged from $.26 to $.41 per
grenade.

(U) Vehicle Mounted Road Mine Detector System Antennas. This
project investigated production techniques for the antenna assembly
module. It included an evaluation of metalworking, foaming, fiberglass,
and plastic molding fabrication techniques. Manufacturing techniques
and procedures were developed that reduced the cost of the antenna
modules. The estimated cost using the developed method to fabricate
antenna modules was $95 as compared with the unit cost of approximately
$350 in fiscal year 1981.
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(U) Safe~f. The Explosive Safe Separation and Sensitivity Criteria
Project detemll~ed the safe spacing or shielding that was necessary to
prevent propaga!!ionof an explosive chain. Some of the producf:sthst were
the objects of ithisinvestigation included the 155m, M483 prO.jectile;
flake TNT (168 ]?oundsin a tote bfi);8°M106 RS projectiles; and molten and
solid TNT chargf?s.

(U) Mr. J{amesA. Bender was rimed to the SES position of Chief,
Office of Labor{~toryand Development Comand Management in Ju+:f1981,
after serving as Acting Chief since March 1980. Mr. Tamio Shl:rata
represented the office on the HQ DARCOM Realignment team, and .smajor
expansion of size and responsibilitywas approved, aa outlined below,
to be implemented in fiscal year 1982.

(U) In fiscal year 1981 it was anticipated that the new organiz-
ation would be the Directorate for Technology Planning and Man~gement
with the missiolaof establishing and of supervising the execution of
comnd policies and plans in three areas: The development an~ utiliz-
ation of Research, Development and Acquisition (DA) Planning, which
included the Science and Technology Base, Advanced and Engineering
Development of systernsand components, and procurement of Army Materiel
assigned to D~ICOM. The health, welfare, and vitality of the Research
and Development (R&D) cowands, laboratories, and research offices and
the overall direction of quality and responsiveness of the science and
technology base program, which was essential to maintaining ani improv-
ing the Amy’s capability across all assigned commodities and 2nabling it
to be an intelligent buyer. The conduct of special activities, including
the management of the civilian Engineer and Scientist Career Program, the
Independent Research and Development (IR&D) Program, the research and
development Milita~ Construction, Amy (MCA), the Special Purpose
Equipment (SPE) and Automtic Data Processing Equipment (ADP) programs,
DA Scientific and Technical Information Program, and the Technical
Industrial Liaison Program.

(U) DRCLDC was assigned primary responsibility for a new Joint
Logistics Comanders (JLC) Panel on Guayule Rubber.,which was established
as a result of Defense concern about the shortage of natural hevea rubber
in the stockpile of critical fnaterials. Dr. Gordon Bushey organized
DARCOM’s participation in sub-panels on military evaluations and character-
ization of guayule as a substitute for hevea in military equiplnent. The
problem of obtaining sufficient materiel for these tests led tt a request
by the JLC to t“heOffice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) for approval
of Title 111 guarantees to industry for prototype production facilities.
A final decision had not been made at yearend, fiscal year 1981.
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Project Management

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Office
was the Headquarters DARCOM proponent for the

of Project Management
pro.ject management cOm-

munity which “includedProgram/Project/ProductManager (PM) offices, to
keep the DARCOM Comand Group and Ar~ staffs apprised of progress and
problems associated with the development and readiness programs under
PM management. During the course of the fiscal year, this office
arranged for the conduct of approximately 20 Review and Comarid Assess-
ments of Projects (WCAPS) , 10 Logistic Comand and Assessments of
Projects (LOGCAPS), and five Department of the Amy Program Reviews
(DMRs ). In addition, quarterly Selected Acquisition Reports (SARS)
were submitted on 16 PM managed development programs which Congress and
DOD chose to keep under special surveillance.

(U) PM Terminations and Additions. Fiscal year 1981 began and
ended with 54 chartered PMs. During the course of the vear. two PMs
were terminated,

. .
and two were originated or established provisionally.

Projects terminated were PM ARTADS on 26 March 1981, and PM NAVCON
on 22 May 1981. Projects originated were the Joint Tactical Fusion
Program, provisionally established on 22 December 1980, and the Modular
Integrated Communication and Navigation System on 23 June 1981.

(U) Funding. During fiscal year 1981, DARCOM PMs guided the expend-
iture of approximately $6.5 billion in Research and Development (R&D)
and procurement funds. This represented approximately 50 percent of
the total DAHCOM budget in these categories for fiscal year 1981. ~i
work force assigned to the PMs at the end of fiscal year 1981 averaged
about 3,426 people or about 3.1 percent of the total DARCOM work force.

(U) ASARC/DSAHC Decision. In fiscal year 1981, many significant
Army Systems Acquisition Review Comittee (ASARC)/DefenseSystem Acqui-
sition Review Comittee (DSARC) decisions and other milestones were
reached. These included the CH-47 modernization production contract
awarded on 18 December 1981; the H8LLFIRE ASARC III, conducted on
18 November 1981; the US ROLAND first production fire units delivered;
and the fighting vehicle system, which was formally naed the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle at the 20 October 1981 dedication ceremony.

(U) Eleventh Annual PM Conference. Improving and ~u~taining
excellent lines of communication and rapport between comand head-
quarters and the PMs, and among the PMs themselves, alWaYS ranked high
on the list of Office of Project Management priorities. Toward this
end, the llth Annual PM Conference was held in Orlando, Florida in
November 1981. Presentations included an address by the Assistant
Secretary of the Amy for Research, Development and Acquisition, Ho”or-
able Jay R. Sculley; Comanding General, DARCOM, Donald R. Keith;
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and other higltranking officials within HQDA, industry, and the Congre~-
sional staff. During the conference, the fifth annual Secretary of the
Army Award wa~?presented to the outstanding project manager, COL Monte J.
Hatchett, PM, Multiple Launch Rocket Systm (MLRS). Noting that there
were three nolnineesfor the award, Secretary Sculley said th’itthe choice
had been extr(?melydifficult. Therefore, an unusual step wa$;being taken
by the provision of a letter of congratulations frm the Secretary of
the Amy, Job]]O. Marsh, Jr,, to COL Charles C. Adait, PM, Division Air
Defense Gun (DIVAD), and to COL William p. Famer, pM, Nucle~lrMunitions
(NUCMUN).

(U) Trainin&. Th@ Defense SysternsManagement CO1lege trained a
substantial number of Amy and DA civilians in progra/projef:t related
courses. In {:heExecutive Refresher Course, three weeka in duration,
15 officers and nine civilians were trained; in the Contract Finance
fOr PrOgram MtinagersCourse, a two weeks course, eight military personnel
and 23 civili:~nswere instructed; and in the Contractor Performance
Measurement Course, a one week COUTSe, 30 military and 111 civilians
were enrolled, In the Program Managers Course, the capstone DSMC ~o”r~,:’,
95 officers arid14 civilians were taught the skills necessar~,to manage
defense systems pro,grams.

(U) The Amy Logistic Management Center “as instrumentt,lin pre-
paring military and civilian personnel to assume their roles in program/
project management. In the six week Program Managers,Development Course,
22 DARCOM military personnel and 27 DARCOM civilians were tat[ght;and ill
the one week E,esearchand Development Managers Course, 12 DmCOM milital:Y
personnel and 62 DWCOM civilians were trained.

(U) Reorganization. On 15 October 1981, the Office of Project
Management ceased to exist as a separate office in the Headquarters.
On this date, under the Headquarters DARCOM Realignment, it was reduced
from 28 to 12 spaces and became the Policy and Project Management
Division of the Directorate for Development, Engineering, and Acquisition.
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CWTER IV

PROJECT MAGENRNT : WAPONS SYSTEMS

‘Introduction

(U) Fiscal year 1981 began with an aggregate of ten ch:,rtered
Projects and I’rejectManagers (PM), and ended with nine PMs reporting
to DARCOM. Tk~eloss, during the fiscal year, of one PM occurred when
the supervisictnof PM Smoke was transferred from Headquarters DARCOM
to US Army Amlament Research and Development Comand (~COM) by
D~COM Permanent Order 99-4, 3 November 1980, effective 30 Eecember 19[10.
The remaining weapons systems project managers covered in this history
include those for the Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH), BLACK.HA~ (BH),
Fighting ,VehicleSystems (FVS), PATRIOT, Nuclear Munitions, and the Ml
Abrams Tank System.

(U) Overall in fiscal year 1981, there were 54 chartered program
managers. fio PMs were established, and two were terminated. Projects
originated included the Joint Tactical Fusion Program, provisionally
established on 22 December 1980, and the Modular Integrated Commun-
icationsand Navigation System on 23 June 1981. Projects terminated
included the PM for Army Tactical Data Systems (ARTAUS) on 26 March
1981 and PM for Navigation/Control Systems (NAVCON) on 23 June 1981.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, DARCOM Project Managers managed the
expenditure of approximately $6.5 billion in research and development
and procurement funds, representing approximately 50 percent of the
total DARCOM budget in these categories for fiscal year 1981. The work
force assigned to PMs at the end of fiscal year 1981 averaged about
3,426 people or about 3.1 percent of the total DARCOM work force.

Highlights

(U) The Advanced Attack Helicopter achievements for fis:al year
1981 included !signingof a long lead time contract for production of
aircraft with liughesHelicopters Incorporated on 20 February :1981.
Also in Februa]cy1981, the Army approved incorporation of the General
Electric T700-GE-701 engine for production in the AH64 aircra:Et;and
operational testing began on time with delivery of three airc]:aftto
Fort Hunter -Liggett, California on 1 June 1981.

(U) The 1[981Department of Defense Appropriations Act provided
$396.5 million fQr procurement of BLACK RAW aircraft and adv:~nced
procurement in support of follow-on procurement. This brought the total
BLACK HAM procurement to 337 aircraft. Through fiscal year 1.981,a
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total of 192 UH-60AS were delivered, including 112 aircraft delivered
during fiscal year 1981. Also, during the fiscal year, an urgent re-
quirement surfaced for modification of fielded aircraft to be equipped
with the improved Anti-Ice/De-Ice System to meet deployment schedules.

(.U) Initial fill of aircraft was completed at Fort Campbell in
January 1981, and first unit was equipped at Fort Bragg in March 1981,
at Fort Lewis In June 1981, at Fort Stewart in August 1981, and at
Fort Benning in September 1981..

(U) Tn the PM Fighting “VehicleSystems program, the office of the
Assistant,Program Manager for Test Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment
(TMDE) was established to oversee TMDE development and production for
this program,

(U) During the fiscal year a strike, which began on 4 April 1981
at the FMC Corporation caused a two-and one-half month delay in deliver-
ies between the first vehicle and the second. However, the ~nufac-
turer planned to regain the required cuulative quantity delivered by
February 1983. Also in the fiscal year, Saudi Arabia requested technical
proposals from PMC for cost programming and review.

(U) Although limited production was approved for PATRIOT with the
issuance of the Secretary of Defense’s Decision Memorandum of 10 September
1980, a four-phase confimat ion test program was required to insure that
the problem found during Phase 11 of the Development Test and Operational
Test (DT/OT) had been corrected. In August 1981, tbe PATRIOT Project
Office awarded Raytheon its second production contract for five units and
130 missilee.

(U) Fiscal year 1982 appropriations for nuclear munitions were
$31.5 million for procurement, $27.207 million for Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation (RUTE), and $12.398 million for operations and mai-
ntenance(OMA) for a total of $71.105 million. This money was apportioned
to the ~785 and M753 nuclear projectiles, the LANCE (Mod 3) and PERSHING
II, the M454, M422, PERSHING 1A and other nuclear projects and programs.

(U) In organizationalmatters, the Washington Liaiaon Office, which
had provided official liaison between the Project Manager for Nuclear
Munitions and agencies in the DC area since 1975,wa~ cloeed.

(U) Highlights during the year for the Ml Tank System included new
operational tests which were run from September 1980 to June 1981. These
were mde with four tanks at Fort Knox, Kentucky and 41 at Foxt Hood>
Texas. Tentative results, reported by the General Accounting Office, in-
dicated that the Ml fell short of achieving its reliability, durability,
and maintainability goals. However, on 15 Septmber 1981, as a result
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of a review by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary
authorized full production of t!leMl Abxams Tank, Through 20 September
1981, production totaled 164 tanks. In anticipation of unit fills in
Europe, the New Equipment Training Team was deployed to begin training of
US Army, Europe (US~UR), Cadre.

(U) AISO during the fiscal year, the Swiss government evaluated two
Mls and the ~0 established a Liaison Office in Bern,

Advanced Attack Helicopter

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH)
Program Office W:LSa multilevel program responsible for AAH development
and acquisition; Target Acquisition Designation ~ystemJpil~t Night Vision
System (TADS/PNVS) development and acquisjtion; and the developnlentand

. .
tYPe classification Of the 3ti ammunition for”the installed 30mm gun.
It was developed by Hughes Helicoptels--a tw?n eng?ne, rotary wflngair-
craft designed as a stable, manned aerial mapon syatam, It was expected
to be capable o!Edefeating a wide range of targets, including {~rmored
vehicles, and was also expected to provide responsive,di,rectaecial fires
as an integral element of the ground units and be capable of pe:cforming
its mission at might and under adverse weather conditions. Armsment in-
cluded the HELLF[W hti-Amor Missile Systm, 3ti Automatic Glln,and
2.75” rockets. ‘TheTADS/PWS would provide day and night acquisition and
laser designation of targets and HELLFIRE and other laser guided munitions.
The AAH would become the Army’s primary attack helicopter, complemented
by the AH-1 Series Attack Helicopters.

(U) -am Management Structtire. The AAH was one of the Army s
top priority programs, structured under the D~COM multi-level project
concept. Major General Browe, the Program Nanager, reported directly’
to the Comanding General, DARCOM. The Project Manager for the T~S/PNVS
and the Product Manager for the 30m development, reported to the Program
Manager, AAH, and used elements of the AAH staff to assiat thin.in their
program efforts.

(U) ~lopmental Testing and Contracting. Government testing
(flyoff) was completed on 30 September 1976 andgthe resulting Ati DSARC
decision resulted in full scale Engineering Development of the W System.
Hughes Helicopters,was awarded a $317.4 mflli~n development c~ntract on
10 December 1976.

(U) TaTgE!t‘Acquisition‘DesignationS2ght (TAOS)/PilOt “Nj:ght‘V2sion
Sensor (PNV~ By the end of third quarter fiscal year 1980> all test
aircraft were cc)nfiguredwith the..winning TAUS/PNVS des:ignoffered by
Martin Marietta,, On 9 April 1980, Martin Mar2etta was awarded a MatuTity
Phase contract trithproduction options for first and second year procurement.
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(U) 30mm -nitidri (~88/789/799), The w99 projectile was
type classified as limited pxodvction ip May .1980and a contract was
awarded in my 1980 for 20,00.0Xvunds. Initial deliveries were begun
In Qctober 1980, FFe-qualification te,stingfor the ~789 H2gh Explosiye
Dual Purpose (~DP), projectile “as successfully c~pleted in June 1980.
Initial qualification testing was completed in October 1980.

Program Development

(U) During fiscal year 1981 Research Development Testing and Eng-
ineering (,SDT&E)continued on schedule v~th,~jvX accmplistients achieved
during the period., Amy procurement appropri,ations (.APA)funds were re-
ceived and obligated for Long Lead Time It-s, Operations and Maintenance,
Army (0~) funds were received,and obligations Began in February 1981.

(U) On 20 February 1981 a Long Lead Time Contract foF production
aircraft was signed w?th Hughes Helicopters Incorporated. The Teat and
Evaluation Master Plan was also completed In February.

(U) Also, in February the US Amy approved incorporation of the
General Electric T700-GE-701 engine for production M-64 aircraft. Later
in the period this engine was successfully run up tv Tntemediate Rate
of Power and in September 1981 a contract was awarded to General Electric
for engine spare parts and six spare T700-GE-701 engines.

(U) Operational testing from June to August 1981 started on time
with delivery of three systems aircraft to Fort Hunter-Liggett, California,
on 1 June 1981. All planne’dtraining of Amy “User” troops to support
both air and ground operations was completed on time. The Operational
Test was completed on time.

(U) An in-depth Production ,ReadinessReview (PER) was completed in
September 1981 at the prime and subcontractor1s facilities. The review
report, dated 1 October 1981, stated that the AH-64A weapon system was
ready to proceed into production with an acceptable level of risk. The
results of the PRR indicated that all subcontractors except one had com-
pleted their assigned tasks and the prime contractors had established
that level of Wnagement necessary to reduce ide,ntif3edrisks and assure
a smooth transition into production.

‘TargetAcqtiisiCionDesignation System (.T~S)/PiLot‘N2ghtYision System (P~S)

(.U) In January 1980 a Long Lead Time Production Contract was awarded
to Martin Marietta to support TADs/PNVS procurement effort, and a critical
design review of automat?c test equ?pment was completed in July.
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(U) Oper~3tional
time. The Product ion

Testing from June to August 1981 was completed on

Readiness Review was completed at the contractor
facilities in !jeptember 1981.

(U) 3@ ‘Mtifiition. The ~88 Target Practice (TP) projectile
material was cl~anged to 1018 steel to eliminate the potential for pro-
jectile breaku]?. T@et~ng of the new steel wa$ completed in Mi~y 1981.
The development of the Hi,ghExplosive Dual PuFpose (HEDP) and TP rounds
was completed with final qualification testing completed in Allgust 1981.

(U) Unde]r the Rationalization, Standardization, and Int(zroperability
(RSI) program !j,000 TP rounds wre furnished to the British and French for
interoperabilil:y testing during the first quarter of fiscal year 1981.

(U) Proj,?ctions, Minor milestones leading to production of the AH-64
were scheduled :Eorcompletion throughout 1981: DMCOM C-and Review,
30 October 1981; Preliminary Amy Systems Acquisition Review Council

(ASARC), 3 November 1981; ASARC, 9 November 1981; and Defense Systems
Acquisition Review Council (DSARC), 3 December 1981. These a{:tionswere
expected to le<~dto a full scale production decision in early 1982.

(U) The l?rogramManager was responsible for overall program mnage-
ment of the AAll System including the aircraft and its related mission
equipment and !>ubsystems. In fiscal year 1981, he directed a]ldcontrolled
all phases of research, development, procurement, production, distribution,
and logistics !;upport involved for the AAH and its sub-pro jeci:s.

(U) Organization afldStaffing. Personnel strength, both authorized
and assigned, :Eorthe W PMO is shown in the following tablf>:

Personnel Strength

ADVANCED ATTACK HELICOPTER PROGW MANAGER’ S OFICE

CIIVILIAN MILITARY TOTAL

~ AUTII ASSIGN AUTN ASSIGN A.UTH ASSIGN

30 Sep 80
-— ——

91 101 T 14 105 115

31 Dec 80 97 105 14 13 111 1113

30 Apr 81 97 106 14 13 11.1 11!)

31 JU1 81 97 109 14 14 111 12:3

1 Ott 81 96 108 14 13 110 12:1

VIII. Program Cost Estimate

The total AAH Prograln Cost Estimate as of 30 September 1981 was $11.39.4DeVel’Dpment

and $4820.7 Procurement for a total of $5960.1 as reported in the l+H SAR, dated
30 September 1981.
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(U) The BLACK WWK was

UNCLRSS!F!ED

BLACK HAw

designed to reulace the UH-1 Huev as the
primary air carrie,r of infantry sq~ads for tie 1980s . It was a twin
engine single-rotor aircraft with a crew of three, capable of carrying
up to 14 combat equipped troops or an equal load into all intensities of
conflict in all expected geographical environments . It could carry ex-
ternal loads up to 8,000 pounds Including the 10ti Howitzer and the

Gama Goat. The helicopter’ s greatly enhanced survivability plus signifi-
cant technological W impro~ements gave it a staying power for combat
and combat support missions never before achieved in a helicopter.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, preparations were completed for transition
of BLACK WWK Project Manager’s Office from a D~C~ Project Manager to a
TSARCOM Project Manager, effective 1 October 1981.

(U) FiScal “Year 1981 Funding. As of 30 SeptmBer 1981, the BLACK
HAWK RDT&E Program was $12,925,000. Fiscal year 1981 funding for the
T700 Component Improvement Progrm was $5,880,000, of which $5,691,902.04

or 97 percent had been oblfgated and $5,775,700.00 or 98 percent comitted.

(U) AS of the end of the fourth quarter, fiscal year 1981 funds
released by Department of the Army for the External Stores Support System
(ESSS), UH-60A Feasibility Demonstration was $7,045,000.00, of which
$6,944,316.79 or 99 percent had been obligated and $6,961,080.00 or 99
percent comitted.

(U) Fiscal Year 1981 Army Procurement Appropriation (APA) Funding.
As a result of the fiscal year 1981 Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, funds in the amount of $396.5 million were received for procurement
of BLACK HAwK aircraft and Advance Procurement in support of planned
follow-on procurement. This brought total BLACK HAWK procurement to 337
aircraft. Through fiscal year 1981, a total of 192 UH-60AS were delivered,
including 112 aircraft delivered during fiscal year 1981.

(U) During the fiscal year an urgent requirement emerged for mod-
ification of fielded aircraft to accept the improved Anti-Ice/De-Ice
system to meet deplo~ent schedules . A product improvement effort was

approved by Department of the Army and Congress; howeyer, no funding
was received. To cover this requirement, $1.1 million was reprograved
from the BLACK HAWK Program Activity I to Program Activity II. This
reduced the procurement of the BLACK WAW from $,396.5million to $395.4
million.

Operations

(U) ~roduction ‘Validation Testing. The following actions repre-
sent the highlights of the BLACK HA~ Project Manager’s Office in fiscal
year 1981. The Production Validat ion Tests, both contractor and government,
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were completed in 1981, and all reports were receiv@d and approved. The

United States Army Aviation Research and Development Comand (AVWCOM)
drafted the Final Airworthiness Qualification Report, which in fiscal
year 1981 was expected to be ~eleased in 1982.

(U) The Government Development and Operational Testing (II) was
successfully completed on the Medical Evacuation Kit. De-Ice Kit Develop-
ment tests were also completed in 1981; and the type classifi,:ationof the
kit was expected to be completed in 1982.

(U) Maturity ‘Phase Gfound Testing. All testing was colnpleted in

1981; .hoyev~ five reports \erein the approval process. Th\~se should
be resolved in 1982.

(U) Pro3uct “Assurance. The warranty coverage of the T’700engine

and the UH-~ aircraft expired 30 September 1981. Repairs w<~re still
in process and the final results on these two experiments in ,:ontracting
would possibly not be knom until 1983... A program was ;niti;~ted to
save costs on ,armored seat production qual?ty destructive tes:ing. The

aPPrOach WiS t,>use coupons rather than complete seats. Results were
expected in 19132.

(U) Reliability; Availability and “Maintainability (M) . The
first award= the amount of $30,000 was mde to Sikorsky undf~r the Re-
liability Engineering Performance Award Fee Program. The second award
was in process and was expected to be finalized in 1982.

(U) The last BLACK RAW Government Scoring Conference ,,fthe
fiscal year wa!;h@ld in September in St. Louis on the sixteen LOT 111
aircraft under controlled/intense sample data collection. Tbt~assessment
of the data re,tealed a Mean-Time-Between-Failure of 4.9 flight hours,
which is slightly less than the 5.1 achieved by the LOT II ai]:craft.
However, both maintenance manhours per flight hour and missior] reliability
were better on LOT 111 aircraft than LOT II aircraft . Thus , on balance,
LOT 111 aircraft showed improvement over LOT II aircraft.

(U) The W-D aircraft (7822976) at Fort Rucker completed the prog-
ramed 1,500 flight hours in June 1981. The tester,also rel(!ased a prel-
iminary report: in 1981 of the experience through 1,200 flight hours.
An update to r(:flect the full 1,500 flight hours was expected to be re-
leased in 1982,, Continued testing of the 7822976 aircraft tt,rough1982
was authorized for logistic evaluation.

(u) ValtleEngineering. Four ‘Value Engineering Change Proposals
(VECPS) wer=!ceived during fiscal year 1981. Three were approved and
one was deferrc!dto complete a test prior to Che decision to j.mplement.

Two of the VEC1?Sgave savings of over $100?000 and total savi]~gsover
four years for these two VECPS was $5 milllOn. The Govermen: ‘s share
was 50 percent or $2.5 million.
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(U) Retrofit “Prograqs. During lg81, the contractor shut dow the
retrofit program at Fort Campbell . After months of negotiations, the
program was restarted using a Government supplied hanger and four mainten-
ance personnel to supplement the contractor ~’sdepot team. COmpletion was
expected in 1982.

(U) Aircraft ‘Deliveries. A total of 192 aircraft were contractually
accepted by the Army through September 1981. These aircraft had accum-
ulatedapproximately 54,500 flj.ghthours in all @.nvironqental conditions
from tropic to arctic .

(U) Materiel “Fielding. Materiel Fielding personnel were on site

at FOrt Bragg, FOrt Stewart, Fort Benning, and Fort Lewis and an initial
visit was mxde to Europe by Materiel Fielding Team personnel. At least
one additional visit was to be made prior to actual rece,ipt of aircraft
in Europe in fiscal year 1982.

(U) Technical “Data. All GE-T700 Engine Depot Maintenance Work
Requirements (D~S) and all buE two airframe DtiS were placed on con-
tract. The remaining two airframe ~~s were being negotiated.

(U) Special “Missions/Exercises. During fiscal year 1981 the UH-60A
BLACK WWK participated in additional special aircraft deplo~ent exercises,
including “Potent Charge 11” and ‘lBright Starf!.

(U) Problerns/soltitiOn~. Spare parts posture was significantly
affected by reduction of funds and excessive draw-dew of parts for un-
programmed special missions/exercises and additional units to be deployed.
However, receipt of supplemental funding in third quarter fiscal year 1981
allowed for additional procurement actions for expedited replenishment.
Also, expedite action was taken against, existing dues-in from prior pro-
curement actiQns .

(U) UH-60A Helicopter Production. A letter contract was awarded
to Sikorsky Aircraft on 23 December 1980 for 75 ship sets in support of
the fiscal year 1981 BLACK Wm helicopter requirement . On 5 May 1981
that letter contract w-asdefinitized for 80 aircraft on a Fixed Price
Incentive Fim (FPIF) basis. The definitization also included an option

fOr five UH-60AS for the United States Air Force. This option was exer-
cised 31 August 1981 with deliveries to be made in March and April 1983.
Lot III (fiscal year 1979),aircraft deliveries were completed in JuIY
1981. “TSmCQM Procurement i$sued a Request for Proposal (RFP) to Sikorsky
Aircraft in June, 1981 for a multi-year proposal for 300 aircraft for

fiscal year 1982, 1983, and 1984 with associated support and technical
data. Pending Congressional approval, it was:propoeed” that the contractor
would be pemitted to procure hardware for the entire 300 aircraft immedi-
ately upon award of the cOntract . Additional funds required for manu-
facture of the aircraft would also be obligated to the contract at the
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beginning of fiscal year S983 and 1984. If Congress ional approva:l for the

foregoing was not f>btained,.award of a multi-year contract for ex]]anded
economic order quantity Long Lead Time (LLT) funding in fiscal ye~~r 1982
for fiscal year 1983 and 1984 was anticipated. The contractor’s l?roposal
was received in October 1981 and was subjected to a Should Cost S]:udy in

October 1981. Nei30tiations were to be conducted in November 1981 with
award anticipated ,>nor about 31 December 1981. The quantity of 100
aircraft included “12for the United States Air Force. This number was
subsequently changlsd to six.

(U) Engineeringg DeveXo@ent of the “YEH-60B ‘Helicopter for :SOTAS.

In the Stan+off Target Acquisition System (SOTAS), a successful f=
flight of the YEH-60B occurred on 21 October 1981. The COntra’:tOr,

flight testing for airworthiness qualification was expected to c>ntinue
in fiscal year 1982.

(U) T700 Engine “Component Improvement PtOgram, A contract was
awarded to General Electric Company in January 1981 for the T700 Engine
Component Improvement Program.

(U) T700 ‘Fifth “Year Production “Engine Contract. The fifth year
T700 engine contract was awarded to General Electric in Tebruary 1981.
The contract included 114 each installed engines to support 75 aircraft,
20 advance procurement engines, 19 spare engines, and an option for 10
each installed and 12 each spare engines. The option for 10 additional

installed engines was exercised on 29 May 1981 and the option for 12
additional spare engines was exercised on 21 August 1981. On 18 September
1981, an additional 16 each advance procurement engines were added to the
contract.

(U) External Stores Support System (ESSS) . A contract was awarded
to Sikorsky~ft in February 1981 for design and development of the
ESSS . The contract included installation of the ESSS on a ~-60A heli-

copter, qualification testing, and a ballistic missile firing demonstra-
tion to assess the feasibility of employing HELLFIRE missiles on the
UH-60A. The ESSS contract was modified to include the design and develop-
ment of a new auxiliary fuel gauging system for the UH-60A ESSS-equipped

helicopter. The system was to be suitable foT use when auxiliarY fuel
was carried either Internally andfor externally on the aircraft, which
would accommodate external fuel tanks having a .vjor diameter ranging from
20 inches to 30 inches. A Secretarial Determination and Findings was

forwarded for approval in September 1981 to expand the ESSS program to
modify a second UH-60A helicopter to accommodate the ESSS,

(.U).‘Delivery “of the 500th T700 Engine. A ceraony was held on

2 July 1981-,n, Massachusetts, to highlight the passing of a.signifi-
cant miles tone in the Army BLACK Mm program: delivery of the 500th

T700 engine. Representatives from the BLACK HA~ Project Manager’s Office,
Fort Rucker, Sikorsky Aircraft, and General Electric were present..
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(U) NAVSTARIGPS . It was detemined by the NAYST~/GPS Project
Manager in August 1981 that installation of the,Global Positi~ning
Systm (.GPS)in the BLACK ~WK would be bplemented by retrofit only.
Because of this determination, it was decided that Ehe requirement for
integration and testing by Sikorsky’no longer existed.

Crew Seats. A two year multi-year contract was awarded to Aerospace
Research Associates (~) Incorp~rated, of West Covina, California, in
August 1981. The contract was for Crashworthy Armo~ed Crew Seats for the
BLACK WAWK, and resulted from two step fomal advertising, The first

program year quantity was for 72 each and included an option for an add-
itional 30 each for the Amy and 10 each for the Air Torte. Both first

year options were exercised in Septaber 1981, The second program year
quantity was for 196 each with an option for 24 each for the Air Torte.
The second year requirement was to be funded in December 1981.

(U) ESSS Tank ‘Modification, A contract was awarded to Sargeant
Fletcher Company of El Monte, California, in September 1981 for the
modification of Government Furnished 450 gallon fuel tanks to be pro-
vided to Sikorsky Aircraft in support of the ESSS contract. This was a

competitive procurement.

Fightitig‘Vehicle SysCems

(U) The Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFY), the key to the Army’s
evolving mechanized infantry doctrine , was approved for fall production
by contract in May 1980, with the first full production model delivered
in May 1981. It would eventually replace the M113 Amored Personnel
Carrier.

(U) The fiscal year 1980 contract specified 100 vehicles, and
a fiscal year 1981 contract specified 400. Contracts for fiscal year
1982 and 1983 were each expected to specify 600 vehicles. The 100th
vehicle of the 1980 contract was expected to be delivered by 31 July 1982.
By early 1983, the Amy expected to be accepting delivery of 50 vehicles
a month, with the 400th vehicle of the fiscal year 1981 contract being
delivered by April 1983.

(U) For the first time, the.TFV (M-2) and also its companion,
the Cavalry Fighting Vehicle (CFY M-3), would enable infantry and ar,mored
cavalry to keep pace cross country with the main battle tank (M-1) . The
vehicle’s turret-mounted (M242) 25m cannon, which was gyro stablized~
could fire with pinpoint accuracy night or day, while stationary or on
the move.

dual
M231

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the 9man IFV was also equipped with a
tubed TOW missile launcher, a Mag 58 coaxial machine gun, and six
firing port weapons.
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Background

(.U) The Office of the Project Manager, Mechanized Infantry Combat
Vehicle was established by the Amy Materiel Co-rid (ANC) in J~nuary
1968, and was reorganized and redesignated in July 1975 as the ~Officeof
the Project Mana;ger~ Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle Systems. At the
close of fiscal :year1978 it was located at Michigan Army Missile Plant,
Sterling Heights, ‘Michigan. Brigadier General Stan R. Sheridan was
designated the Army Project Nanager for the Mechanized Infantry Combat
Vehicle Systems (MICVS),effective 14 July 1975. ~g “my 1977, DA approved
the change in ab~ve titles to Program Manager, Fighting vehicle SYstems

(PM-FVS ). The M~CV TBAT II for infantry and scout was also red~signated
Project Manager, Fighting Vehicle A-ent Systems (PM-FVA).

(U) General Sheridan’s Charter was approved by the Secretary of
the Army on 13 ‘March 1978. Brigadier General Philip L. Bolte was desig-
nated by the Department of the Army,Program Manager Fighting Ve”hicle
Systems, 10 January 1979. General Bolte’s Charter was approved by the
Secretary of the Army on 5 April 1979. Brigad$er General Donald p. ~alen
was designated by the Amy, Program ‘Manager, F?ghting Vehicle Systems on
1 July 1980, and General Whalen’s Charter was approved by the Secretary

./
of the rmy on 22 December 1980.

(U) The Program Manager was delegated full line authority of the
Comanding General, DARCOM, for centralized management of the FVS Program.

Necessary facilities and support continued to be provided by US Amy Tank-
Automotive Materiel Readiness Co-rid (TACOM), other organizations with
DARCOM, and other participating organizations. In fiscal year 1981, the

Office of Program Manager, Fighting Vehicle Systems was located at the
Detroit Tank Arsenal in Warren, Michigan. To facilitate program execu-
tion, personnel assigned to the office were located in San Jose, California,
Washington, DC, and Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland.

Mission

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Program Manager (PM) was responsible
in accordance with Department of Defense (DOD).Directives 5000.1 and 4100. 35;
AR 1000-1, 700-127, and 70-17; D~COM-R 715-2 70-1 and 11-16; and other
pertinent regulations for program mnagement o,f”the ‘FVS including the In-
fantry Fighting Vehicle (~V) M2, the cavalry Fighting Vehicle (GFV) M3 >
and other derivative vehicles, He managed tbe overall FVS Program which
would provide the Army with lightly armored full tracked fighting vehicles
with two yar iants--an ?nfantry version and a cavalry version, me vehiclc!s

would have improved cross-country mobility? mounted firepower, a swim cap-.
ability, and would be air transportable , with communication and protectior~
for the infantry and cavalry squad in mounted combat. Tbe PM was directly

responsible for l’ifecycle mnagement of the PVS and would centrally coordin-
ate, integrate, and support the mteriel development and acquisition activi-
ties of the subordinate PM. This PM was responsible for Fighting Vehicle
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Amment (FVA) Systerns. This mnager was responsible for the M714 Fuze
Series for all applications, the FVS firing port weapon, and the Vehicle

Rapid Fire Weapon System.

(U) Personnel/Organization. At the end of fiscal year 1981, the
authorized strength for the ‘FVSOffice was 26 military and 122 civilians,

with an onboard strength of 24 military and 123 civi~ians.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Office of the Assistant Program

Manager for Test Measur~ent and Diagnostic Equipment (~E) was estab-
lished to manage TMDE development and production of the program. ” The

CONUS and OCONUS fielding teams were authorized for the projected vehicle
fielding in fiscal year i983;

(U) As of 30 September

Military Officers
Warrant Officers
Enlisted
Civilian

Total

As of ,30 September 1981

Military
Civilian

however, they were not staffed.

1980 the strength figures were:

Authorized Assigned

23 21

1 1
2 2

122 123—

148 147

the figures were:

26 24
122 123

(U) Fighting Vehicle Systems Description. me same basic vehicle
was used in both the Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFV) and the Cavalry Fight-
ing Vehicle (CFV) ~OIeS, and the vehicles were virtually indistinguishable
when viewed externally. The interiors, however, were unique and configured
to best acco~odate the personnel and equipment for each particular role.

(U) The IFV (M2). In fiscal year 1981, this vehicle provided optimu

arrangement for the 9-inn infantry squad to most effectively fight from
the vehicle while mounted. The location of the comander in the turret
provided him all-round vision and permitted him the greatest capability

fOr comand and control. The six personnel in the crew compartments each
had a unity vision device with an associated firing port weapon which
gave them visual orientation within the battlefield, as well as the cap-

ability to suppress enemy ground troops. Stowed within the vehicle interior
was a quantity of amunition to support the needs of both the vehicular
and $ndividual weapons, as well as a mixture of TOW, Dragon and LAW missiles.
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arrangement of the CFV (W) was likewise optim-

cavalry squad so that they too could most effect-
ively operate while mounted. Th~ c~mander had an optimum location withix]

the turret. The CFV, however, carried 900 more rounds of 25m amunition
than the TFV, and stowed a total of 10 TOW missiles, Seating arrangement ~)
for the two crewmen in the rear compartment provided for maximum comfort
and safety while in transit, as well as an optimized viewing capability
while performing, reconnaissance under way.

(U) “~atiOri ‘and“Firin$. The tw man turret, identical for both
IFV and CFV appllcationa, was occupied by the comander and gunner. Each
had control of the turret through separate control handles, although the
comander had an override capability. The turret was powered by an all-

electric, stabilized drive system developed by General Electric (GE) and
permitted the 25m primary gun and 7.62m coaxially mounted machine gun

to be accurately fired by either cre~n while moving cross-country. The
same power ccntrol system was used for emplopent of the TOW missiles . Th!e
drive system had two speeds: a slow, extremely accurate rate for laying
and tracking of targets, as well as a high speed slew rate for rapid en-
gagement of alternate targ,ets. The 25m gun was dual fed and could
selectively fire either armr piercing (AP) or high explosive (HE) amu-
nition. A new integrated day/n2ght sight developed by Hughes Aircraft
Company (WAC) used the modern thewl imging componency developed for

the TOW ground mount systm in the night portion of the sight to allow
effective employment of all turret mounted weapons during both day and
night operations . The two-missile TOW launcher , which had both a travel
and firing position, could b,ereloaded through the crew compartment hatch
which provided a degree of o“erhead protection.

(U) Performance. The IFV/CFV was designed to operate with the Ml
tank in corn= arms operations. Its automotive and suspension systems

were continuously improved to meet this requirement. The 500 horsepower
Cumins turbocharged diesel engine, combined with the very responsive GE
hydromechanical transmission , prOvided the IFV/CFV with a top s:peedof 42
miles per hour. Performance evaluations during cross-country operations

at Aberdeen Proving Ground demonstrated that the redesigned suspension
system--using hi;gh strength torsion bars and high perfo~nce sl~ock
absorbers--did provide a mobility capability comparable to the 1!1.

(U) Afior. The IFV and CFV, unlike the lightly armored I1113A1
Armored Personnel Carrier w@re fighting yehicles and required significantly
increased armor ]?rotection. This protection was provided at a :uinimum
weight to insure vehicle mobility. Increased armor was achieved through

the use of a uni(~ue, spaced laminate armor system combining both aluminium
and steel wte,ri~~ls.
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(U) The Multiple Launch Rocket ‘SySCe~ (~RS) . This weapon system
was developed t~ provide a low cost, multiple launch, unguided rocket

system. It was designed to be a quick reaction, no”-nucle,ar ~y~tem and
was intended to supplement existing field artillery, As such, it was
designed to engage m$d-range targets, deliver large yolumes of fire,
defeat lightly amored targets.

and

(.U) To imprOVe the survivability Of MLRS, it .omb~ned the ~~e of

armOr protection, quick reaction, and “shoot and ~coott!tactics,

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the MLRS was being deyeloped under the
direction of the Project Manager, ~RS located at Redstone Arsenal, Alabama.
A TMOC Systems Manager was also established and was located at Fort Sill,
Oklahom .

(U) The ~RS Carrier, developed as a derivative of the Infantry
Fighting Vehicle, required a support agreement between the Project Manager,
~RS and the Program Manager, Fighting Vehicle Systems.

(U) The vehicle “as a ~ab-over-tran~m~~s~on configuration and
provided space for the three-man crew with necessary fire control equip-
ment. Sufficient armr was provided to pemit the completion of a fire
mission without dismounting from the “chicle. It should be noted that
the 1auncher, rockets and associated fire control equipment were being

developed separately from the “ehicle~.

Crew

Combat Weight

Ground Pressure

Width (Operating)

Height (Operating)

Ground Clearance

Maximum Speed

HP to Ton Ratio

Acceleration
(0-20 mph)

Technical Characteristics Comparison

Infantry “Fighting Vehicle Cavalry Fighting Vehicle

Comander, Gunner, Dri“er Comander, Gunner,
plus 6 Squad Members Driver
plus 2 Observers

49,000 pounds 48,600 pounds

7.5 PSI 7.4 PSI

126”

117”

20.62 hp/ton

8.6 sec.

20.85 hp/ton
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Sustained speeds
60 percent slope
10 percent slope

Obstacle Crossing
Vertical Wall
Horizontal Trench

Power package

Fuel

Reduced Visabilit:y
Capability

Sight Gunner

Sight Comnder

Smoke Generation

-unit ion Stowage!

25m (Amor Piercing
& High Explosive!)

7.62m M240C

7.62m M60

5.56 M231 Firing
Weapon

5.56 M16Al TOW
Missiles

LAW M72A2

Port

IfifantryFightipg VeBicle CaValry Fighting Vehicl,e

3,5 mi/hr
18.2 mijhr

36”
106”

500 hp 4 cycle Turbo
charged Diesel /Automatic
Hydro mechanical Trans-
mission with 3 fomard
and 1 reverse speed

175 gal.

Thermal Imgery

Optical Relay from
gunner’ s sight

M257 Smoke Grenade
Launcher Integral
Engine Smoke Generator

Ready/Stowed

300/600

800/1540

2200

Ready/Stowed

300/1200

800/3740

3200

4200 --

2/5 (Any combination of 2/10
TOW and Dragon Missiles )

3 3

Characteristic is the same as the IFV e>cept as indicated.
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Operating Range

Water Speed with
Barrier Erected

Armament Primary

Coaxial

Secondary

Turret

Elevation
25m Cannon and
Coax Machine
Gun TOW Missile

Launcher

Deflection
Slew Rate Maximum
(Elevation) and
Traveree

Tracking Rate
minimu

Squad Weapons

Machine Gun M60
7,62mm

Rifles M16A1 5.56mm

Firing Port Weapons
M231 5 .56m

Itifdtit~y‘Fighting ‘Ve@iCle, “CAValry Fighting Vehicle

300 mi.

4.5 mph

25m Dual Feeding Auto-
matic Externally
Powered Gun M242

7.62mm M240C Machine

Gun

TOW Missile Launcher

Electric Stabilized

(Elevation and De-
flection) 360 degree
continuous traverse

+60 deg to -10 deg

+30 deg to -20 deg

60 deg/sec

0.05 mil/sec

6 ball mounted

1
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(~) ~igfii~jcant Eyents during” FY;1981:

Ott 1980

NOv 1980

Dec 1980

Jan 1981

Feb 1981

Apr-Jun 1981

May 1981

May 1981

Jun 1981

Jun 1981

Jun 1981

Jun 1981

Jun-Aug

Jul 1981

Aug 1981

Sep 1981

981

ASARC/DSmC initiate a Secona Source of p~oduction evalu-
ation were conducted by PM-FVS.

First ~RS prototype completed IROM and furnished rocket
prime contractor (,.VoughtCorporat ion, Dallas, Texas) .

Second Year M2/M3 and ~RS Production Contract signed
with ~C Corporation..

First Production Contract for 25m M790 Series kunition
awarded to Forward Aerospace Comnd Center (FACC) .

First production deliveries of M240c 7.62mm C,2aXial
Machineguns delivered to support M2/M production.

FMC the prime vehicle contractor was out on strike,
vehicle production was halted,

First production Infantry Fighting Vehicle delivered.

DARCOM IG Inspection of PM-WS.

FVS Program Offices movedfrom the ‘Michigan Army Missile
Plant to the Detroit Tank Arsenal in Warren, Michigan.

Commencement of first article preproduction t<zstcon-

tractor at Camp Roberts.

S@cond Source contract awarded to Hone~ell I]Icorporated
for M790 series amunition production.

The M621 shiFping and storage container (far j!Smmamunition)

WS type classified standard.

M242 25mm gun first article test - ~ontracto= “as ~omple.ted.

The office, of the,APM-Logistics was establishc!d with the
primaFy mission to deyelop a detailed miles tot~eschedule
for achieving the inl,tial fielding, and to coc,rdinate
the implementation of all activities, required to meet
initial fielding.

Second Year production contract awarded to Colt Induatri(:a
for M231 Firing Port Weapon production.

First Production M242 25mm gun delivered.
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(U) Armament Efigirieering. Producibility Engineering and Planning
(~P) was continued on the M242 Gun by the developer, Hughes Helicopters,
Incorporated (HHI), Culver City, California. The end production, which

was essentially completed in fiscal year 1981, was a complete Technical
Data Package (.TDP)suitable for competitive procurement. Production
deliveries of the first option of 31O guns started, with five guns delivered
in September 1981.

(U) Three production configuration N242 guns were provided by the
contractor for a First Article Test - contractor (.FAT-C). This 50,000
round test was conducted at Culver City, California and Aberdeen Proving Grounc
June to August 1981. Although all requirements were not met, cOnditiOnal
production approval was given in September 1981. Improvements were in-
corporated into the Government First Article Test (FAT-G) guns for testing from
November 1981 to January 1982.

(U) Vehicle integration tests continued by FNC Corporation, the IFV/
CFV system contractor. Refurbished ~242 R&D guns and FAT-C guns were
used to successfully fire 12,000 rounds from June to September lg81 in a
Production Teat - Contractor (PT-C) on the first production vehicle (S/N 001).
ho more production vehicles were to be tested In early fiscal year 1982,
using new product ion 25m guns.

(U) Development of the 25m M790 series of amunition by FACC was
successfully completed and a three-year first production contract for 3.1
million rounds awarded to FACC in January 1981. The M790 series amunitiOn
was an bericanized, production engineered and improved version of Oerlikon
25m amunition. It was anticipated that the fore, fit, and functiOn M7g0
series TDP would be validated during the first production contract.

(U) A second source M790 series amunition contract was awarded to
Honeywell Incorporated in June 1981. The amunition produced by the second
source was expected to be qualified during government testing scheduled to
begin in October 1982. The Government had an option to purchase an additional
900,000 rounds under the second source contract. Subsequent prOduct iOn buys
would be competitive.

(U) Development of the M621 Shipping and Storage Container was com-
pleted and type classification achieyed in June 1981. Production tooling
was being procured and initial production would be produced hy FACC under
the amunitivn contract.

(U) The ~794 Dumy was in develo~ent with PQT-G testing scheduled
to begin in November 1981,

(U) The NATO STANAG for 25m amunition was expected to be completed in
December 1981. The NATO working party for the STANAG was being chaired by
the Netherlands with the participation of the US, Belgium, Germny, and France.

France was not an official member.
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(U) M231 5.56ti,”Subtichirie Gun/Firitig‘~rt “Weapon. The initial
product ion contract for the .M231 Submachine Gun (~G) was awar(led to Colt
Industries in M{IY1980 for 1,600 SMGS.. This contract containe(l a ?re-
production Evall~ation provision” to maxliize the practical prodllcibility
of the TDP (Tecknical Development Plan) , The improved TOP prol~ided improve-
ments for both (the initial production contract and the follow-llp contract
awarded for 4,0{10~Gs in Au~st 1981. The M231 SMG completed First
Article Tests im August 1981 and first production deliveries wl?re expecte’i
to begin in Novs:mber 1981.,

(U) M24012 7.62ti “Coaxial Machine Gun (MG), The M240C MC underwent
additional =ractor IFV/C~ integration testing at APG durin}]August-

December 1980. FMC had redesigned the feed chutes and the firing solenoid
system.for a better performing system. The first production deliveries of
M240CS arrived at a US Depot in February 1981 to wpport IFV/C?V production.
FMC further redesigned the M240c MGs installation during the iltitialFMC
tests on the pr,cductionvehicles, and testing was expected to lcontinue on
these refinements to fiscal year 1982.

(U) 714 “FuzeProgram. N 758 - Development of the fuze was completed
and type cl=fied standard along with the ‘M792 HEI-T cartrid%e (25m)
in December 1979. A three-year multi-year contract was signed in March
1980 with Honeywell to produce 1.375 million M758 fuzes. The first year
product ion was completed; and the M759 development for the 30?,mhigh

explosive incendiary (~1) and high explosive dual purpose (HEDP) rounds
for the Advanced Attack Helicopter (M) continued with Honeywell. The
autowted aasmbly line, bifurcated with the M758 line, waa completed.
The fuze was type classified limited production (LP) for the Marine Corps
~1 cartridge, and the PQT-G (Prototype ~alification test - Government)
for the HEDP cartridge. These began in October 1980 with type classific-

ation scheduled for December 1981.

(U) Development of the ~757/20n fuze was completed and type
claaaification action was pending. The COBHA Program was evaluating this
fuze for its application to their weapon system in conjunction with M50
series amunition and the M197 gun,

(U) The initial goverment phase of development of the AM760/35m
and ~761!40m was concluded with a demonstration test, Development of
the M761 was continued under the DIVW system contract awarded in April

1981 to Ford Aer~space Comuni.cations Center (lACC)., m760 development
was discontinued in fiscal year 1981.

Logistics Manag-

(.U) During fiscal year 1981, efforts continued to translate
Integrated Logistics Support planning into actual support. Pr0v2si0ning
documentation led to initial orders and repair parts orders; technical
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mnual schedules were met and delivery of draft manuals begun. The
Depot Maintenance Support Plan was finalized and initial Depot Maintenance
Work Requirements completed. Fielding plans were finalized,and additional
detailed coordination accomplished. Training requirements were definitized
and specific classes scheduled. A critical path, integration of test set
hardware and software into the rest of the program “as identified,and
detailed integrated logistics support (ILS) efforts were intensified and

integrated into the vehicle effort.

(u) supply. wring fiscal year 1981, stock number assignments to
items being bough,ton the ~C Basic Ordering Agreement centinued. Al1
Major Readiness Comands (NRC) were preparing to mn the first Support
List Allowance Cards (sLACK) deck for support of the early THADOC v@hicles.
MRCS were requested to take required action to insure availability of all
stocked items that muld be a part of the Statement of Quality and Support

(SOQAS) warranty support for hand-off. XBL support was expected by
1 November 1982 for both simplified test equipment (sTE] and DsESTS. Both

ARRCOM and TACOM placed RBL orders on ~Cs Basic Ordering Agreement prior
to 1 May 1981. Logistic Support Analysis (LSA) data for the M242 was
delivered to ARRCOM by HHI on 8 April 1981, AHRCOM used wOrk-arounds
to offset the problems caused by this s,lippage.,

(U) Maintenance. The schedule for technical mnual (TM) developm-

ent was finalized in fiscal year 1981, and allowed for availability of
soldier-verified manuals to support Start-Up Handoff (SUH) . TM develop-
ment was staying within all schedule constraints. First drafts were del-
ivered for the operator and directfgeneral support maintenance for the

engine, transmission, integrated sight, the TOW subsystem, and the vehicular
portion of the IFV/CFV. The validation of technical mnuals was initiated
on the engine, transmission, and the oPerator TMS, with engine and trans-
mission validations completed. Both validations were highly successful .

Plans were in the final stages to support the ve~ification of the TMs using
target audience soldiers . It was anticipated that the verification process

would be initiated on 1 March 1982.

(U) The Depot Maintenance Support Plan (DMSP) was finalized and

apprOved by all MajOr Readiness COmands (MRCS) and the Depot Support
Cownd’s (DESCOM) assigned depots. The plan proyided the data base for
timely complet ion of planning, acquisition, scheduling, training ~equire-
ments, and necessary. plan equipment, facilities . It also included the
data for other resources needed to develop and implement the capability to

repair~overhaul to specif% Depot Maintenance Work Requirements” (DMWR)
and return the serviceable end item/component to the supply system for
both CONUS and OCOWUS.

(U) Materiel “Fielding. Training, administrative and logistics
support requirements were f“rthe~ refined in preparation for fielding the
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Fighting Vehicle at TRAUOC locations in fiscal year 1982,and FORSCOM and
US~UR sites in fiscal year 1983. Materiel Fielding Plan definitization
and coordination efforts continued while increased emphasis and monitoring
me= given to ‘Materj:el‘Fielding Team authorization, requisitioning, and

manning requirements. Fielding intensity was expected to begin c!arlyin
fiscal year 1982 with vehicle delivery being programed in the second
quarter of fiscal y~ear 1982 for initial product~:on testing and the train-
ing baae.

(U) Training. me outset of fiscal year 1981 plannlng consisted

of coordinating NevfEquipment Training (NET) requirements for USMiEUR,
TWOC schoo1s and the Major Readiness Co~and S, Memorandums of Agreement

were developed with each agency /activity to insure prope,r ~dentifi,cation
of requirements . Contractor New Equipment Training for multiple launch
rocket systems (MLR,S)testing was accomplished in August-September 1981.
The remainder of the fiscal year was spent determining instructor and

key personnel (I&KP) and new test measurement diagnostic equipment (~E)
Test Training dates co coincide with projected system fielding delays
brought about by a contractor strike. Actual ‘MOS 35H training began in
October 1981.

Product Assurafice Test and ‘Evaluation

(U) RAM Data Collection. Reliability, Availability, Maintainability
(RAM) Da@ were collected during PQT-G and OT 11 for comparison with
the IFV/CFV RAN requirements . The OT II M data base consisted @f four

vehicles which ran for over 8,900 mtles while the DT II vehicles accumu-
lated over 12,000 miles. The vehicles were run according to the IFV/CFV
mission profile and all data were scored according to the IFV/CFV Failure
Definition/Scoring Criteria (FD/SC) . The vehicles demonstrated 289 Mean
Miles Between Failures (MMBF) which was well above the 195 ~BF DT/OTII
requirement .

(U) Vulnerability Test. The Vulnerability test was being conducted
in fiscal year 1981 to determine the protection provided by the FVS against
conventional weapons to include the effects of smll arms attack artillery

shell fra~entation, mine blast, and anti-armor high explosive anti-tank
(HEAT) attack. The test would also determine th,edegree of crew protection

during chemical/biological attack, assess vehicle survivability character-
istics and human factors engineering aspects, and gather limited repair parts

and component damage data during enemy threat engagement . This test began
on 15 November 1980 at Aberdeen Proving Cround (MG) and was completed on
? November 1981. The final report was due in January 1982.

(U) “M621-25mm Plastic Amunition ‘BOX Test. From 15 November lg80
through 1 March 1981, a 25m plastic amunition box test WaS cOnd~~ted

at APG to evaluate a plastic amunition bOx In lie” of ~ steel ~munitiom
box for the IFV/CFV. During thfs timeframe a user evaluation was also
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conducted at APG. An IPR was conducted on 4-S
classified the plastic a-nition. box standard
thetic detonation test was planned in Decmber
the effects of a round inadvertently exploding

June 1981, and DARCOM type
on 9 June 1981. A sppa-
1981 at APG to detemine
within the box.

(U) ‘First‘Article Test-Contractor (FAT-c) for’the “M242 25~ Gun.
A total of three 25m &ns were tested at Hughes Helicopter Incorporated
(.HHI)and APG betmen 27 April 1981 and 13 August 1981. The high rate
(450-600 shots per minute), barrel life, Electro-Magnetic Interference (EMI),

durability, accuracy and dispersion were cOnducted at HH1, and the ‘enviro-
nmental and amunition compatibility/attitude tests were completed at APG.
An interoperability problem with Oerlikon Armor Piercing Discarding Sabot
Tracing (APDS-T) amn$tlon and a link tab/link stripper guide inter-
ference fit were reported as deficiencies.

(U) First Article Pre-Production Test (Contractor). (.FA-PPT(C)).for
the “M2. The first Of five production vehicles began FA-PPT(C) at CamP
Roberts, California, on 23 June 1981 and achieved 6,000 miles on 8 October

1981. In’addition, the first vehicle after cmpleting the 6,000 miles,
would undergo safety, huan factors, and any tests not perfomed by the
specification compliance vehicles. The second vehicle began FA-PPT(C)
testing on 29 September 1981. Of the five production vehicles, the first
three were expected to accumulate 6,000 miles and fire 12,000 rounds of
25m amunition according to the contractor’s M test plan. The last twO

vehicles were to be tested for specification compliance.

(U) “MILLRACE. Project MILLRACE was a large-scale, high-explosive
field test sponsored by the Defense Nuclear Agency on 16 September 1981,

at mite Sands Missile Wnge, New Mexico to assess the effects Of a simu-
lated blast and shock of a one kiloton nuclear bomb. One infantry fighting
vehicle (IFV) participated in the test. Cursory inspection revealed that
no significant damage occurred in the vehicle. A final report was expected
to be submitted in November 1981.

(U) Component Qualification Testing. Qualification testing was com-
pleted on 35 key vehicle components with the results incorporated in the

product spe~<fications.

(U) Product Specifications Component Testing. Product Specification
Component Testing (PSCT) started on 25 items and was completed on four items

out of total of 36 key yehicle components, The PSCT test program was ex-
pected to be completed early in 1982.

Procurement and Production

(.U) IFV (M2) and CFV (M3) Production. During fiscal year 1981, a
total of four production IFVS were delivered by FNC and accepted by the
Government. No CFVS were scheduled. A strike at FNC caused a two and one-half
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month delay in deliveries between the first vehicle and the secc,nd. ~C,
however, planned to regain the required cumulati,ye quantity delivery by

February 1983.

(U) MLRS Carrier Production. The MLRS delivery schedule slipped
four months due to the strike by ~C from December 1981 to April 1982. Con-.

tractor planned to regain cumulative quantity deliyery by March of 1983.

(U) Test ‘N[easurement‘and Diagnostic Equipment. si~plifi~d Test

Equipment (-.l/FVS integration program was dfleloped with minor adjust-.

ments to be mde. A production delivery schedule was fomulated for STE-Ml/
FVS to comence in Tebruary 1982.

(U) 25ti ‘Automatic Gun (.Production). Five automatic gun. (MZ42)
were delivered as of 3 September 1981. The Hughes Helicopters ‘ production
was delayed from June 1981 due to ma-nufacturing start-up problems. However,

no impact on vehicle deliveries occurred d“e to the offsetting FMC strike.

(U) 25m Atiunition, The first program year was funded for 685,000
rounds of a-ion. AS of 30 September 1981, 438,000 rounds had been
delivered. In 2ddition, tooling was completed for the start of second
year production.

(U) M758 (25m) “Fuzes. The fiscal year 1981 multi-year contract

~~~t1980-1982) for initial production was for 1,375,000 (Z5m) fuze~ . The
information received was that there were 147,142 fuzes delivered

during the fiscal year.

(U) Firing Port Weapon (M231). Twenty-two M231s were delivered to
APG for FAT-G. An initial production contract for 1,600 M231s was awarded.

During the period of .1October 1981 to 30 September 1981, no deliveries
were made, but all 1,600 M231s were tentatively scheduled for delivery by
mid-November 1981.

(U) Govern,nent-Furnished Property (GFP) . GFP to FMC for the IFV/CFV/
U.carrier had n,>delays in meeting delivery dates. GFP in sup?ort of
the 25m gun and fuze also was received on schedule, b“t there w~re GFP
propellant proble]ns that caused delays in delivery of APDS.

(U) Breakout Items.. New items considered and approyed fo:rbreakout

in fiscal year 19~32were” track and engine. New ?tems considered and approved

fOr breakout in fiscal year 1983 were TDS, transmission, and TOW subsYstem.
Fiscal year 1983 f:omponent breakout plan was established and ap?roved by
the Project ~anag{er“s Office (yMO) .

(U) The fiscal year 1980 IFV/CFV initial production lette::contract,
issued 1 February 1980, was finalized on 25 February 1981 in an ;]mount of
$152,550,000, Th,~ fiscal year 1980 MLRS initial production letter contract,
issued 1 August 1!180,was finalized on 7 April 1981 for $19,080,000.
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(U) Fiscal “Year“1981‘Prdductiofi”for “ZFV’~2); “CFV”(N3) “and MLRS
Carrier (M993). A letter contract was awarded to ~C Corporation on
23 ,December 1980 for production of 172 Ins, 128 C~s, and 32 ~RS Earriers
at an estimated value of $399,312,000. The contract also included fiscal
year 1981 requirements for IFV/CFY and ~RS carriers peculiar special tools,
IFV/CFV and ~8S carriers peculiar s.upporcand test equipment, and IFV/CFV
classroom peculiar spares, It also included FY 1981 requirements for
IFV/CFV suspension restraint kits for depot stock, and lFV/CTV special test
and inspection equipment.

(U) “Systems’Technical Support (STS)‘lFV/CFV. A request fOr pro-
posals (RFP~ was issued on 19 June 1981 for conduct of STS concurrent with
the fiscal year 1982 production contractor in the amount of 440,000 man-
houre. The proposal was ~eceived on 1 September 19S1, with award planned
for 1 December 1981. The estimated total cost was approximately $25,000,000.

(U) 25ti Munition. A production contract was awarded 9 January
1980 for a total of 3,128,000 rounds of the 25m, M790 family of ammuni-
tion. The award was a fixed-price incent?ve, three-year, multi-year con-

tract to Ford Aerospace and Communicantions Corporation. The second pro-
gram year was funded for 1,212,000 rounds of amunition on 9 January 1981.

(U) Second Source. A contract was awarded on 11 June 1981 to Honey-
well, Incorporated, as the secona source a-nit ion supplier. This

was a firm fixed price contract for prove-out quantities of each 25m rouna,
with an option to acquire 300,000 additional of each rouna on an FFP
option basis.

(U) Systems Technical Support (STS) 25m kunition. Contract DAAR
30-80-c-0037, with Ford Aerospace ana Communications Corporation, was
awarded in May 19S0 for STS seryices for initial production of .a 25mm ~~un-
ition system. The contract was supplemented in July 19S0, increasing the
program hours by 4,652 for a total of $444,184.

(U) Contract DAAR 30-79-C-0018, with Hughes Helicopters, Incorporate,
for the M242 guns, was supplemented to proviae for t“hesecond production
option for 480 guns in the amount of $10,449,924,

(U) M758 (25m) ‘Ftizes. A three-year, multi-year contract for initial
production of 1,375,000 M758 (.25m) fuzes for fiscal year 1980-1982 re-
quirements was awarded to Honeywell, Incorporated, Defense Systems Division,
on 1 April 1980, The total contract amount was $13,950,000 on a firm-fixed-
price basis, of which amount the fiscal year 1980 requirement of $2,232,000
had been awarded. An award was made on 2 November 1980 (Modification ?00003)
for the second program year in the amount of $4,311,800.
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(U) Systems.Technical Support (.STS)“M758:Fuze. A contract for
fiscal year 1980 STS of the M758 fuze was. awarded to Hone~ell Incorporated,
Defense SystenlsDivision, on 4 June 1980. The $294,530 award of Modifi-
cation POOOO1, dated 11 September 1981, added 4,000 hours and extended the
performance period by eight months.

(U) @ing “Port Weapon (M231). A second production contract was
awarded to Colt Industries on 2 August 1981. This contract, awarded on an
FFP basis for $2,579,207, provided for the delivery of 4,000 weapons.

(U) A full-scale d~elopment contract for STE-Ml/FVS and DSEST-Ml./

FVS was awardc!d on 29 October 1980. The prime contractor was ~C with

RCA and Chrysler Huntsville Electronic Division as the major subcontractors.
The effort called for the fabrication of three prototypes of each confi&pr-
ation. The prototypes would be tested by the contractors and the Government.

(U) An initial production contract for a quantity of 25 each STE-.Ml/
FVS and 15 each DSESTS-Ml/FVS was awarded to WC Corporation on 21 Janti:lry
1981. The le:idtime for test set hamdware necessitated the earlY award ‘n

order to suppc]rtvehicle fielding.

(u) Is]:aeli“Da0nstrat30n of the M242 25ti AutOmat.ic C*. A
2,000 round=]-country firing demonstration was completed in Israel duriLng
July-August 1!181against va~ious amored vehicles. Observers were high:ly
impressed with the range and teminal effects of both the HEI-T and APDS-T
rounds. Inte]festwas high and some type of proposal such as coproducti<)n.:or
outright buy, appeared highly prObable during fiscal Year lg~~2. There ~Jas
no real interf:st in total vehicle.

(U) Mu,~itions Case FR-UXA (ARRCOM) ‘Request”for 5,000 “Rounds of
25m TP-T (fi~ked) ~unition. A request from France for thf?purchase of
5,000 rounds ,JfTp-T (linked~ 25m amunition for an interop(:rability test

was approved ,>n25 August 1981. There appeared to be no int{:rest in thl~
M242 gun or the IFV/CFV.

(u) ~man Study of IFV Turret for “Marder. This study was cancelled
in mid-1981 and the German effort was directed toward their :1990vehicle
requirements, There was no action to indicate their positiol~would change.

(u) Saudi Arabian Interest in the.Purchase of IFY/CFV. Saudi in-
terest in t~ purchase ~f IFYs and CFYS first surfaced during an April
1980 review of FMS requirements for Phase 11 of SANG modernization program.
Tentative requirements in fiscal year 1981 were 165 ~FVS and 264 CFyS.
Action had been to request technical proposals from ~C for :ost program-
ming and reyiew on 16 September 1981., Although the informt ion was second
hand, it appeared Saudi Arabia had asked for quotes from othar countries
and industries, a sign that they might become serious buyers.
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Program Management

(U) The combined fiscal year 1981 programs managed by this office
totaled $771.16 million of which $616.1 million or 79.9 percent were

obligated at fiscal year end. These resources covered three appropria-
tion: Procurement Appropriations, Amy; Operations and Maintenance,
Amy; and Research,, Development, Test and Evaluation.

(U) Program ‘and“Fiscal Resources. Status of allotment reports as of
30 September 1981 for fiscal year 1978 through 1981 were revie”ed, their
accuracy verified, and reports certified. The,
fiscal year 1981 are sumarized below;

Research & Development

IFV/CFV (644616.258)

Multiple Launch Rocket
(694000.564) - MLRS

Other Reimbursables
(694000.258.340)

Program

results of this review for

Author Sty
(.$000) Obligations

Procurement Appropriation
Amy

$41,651 $41,254
Sys

10,952 8,392

“575 480

$53,178 $50,126

Infantry Fighting Vehicle 627,700
25m Gun, M242 (3211.16) 21,700
25m do, M790 Series 60,300
Firing Port Weapon

(3211.16) ‘5;400

715,100

497,457
13,367
49,045

3,300

563,169

Percent of

Obligation

99.1

76.6

‘83.5

94.3

79.3
61.6
81.3

61.1

78.8

Operations and Main-
tenance, Army

Program Manager !s

Office 3,323 2,812 84.6

TOTAL $771,601 616,107 79.9

(U) Joint reviews were conducted with the TACOM Comptroller 1s
Office, of all unliquidated obligations. against their source documents .
Updated budgets were prepared and submitted via the following programs
and systems.. RDT&E - Modernized Army Research and Development Infor-
mation SysteW (mIS) for fiscal year 1981 through fiscal year 1987 on

214

UNCMSSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

the IFV/CFV and PIP pr~jects,;
fiscal year 1987 for IFV/CFV,
ing devices budget lines; and

PM - P-Ferns. for fiscal year 1981 through
FPW, 25m ~n, 25m ammunitions, and train,-
o&MA = Co~nd Operating Budget Estimate

(.COBE)for fiscil years i982-1983,

(U) cost Infotiation and ‘An~lYSi~. The cost portion of the DecenhbeT
1980 System~,cquis.ition Report (,,Sm)was fo~arded to DARCOM with the
differences between the use of OSD and contractor indices specifically
identified and categorized as an e,etimated change. This resulted in a
threshold breach or rollaway cost. DmC~ unsuccessfully attempted to
obtain approval for the ~ to use contracto~ indices. Use of contractor

indices in lieu of OMB (Office of Managment Budget) 2ndices became an
on-going Program Management Office (,PMO) project.

(U) Application of the Tebruary 1981 OSD indices (Reagan) to the
FVS Program resulted in an overall decrease of $1,017.5 million.

(U) FMC Corporation provided the ~0 with a rebaselining eff~rt in
January 1981. These data weve evaluated and cost changes detemined.

(U) PMO was tasked by DARCOM/DA to provide a new baseline cost
estimate for the IFV/CFV carrier,

(U) Assessment of IFV/CFV Program cost using the ~C contract/
proposals was presented to ~C personnel on 9 September 1981. Specific
analysis for fiscal y@ar 1981 (S) and fiscal year 1982 was furnished with
a projection of the cost impact of fiscal year 1983 through fiscal year
1988.

(U) Baaeline cost estimates were developed for the Multiple Launch
.Rocket System (MLRS) carrier in the AFARV and electronic warfare roles, to
include operating and support costs.

(U) Estimates were developed for the 25mm gun and ammunition, in-
cluding alternative procurement strateg~es and second source. Inquiries
were received from other services and foreign governments on procurement
of guns and amnunit ion; including Navy, Marine Corps and other Army uses .

(U) Plans and Analysis. An ASARC was held on 1 Octobe:r 1980 to
establish the ,Armyposition on the FVS competition strategy atd cost
reduction program. In addition, the competitive pro~uction oE vehicle
subsystems and the FVS ITQW PIP were discussed, A DS~C was held on
16 October 1980 relative to the potential establishment of a second source
for FVS production. As a result of the DSARC, the directed at~tionswere:
award of production analysis contracts relatiye to requirement for FVS
production; and initiation of actions to breakout principal s,lbcontractors
for the tFV prime contractor; also initiation of competitive developmental
program to regult in a ToW 11 PIP ISU.
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(u) Program Reviews. In excess of forty major briefings were pre-

sented during this reporting period to OSD, DA, and DARCOM Senior Managers
and Army Comanders. Special briefings were given to ICAF and the Army
War College.

(U) Type Classification. A DEVA IPR was held on 4 June 1981 which
resulted in the recommendation to tyDe classify standard, the shipping and

storage container, 25m, M621, pla~~ic. The recommendation was approved by
the Director, D&E DARCOM on 9 June 1981.

(U) External Reviews. The DA Inspector General (DAIC) conducted an
inspection of the PM, FVS during 18-22 May 1981., There were no significant
findings and one commendatory action.

(U) House “Appropriations Cotiittee Su&eys “&“Investigations (HACS & 1).
The WACS&I began a survey of FyS, as part of a major investigation of the
DOD and its components . FVS was one of the major programs under review.
This survey covered the period May to July 1981, with the report to MC
originally scheduled for the end of July 1981. At yearend lg81, the rePOrt
had not been issued.

(U) GAO began a study of FVS on 21 September 1981 to consider cost,
funding, and the procurement aspects of this program. A series of questions
was submitted to FVS and responses provided before the end of the reporting
period. The study was continuing in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Defense Audit Service (DAs). DAS visited the Plans and Analysis

Office on 11 June 1981 in relation to a rwiew of the requirements for ar-
mored tracked vehicles in the Amy and Marine Corps . InfOrmtiOn was prO-
vided to the auditor, but no report had been received in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Amy Audit ‘Agency (AAA). As part of the DA Cost Discipline
Advisory Comlttee (CDAC) review of Army programs, AAA was tasked to support
the CDAC by identifying the cost growth in FVS. Cmpletion of the fact
finding”was due by 21 October 1981, with the report scheduled to be com-
pleted at DA by 29 Oct~ber 1981.

(.U) DA Inspection of Training Devices. The DAIG conducted an in-
spection of the status of training devices during 1-5 December 1980, at
the direction of the Chief of Staff, Arwy, to determine whether the Amy
was receiying the right kind of trainin$ devices and that it was proyiding
the necessary training support, The DALG conducted the study to obtain
different pers.pectiye,sfr~m the deyeloper and user, to assess existing

eroblems, and any choices that may have been available, and to present
recommendations to CSA (.Chie,fof”Staff, Army) . No report had been received
at yearend fiscal year 1981,



(u) ~nterl~al Review of TACOM. Internal Review, TACOM, examined the
FVS control of :Fundsand obligations as they interfaced with Finance and
Accounting Records, with satisfactory findings.

(U) Quarterly SAR reports were submitted for processing to the
Congress through DARCOM, DA and OSD.

(U) ‘DARCOM Program Cost Control System (PCCS) . DARCOM began to

develop and implement PCCS in October 1980, to establish causes for pro-
gram “costs being out of control” and to @stablish discipline and control

over costs. The purpose of this program was also to define the approved
prograraand cost baseline, establish an audit trail and to establish a
fomal change control process. FVS eubmitted comemts to the draft cir-
cular on three occasions and submitted “Strawan” reports to D~COM,
which included the Program Directive Document and the Monthly ‘Tracking
Report. On two occasions, the documents were used as samples at the Com-

mander’s Conference in May 1981 and at DARCOM Headquarters, in briefing
DA Personnel. At yearend FY 1981,final Implementation direction had not
been received.

(U) Development Plan. A revised ~, FVS Development Plan was pre-
pared and d=~buted to recipients in December 1980.

(U) *~izatiOn Plan. Staff work began on pr@paring allabbrev-
iated FVS Mob Ll:LzationPlan for input to the TACOM (host) plan which
was expected to be updated in fiscal year 1982.

(U) =ement Information. From 1 October 1980 to 1 May’ 1981, the
Management Infor~tion Control System (MICOS) continued to assist in the
mnagement of the many aspect~ of the Fighting Vehicle Systems. The monthly
MICOS meetinge closely monitored the progress being made by the major con-
tractors in production of the FVS. These meetings also monitored the pro-
gression of Pro\duct Specification Component Testing (PSCT), First Article
Testing, and pr,~gram actions generated as a result. of development testing.

(U) From 1 May 1981 to 1.September 1981, the MICOS format was changed.

During this period, it still retained the informational briefi~g and tracked
milestones. On,:eeach quarter, the divisions would present th,sirareas of
concern. PM Di,rision would present MICOS information relative to attaining
Start of Unit H:ind-off (SUH), and there would be a mnagement .ceviewby
the contractors, During this period, FMC had an eleven-week slrrikewhich
impacted vehiclf? deliveries. The MICOS emphasis waa on alternate schedules
to accomplish t]:aining, validations, and verifications. Becau:]e of the lack
of production v(>hicles, many milestones were missed and ultimately resulted
in a change of SUH from January 1983 to March 1983. The first production
vehicle was delivered in May 1981 as required, and by the end of fiscal year
1981, a total of four production vehicles was delivered.

217

~NcMsslFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

(u) cOSt Schedule Control Systa (c~scs) . During fi~ca~ ~ear ~981,
contractor cost reports were analyzed on a monthly basis and monthly brief-
ings were presented to the,PMO, APMs, and Division Chiefs , Briefing con-
tent included contract cost and schedule status, projectiOis of ~o~t and
schedule trends, contract estimates at completion and evaluation of problem
areas. In addition, monthly analyses on selected contracts were provided
HQ, DARCOM and quazterly analyses “were prepared for the Selected Activities
Report (SAR).

(U) The evaluation and validation of contractor production phase
C/SC systems were underway during fiscal year 1981. One contractor re-
ceived tri-service validation of a C/SC system for production. In addition,
the Plans and Analysis Office provided support for two other demonstrations,
two readiness reviews, a SAR, and an assistance visit. Two FVS personnel
successfully completed the Evaluation of Cost/Schedule Control Systems
Criteria (C/SCSC) (Sys 360) course at Wright Patterson AFB; and both
participated in C/S validation actiyitie,s.

(U) An in-house mini-computer “capability was established in fiscal
year 1981. Its use in support of C/S report analyses during th@ fiscal
year was limited; but the conversion of a d-mm provided C/S report anal-
ysis software package for use by the Plans and Analysis Office was under-
way. This package was expected to assist in trend analYsis , cost and
schedule projections, and graphics preparation. In addition, this office
was supporting two other PMOS by computer preparation of cost/schedule
variance trend charts .

(U) Because of PMO constant concern for escalating costs, cost
management continued to receive major emphasis and attention. Contractor
cost performance data, from FMC for the IFV/CFV and from Hughes Helicopters
for the 25m gun system in accordance with CS2, “ere monitored on a monthly
basis through the receipt of the Cost Performance Report (CPR) and the
Cost Schedule Status Report (CSSR) The analyses of these reports re-
flecting the evaluation of contractor performance were then briefed to

the PM, APMs, and Division Chiefs .

(U) Automatic Data Processing Equipment (ADPE) . During fiscal year
1981, the PMO took delivery of two Hewlett Packard 9845B desktop computers
and a Hewlett Packard four-color pl~tter. This equipment was used pri-
marily for the preparation of a large number of briefing charts and sim-
ilar graphics. Using in-house developed software, charts were interactively
created, edited, and drawn, Other systems deyeloped in-house were used in
support of PMO budget and fiscal requirements, ~e.rit pay c~mputation for
TACOM, and analysis of contractor Cost and Schedule perkOrmance data.
Efforts were underway to develop an in-house PERT system with Gantt chart
graphics capability to assist in the management of the initial fielding
plan and on conversion of a ~–cm supplied C/S analysis software package.
Additional hardware was procured, with delivery expected early in fiscal
year 1982, to provide access to systems operated by PM, Ml by FVS act-
ivities on the east and west coasts . The equipment consisted of terminal/
printer work stations.

,
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PATRIOT

(U) In fiscal year 1981, PATRIOT was an advanced surface-to-air
missile system, which was expected to replace the Amy ‘“shigh and med$um
altitude systems, NI~ RRRCULES and RAW, and provide air defense for the
field Amy in the 1980s and beyond. PATRIOT used a multifunction phased
array radar, controlled by digital computer, and a comand midcourse
guidance followed by track-viamissile terminal phase. The missile housed
a blast fragmentation warhead, and was designed to meet the sophisticated
air threat of the 1980s, During confirmation testing in fiscal year 1981.,

the system demonstrated that significant improvements had been made in
capability and rlaintainability.

(U) =arn Highlights. The Secretary of Defense Decision Memo-
randm of 10 September 1980, which approved limited product ion for PATRIOT,
required a four phase confirmation test program to insure that problems
found during DT/OT TI had been corrected, This test was begun in fiscal
year 1981.

(U) Test Unit I combined component and subsystem testing and was
held primarily at the contractor’s facility. The test was successfully
completed in February 1981,

(U) Test Unit II was conducted by the Project Manager to verify
that the system was ready for formal test and evaluation by the testing
comunity. The test included software checkout and endurance; a series
of large scale search/track missions; missile t=,ansportability and handl-
ing; and three missile firings . The test was successfully completed in
June 1981.

(U) Test “Unit III was conducted by the Amy Test and Evaluation
Comand (TECOM), and was evaluated by the Amy Materiel Systems Analysis
Activity (MSM) . It included a demonstration of multifunction capability,
multiple simultaneous engagement, four missile firings, and a reliability
and maintainability demonstration. The results of this test, nearly com-

pleted by the end of the fiscal year, clearly indicated that significant

improvements had been mde in system capability and mturity.

(U) A Production contract in August 1981 was awarded by the PATRIOT
Project Office to Xaytheon for fiye fire units and 130 missiles . At yeare~ld 1981,
the Coverwent had contracted for a total of 10 fi,reunits and 247 mi+sile,s
at a cost of $485 mill~on.

(U) To complement the earlier two initial production facility con-
tracts which led to the initial production rates, a third facilities con-
tract was awarded in April 1981 for $11 million to provide the tooling and
test equipment f,>rnew starts . This included funds for establishing the
production line for the antenna mst set.
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(U) ‘PATRIOT‘Projact Support.” The PATR~T Project
to support the NATO PATRIQT Management Office (NAPAmO ).

included participation in the Program ste,eringCwittee

Office continued
This support

~SC). GrOUD
for Industrial Matters for PATRIO~ , NAPATMO Industrial Sirve~, and -
Technical and Log~st~cs Working Group (.TALWOG).,The final report of the
acquisition survey was pre$ented to the PSC f,nSeptember 1981. The charter
for NAFATMO was extended to October 1982.

(U) In Au~st
visited Japan at the
by which Japan could
HERCULES and WAWR,

“Nuclear ‘Mtinitions

1981 representatives frm the PATRIOT Project Office
request of the Japanese government to discuss methods
acquire the PN~IOT sptm as a replacement for NI~

(EOUO) The mission of the Office of the Project Manager for Nuclear
Munitions (FM-NUC) was outlined in the Project Wnager 1s Charter as well
as other Department of Defense (DOD), Department of the Amy (UA), and
DARCOM regulations . The PN-NUC exercised full line authority and responsi-
bility for planning, directing, and controlling the allocation and utiliz-

ation of authorized resources, in all phases of research, development,
procurement, production, distribution, logistical support, and stockpile
safety and reliability testing programs of assigned nuclear munitions
programs.

(FOUO) “Organization. An Assistant Project ‘Manager located in

Albuquerque, New Mexico served as the principal representative in the
Albuquerque, Los Alamos, and Las Vegas areas in all nuclear matters within
the FM-NUC’s area of responsibility. This assistant PM was the Army member
on all DRAAG activities. The Albuquerque Field Office (AFO) also provided
the Amy member to the Air Force B-61 Project Officer Group (POG) also
on the Navy and Air Force w76, w80, B83 weapon system POGS as well as the
Air Force Nuclear Weapon Air Logistics and PAL/CD Controller POGS. The
AFO also provided the Amy’s official observer to the Air Force and Navy
Phase 1, 2, and 2A study group activities.

(U) An Assistant Project Manager located at MRCOM,.;Rock, I,sland,
Illinois, served as the principal representative of the Project Manager

(PM) in all nuclear munitions life cycle activities involving ARRCOM
support functions,

(U) A West Coast Liaison Office located at Liye~ore, California,
functioned during the fiscal year as the interface between the Nuclear
Project Office and the Lawrence Livemore National Laboratory (LLNL),
and the Sandia National Laboratory Livermore.

(U) The US Amy Missile Comand (MICOM) Liaison Office, located at
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, served as the PM-NUC’s agent for interactions

with Ballistic Missile Defense System Comand (BNuSCOM), MICOM, and the
Weapon System Project Managers located at MICOM.
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(.U) It W,IS learned that the Washington Liaisan Office, established
in 1975, would be,clqs~ng. This office.proyide,d official liaison between
the Project ~nnger for Nucle,arMunitions and organizations within the

assigned geogra]?hical area that were inyolved i,nnuclear .mnitions act-
iv<t$es. The s]?acewas transferred to the D~COM headquarters.

(FOUO) Strength, PM-NOC authorized ~tre,ngth in fiscal year 1981
was 40 civilian:> and 10 military. An werhire, aaded in fiscal year 1980
through the Vet{trans‘Seadjustveit Act proved to be a valuable :~sset. At
the beginning of fiscal yea~ 1.981,there were 45 people on boa]cd, includ-
ing 38 civilian~>,and swen m?litary. This f?~re 2ncreased to 46 by
the close of fi!;calyear 1981 and included 38 civilians , and eight mil-
itary. Action was initiated to fill all positions and to incrfzasethe

office staff in order to keep aBreaat of an ever-increasing wo]:kload.
Manpower utiliz;]tion in fiscal year 1981 was approximately 38 [:ivilian
manyears and ei~;htmilitary manyews at a cost of $2.0 million,

{[FOUO) Nuclear Munitions Programs Appropriatio]la
($ Thousands)

Appropriation ‘FY”1981 “n’2982 “FY 1983 “FY 1984 FY 1’985— _ _ - ——

Procurement 31,500 32,395 49,186 79,845 81,700
RDTE 27,207, 44,723 34,967 51,643
OM

37,848
12,398 15.,456 15,119 15,610 14,997

Total 71,105 92,574 99,272 147,098 134,545

(FOUO) g1785 Nuclear Projectile. An informal design In Process
Review (IPR) was conducted by correspondence dated 12 January ;.981. IPR
members concurr~:d that the ~785 full scale engineering development program

should continue in accordance with the detailed plans as specij<ied in the
updated Acquisil;ion Plan. The Programmatic Life Cycle Envirom]ental Ass-
essment for the ~785 projectile was approved on 19 June 1981, and the
sixth and final nuclear underground test event was successfull!rconducted.

(FOUO) A number of methods were flight tested in June l\~81to determ-
ine the best mt!thod for attaching the copper rotating bands tc)the titanim
bodies. Two options were selected for final evaluation: a thl:eering swage
and improved diffusion method with Niobiw interfoil. These options were
successfully te:]ted in September 1981.

(FOUO) The following key design decisions were mde for the ~785
nuclear projectile during fiscal year 1981. Electromagnetic countermeasures
(ECM) fuzing backup was incorporate into the fize design to p]:ovide the
desired level of protection against postulated Em environment:;. Enginee~r-
ing development testing of the high energy elastomeric propellant using a]~
eight percent al.uminium composition was to continue. and longitudinal re-
straint of the ~~rojectile
thread rather than at the

.
in its container would be at the rea]:end extractor
use denial lock (UDL) .
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(FOUQ) M753 Nnc$ear Projectile, The.final D*G Was held on the

W79 warhead during fiscal year 19.81, ~e DWG re.c~~ended DQD accept-
ance of the W79 as a ~tandard stockpile. item and ~ts continued production.

(FOUO). As a result, a system Development Acceptance in progzess
review (IPR) was held at which the.M753 Ducle,ar projectile was type

classified standard, Also type classified during the year were the M174
type W projectile trainer assembly, M64 .EQD tralier, ‘M622 d-y container,
M173 type X projectile trainer as~embl~, H428U warhead LLC assembly and
associated Department of Energy (DOE) developed hardware. M753 training
initial operational capability’ (TOC) for Europe was accomplished on sched-
ule in August 1981,

(FOUO) Development of the XM990 van, a sped~al purpose environ-
mentally controlled (EMR and relative humidity) vam for limited life

component exchange, was centinued under contract with Southwest Truck
Body Company. The ~990 van with associated equi~ent muld be fielded
as the XM21 semi-trailer mounted shop equipment. Also being developed
was the XH4283 stand for exchange of rocket motor grains if that should
be required during ,the life of the M753 projectile. Development of these

items was expected to be completed during fiscal year 1982.

(FOUO) Production of M735 fazes, M38 fuze setters, M613 container
rocket motors, and associated components continued during the fiscal
year 1981. A Load, Assemble, and Pack (LAP) facility for the M753 pro-
jectile was established at Armment Research and Development Command,

Dover, New Jersey.

(FOUO) Materiel Fielding Plans (MFP) and signed Materiel Fielding
Agreements (MFA) were completed for both Europe and Pacific Theaters, and

certain DARCOM activities within CONUS. TWOC and FORSCOM MFP/MFA were
to be completed in fiscal year 1982.

(FOUO) LANCE (Mod 3). Type classification of the M238A3/4 Adaption

Kit (AK) was approved on 18 March 1981; and funding was received for the
fabrication of additional M238A3/4 AK required to satisfy the revised

LANCE protected period. The first M234E3 Warhead Section New Materiel
Flight Test was successfully conducted. Three successful stockpile fir-

ings were also conducted on the M234E1 warhead section during FY 1981.

(FOUO) The theater field artillery and ordnance support units (with
M234E3 Warhead Section mission) and school were equipped with the required

support equipment, trainers, technical
training IOC. All other theater units
Section mission were also equipped.
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(FOUO) The final DWG was held on the W7Q Mod .3/4and a recommend-.
ati,onwas made for acceptance as a standard stockpile itqm and cOnt~nued
production. Logistical proyisi,oning revfews were conducted to assure that
logistical miles tone.ewere.met. Th,e Product Improyemeot ?r~posal (P!P]’

to develop a method to simplify th,emating and fmproye the reliability of
the M cable to warhead connector was canceIled. ~is resulted from the
users reevaluation of the need for this PIP,

(:FOUO) “~RSHTNG 11. M fiscal year 1981 the Initial Engineering
Development warhead section hardware, was delivered for joint testing be-
tween DA and the Department of Energy (DOE) concurrently with preparation
of the Request for Quote For initial production.

(FOUO) The electrical and mechanical interfaces between the war-
head section components (w85 warhead, ‘~267 Safing, Arming, and Fuzing
System (SAFS) and Ballistic Case) were verified in a series of joint
tests conducted at Sandia National Laboratories (SNLL) and Martin Marietta,
Company. Procedures for assmbling WRS (,WarheadSyatms ) were developed
using prototype WES handling, equipment. The Design Review and Acceptance
Group (,DWG)chaired by the PM-NUC Office and composed of members from
the Air Force and Navy, conducted a preliminary review of the DOE w85
warhead. The DRAAG recommended that DOE’continue with the design as pre-
sented, and that DOE continue testing and analysis to evaluate the lightning/
abnormal environmental iasue.

(FOUO) In support,of the requirement to initiate a contract for long
lead procurement in December 1981, two in-depth reviews of the ~267 SMS
were conducted: Critical Design Review and Initial Production Readineas
Review. Based on the preliminary data available, both reviews recommended
continuing with the designs and production process as presented.

(FOUO) A request for proposal was released to AVCO, the Safing,
Arming, Fuzing System (SAFS) contractor, in August 1981 for procurement
of long lead items to support initial production. The contract was
expected to be signed in December 19S1.

(FOUO) DA approved FBOIP/FQQPRI in September 1981, based upon data
submitted by ARRCOM. Draft MFPs were furnished ~COM in June 1’981and
comments were received in August. Initial negotiations with USAREUR
began in September 1981.

(FOUO) During the fiscal year 1981, initial MIPRs for DOE reimburs-
able trainers antiancillary equipment were issued. Also, an initial sub-
mission of the Integrated Logistics Support Plan (.ILSP), including Logis-
tic Support Anal:yais (LSA) and Maintainability D~nstration Pli~nswere
made by the contractor. Periodic goverment reviews were held LO asaess
LSA data base development.

223

FOROFFICIALUSEONLY



FOROFFICIALUSEONLY

(YOUO) V32 T$mer Investigation, Inye~tigation of ~2 timer cold

temee,rature sensitivity was continuing,. Three time.~lots.were suspect

and efforts were ongoing to identify the cause of Ehe problem and to
ascerta<n If there was any impact on the stockpile.

(FOUO) M454/M198 Compatibility ‘Ptdgfam. Manufacture of the test
projectiles to support this program was completed in Seetember 1981 by
the US Amy Materials and Mechanics Research Center (mC) . They were
shipped to Yuma Proving Ground with testing to be cmpleted in early
fiscal year 1982. Armament Research and Dmelopment Comnd (ARRADCOM),
under the supervision of ~-~C, provided engineering support to NRC
for the manufacture of the test projectiles. The compatibility test plan
was prepared, coo~dinated with TECOM, YPG, BRL, PN-CAWS, and ~-NUC and
forwarded for accomplishment.

(FOUO) M454/MI09A2 and “A3 Cornpatibllity. In May 1981, the DOE lab-
oratories concurred with the Army that the M454 could be fired with the A2
and A3 versions of the M109 self-propelled Howitzer. They issued an up-
dated major assably release reflecting this., PM-NUC subsequently took
the actions necessary with ARRCOM and NWSSC to reflect the capability in

all appropriate documentation.

(FOUO) M422 Program (8 inch). As a result of the Naval Weapons
Station/Fallbrook Annex report on the N424 projectiles, the T Series
and the N Series fuzes for the M424 ana N424AI projectiles, the Army/Navy
successfully completes the M424 fuze reliability program; they completes

a P~Ogram tO ascertain the effects of corrosion on fuzes for this projectile;
and they aevelopea a structural integrity program of the M424 projectile
moael relative to tbe M11OA1 Howitzer.

(FOUO) The Amy and Navy also reaesignea a telemetry package for the
full-function test round which successfully passea ground qualification

tests. The first stockpile firing test cycle was scheaulea for the last
quarter of calenaar year 1981.

(FOUO) Atomic Demolition Munition (ADM) . A joint DOD/DOE study
group, chairea by PM-NUC completes stuaies which identified alternatives
to moaernize the B54/SADH and W45/MADN by enhancing reliability, safety,
security, co-rid ana control, ana operational utility without substantially
changing the characteristics of the warheaa. Tinal reports, with alterna-
tives considering benefits, implementation time, operational and logistical
impacts, ana total resources requires, were distributed. In fiscal year

1981, HQDA was considering proposes alternatives.
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(FQUO> PERSHT,NG’la. During 1981, ~-NUC c~mclwded deliveriea of
PERSHING la (~la).M15 warhead section subaasembli,e,abegun” in 1978. Thi<~
follow-on procurement added 28 M15s to the US assets and 16 items were
provided the Feaeral Republic of Germany unaer a Foreign “Military Sales

(FNS) case. ~ia warheaa section hardware woula offset the annual flight
test losses for the,remainder of the,Pla systa life.

(FOUO) In 1981, seventeen Pla flight tests were conductea at the
Eastern {nine) and ‘McGregor (,eight).test Tang@s. FOUr of the flight tests
had joint DOD/DIOEwarh,ead sections stocRpil@ evaluation objectives in

addition to missile system objectives. Results of these stockpile flight
tests and of the ARSADCOM stockpile laboratory tests had indicated that

there may have been an aging problem associated with a particular production
lot of M1103 inertial fuzes . A failure analysis was being conducted at
ARRADCOM to establish the root cause of the problem. Results of the
analyais would be used by PM-NUC to determine WR reliability impact and
need for future remedial action+.

(FOUO) Line of balance stuaies to support management decision to
discontinue rebu<ld/recert?fy fuzes with a cost savings of approximately

ten to fifteen thousand dollars annually were completed.

(FOUO) ~ermissive Action ‘Link (PAL) Equipment. On 28 April 1981,
an Interagency Agreement, formerly called a Memorandum of Understanding,
was signed between the DOE Albuquerque Operations Office (ALO), and PM-NLTC.
This agreement permit ted the .4rmy, subject to certain restrictions, to
design, develop, or procure power supplies for the T1533 and T1554 PAL
decoders. Consistent with the Interagency Agreement, the Operator’ s
Manual for the “M753 8-inch projectile system showed the G76 hand cranked
generator as an alternate power source for the PAL decoders.

(FOUO) ~1~ HERCULES/HONEST JOHN. The Military Liaison Comittee
directed the product improvement of the w31 warhead to provide signifi-
cant improvement in the level of predictable nuclear safety under abnormal

environments. The DOE generated a planning sumary for delivery of war-
head modification kits . HQDA requested PM-NUC to convene a W31 Project
Officers 1 meeting to accmplish the W31 warhead modification. The planned
retrograde program for HONSST JOHN was completed ahead of schedule, with
intensive mnagement resulting in a savings to Army of approximately

$4.5 million. The CONUS portion of this operation was mnaged by the

PM-NUC Rock Island Field Office.

(FOUO) ~allistic “Missile “Defense (Ldw Altitude ‘Defense). In fiscal
year 1981, OPM NUC was chairing the Phase 2 Joint DOD/DOE study group for
the Low Altituae Defense (LoAD) System. Tentative completion date for
the Phase 2 study effort was expectea to be in the spring of 1982. The

system would be developed with the options to protect either MX or Minute-
men in a variety of basing moaes.
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(?QUO) Corps SuppOrt ‘Weapon:-m (GSWS) A CSWS Special Task
Force (.STF)was established to eyaluate cz~port indirect firepower
requlrenents and conduct exploration, analyses, and recommendations” of
alternative system concepts to meet the Ar~yks future needs. A Joint
DOD/DOE Phase 1 concept study group was forhea to select a best technical,.
apprOach tO satisfy the DOD approyed CSWS Mission Element Need Statement.
In addition to supporting the STF, the FM-NDC office was chairing the
Phase 1 Concept Study Group.

(FOUO) Stockpile Reliability Program. All joint Amy/DOE test
schedules were satisfied in fiscal year 1981.. A contract was placed for

modernization of the LANCE Stockpile Laboratory Test equipment; and a
proposal was mde to and accepted by USMUR to conduct a MADM Field
Test in Europe in fiscal year 1982. A pemanent joint DOE/DOD Working
Group on Assessment Methodology was also established, chaired alternately
by PM-NUC and DOE-ALO, tO aevelop/<mprove reliability/safety assessment
methods. Finally, a procedure was instituted to streamline the method
for materiel sel~tion to support the’Stockpile Reliability Program.

(U) The Value Engineering Program for fiscal year 1981 is sumarized
in the figures below:

Goal Actual % of Goal

Value Engineering Pro-
posals Initiated 8 9 112.5%

Dollar Savings Validated $1,000,000 $2,368,000 235.8%

(FOUO) Achievements. It was apparent in fiscal year 1981 that the
M753 improved 8-inch nuclear projectile and the M234A1 LANCE improved
nuclear warhead sections (LANCE Mod 3), both enhanced radiation weapons,
would achieve Initial Operational Capability (IOC) on schedule and within
budget. Development of the PERSHING II (M266) nuclear warhead section
remained on schedule, within budget. The first flight was scheduled third
quarter fiscal year 1982. The M785 improved 155m nuclear projectile
rotating band problem, caused by inadequate 6.2 program, was successfully
resolved and that program remained on schedule. However, the probability
of a program slip remained high due to Congressional action on the DOE
budget. Readiness of the Army nuclear stockpile remained around 99.9 per-
cent for the fiscal year,

(.FOUO) Concerns. The PM’s principal concern remined the relatively
low level of e- the nuclear technical base area and the attendant
consequences on reaainess of the nuclear stockpile in fiscal year 1984 and
beyond. For the Army to ~intafn a viable in-house nuclear mnitions
engineering capability, the Army labs “ould have to win the competition
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with the DOE l:lboratories for deyelopme.nt o,fthe.n~n-~uc lear components
of the Low Alti.tudeDefense (LoAD) System (.de.fens.eo,f~).. Wj.th”LANCE

Mod 3 and M753 fielded i.nfiscal year 1982 and PERSHING I.~fielded in
December 1983, the only signt.ficafitnuclear mvn~t$on~ engineering task
remaining would be the”M785. Engineering de?hgn problms with LANCE

Mod 3, M753 and PERSH~NC TI (if any) were expected to surface in stock-
p~le years 2-5, A single program in engineeFikg development (~7851
would not proyi~de a viable engineeT~ng base to address pote,nt~.alproblems.

(FOUO) l?urther cOmpO~~dlng t~e long tem readiness prOblem in
fiscal year 19[11,was an adverse trend in the loss of key nuc~.ear expert-
ise due “t@ pay cap (retirements) and design engineers and logfl,sticians
leaving the nuclear area for lack of promotional opportunity.

(FOUO) Iimy nuclear programs tended to be on-again/off--again re-
sulting in man:~gement inefficiencies. International and dme!;tic political

considerations tipac@ nuclear programs (LANCE ‘Mod 3, M7S3, PEllSHING II,
~7S5, LoAD) more than conventional programs. Before a? Acqufl~siti?nplan
could be updat(?d, the program was changed again, because of I)OEor
DOD budget con!>traints.

Abrams Tank Sy$Cem

(U) The Abrams Tank System was a full-tracked combat v~hicle
specifically df?signed as an assault vehicle to meet the proje:ted threat
of the 1980s al~dbeyond. It was expected to provide increased perform-
ance over tank~s in the Army inventory in fiscal year 1981 in the areas of
survivability, tactical mobility, fire-on-the-ove capability, hit pro-
bability, and ]~ight fighting capability. The Ml would also provide in-
creased reliability, availability, maintainability and durability. The

Abrams Ml Tank coupled a 1500 horsepower regenerative turbine engine with
an automatic h:?drokinetic transmission and improved suspensio!z system to
achieve speeds in excess of 30 mph cross-country and 45 mph OJ hard sur-
faces. The fi:rstround hit probability was enhanced by the tank’s fire
control system, which integrated a 105m cannon firing a new, improved
family of kinetic energy amunition, laser range finder, full solution

solid state di~<ital computer, and stabilized day/therml sights. Its
stabilization system permitted accurate firing-on-the-move. ‘Theturret

structure was (designed to accommodate the German 120m smoothbore gun
system without any major structural modifications. Survivab i1ity was
improved by the use of advanced armor techniques, the separation of the
crew fighting compartment from the fuel tanks and on-board m in gun
amunition storage by armr bulkheads, sliding amor doors, and an auto-
matic Halon fire extinguisher systm.
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(U) ‘Tank“~ain‘A~ament Systems (.WS) .’ ~, ~S ,managed the
developme.nt, technology tTansfer, mT&E funded product imp~oyeme,nt, pro-
duction planning, initial production and fteldin,gof 105m and 120mm tank
main armament systems (.weapgnand ammunit ton) for ‘M60 series and ml seriek
tanka. The 105mm system was Based upon the $tandard M68 cannon and in-
cluded the RM774 and ~833 kinetic energy (KS).Founds; ~79J KE tra?ning
rounds; and KM815 high explosive antitank, multipurpose (.HEAT-MP) round.
The 120m system consistti primarily of a technology” transfer from the

Geman-developed Leopard 2 main weapon ?nd ammunition with US development
of high-t echnology fo1low-on ammunit ?on. ~t included the ~256 cannon;

~82J and ~szg KE rounds; ~832 ~ training round; ~830 HEAT-W round;
and ~831 HEAT training round. ~, TMAS was also responsible for NATO
rationalization, standardization, and interoperability (:RSI)programs
associated with $ts assigned systems and for coordination of facility
planning to assure satisfaction of systm mobilization base requirements .

(U) Program “Manager highlights for the Abrams Tank System in fiscal
year 1981 included a 15 SeptembeT 1981 OSD Managment Review on the basis
of which the Secretary of Defense authorized full production of the Ml
Abrams Tank. The PMO expanded greatly its Management Information System

(MIS) needs with the Prime Computer System. Testing (oT 111/DT III) con-
tinued during fiscal year 1981 with tests at Fort Knox, Fort Hood, Yuma
Proving Ground (YPG), Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), and White Sands
Missile Range (WSMH) . Three updates were made to the Technical Data
Package. Also during the fiscal year the Swiss government evaluated two
vehicles which were delivered to Switzerland for testing, in addition to
the PMO establishing a Liaison Office in Bern. The 12k amunition was
reoriented toward initial production in fiscal year 1984; and the New
Equipment Team (NET) was deployed to Europe to begin training USAREUR
Cadre.

(U) Tank production through 30 September 1981 totaled 164. Efforts
to bring the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant (DATP) on line continued on schedule
and initial vehicles were scheduled for delivery in Wrch 1982.

(U) Organization, During fiscal year 1981, the Office of the

Program Manager, Abrams Tank System, continued as a Class 11 activity of
Headquarters, US Army Mat@riel Development and Readiness Comnd. The
Abrams Program Office was located at the US Army Tank-Automotive Comand,
Warren, Michigan with Field Offices located in Washington DC; Bonn, Germny;

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland; Fort Knox, Kentucky; and Fort Hood, Texas.
A Bern, Switzerland Office was established in June 1981. The Project Manager
for Tank Main Amament System was located at Picatlnny Arsenal, Dover, New
Jersey, and the Lima Army Tank Plant was located in Lima, Ohio.
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(uj “Mission, The Rrogram ~nager cent inued to be responsible——
for the deyelopm.ent, procurement, product ion, testing, distribut ion, and
logisti,calsupjort of the,”Abram~ lank System and related anci.llaryequip-.

ment. He va~ also re,$pons.iblefor the 105,~ tank maih armment~a~unition
development program, the,12ti gun/amun%t20n/ integzat30n deyelopent pro-

grams, and product ?nprovmen.t prograqs.

(U) Personnel. To accomplish the assigned,mQssion, the :Program
nanager’s a~~ strength was increased from 269 to 293 during this

reporting period. The increased authorization included 61 military and
232 civilian positions. Key personnel changes took place in March 1981
with the appointlnentof LTC JOseph H. Maytou, Jr.,as C~ander, Lima Army
Tank Plant (LAT,P),wfioreplaced LTC George Telenko. Tn July 19J31,COL

William R. Sowers, Jr. as Deputy Program Manager, A6rams Tank S!{stem,
replaced COL Herman J. Vetort.

(U) ‘wirn ‘Rev2ew. The Abrams Tank System continued in fiscal

year 1981 as a high visibility program, with considerable effort expended
to keep the prin{:ipals in the chain of comand and Congress inf[)med of
the status of thf~program’ s progress.

(U) =inagement Review. On 15 September 1981, the Secretary
of Defense conducted a review to detemine if the Abrams Tank would enter
full production. It concentrated on the durability, supportability, pro-
ducibility, and cost of the Abrams Tank. Other topics of discussion were

the nl Diesel Engine, the Government Accounting Office (GAO) dr:~ftreport
11 September 1981.,the n60 production status, and status of MlEl, (120m)
program. Upon cc)mpletion of the review, the Abrams Tank was authorized
full production. This authorization resulted in the release of an
additional $278.1,million for obligation for 209 additional tanks for a
revised fiscal year 1981 program of 569 tanks.

(U) =ssional Hearings - House Armed Services Comitt~. Major
General Ball appeared before the House Armed Services Committee on 18 March
1981, to discu~~ the delivery schedule, the 12ti gun program, funding and
cost considerations, testing, and RAM-D parameters. Major General Ball
again addressed the House Armed Services Comittee in July 1981, with
particular emphasis on fiscal year 1981 testing results, specifically on
meet ing the required W-D parameters. Powertrain durability and track

life were of significant importance in M-D testing.

(U) General Accounting Office (.GAO). The General Accounting Office
conducted four reviews during the per~od of L October 1980 to 30 Seut@mber
1981. A draft reeort, “The Ml Tack}s PotlerTrain should Meet ArmY
Requirements Before Tank Production is Allowed to Increase” was published
in September 1981.
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(.0) Other GAO rey~ewq cpmplete.d during the f~,gcalyea,rincluded

a final report en&itled “AmyJs Decision Not-to Co@tract }or penetrat~r
~Toduct~on at the Tee,dMaterials ProductiQq Center, Fernald, Qh,ip,Was
Justtfiedw (9506001, 13.NoYembeT 1980; and a fi~al repo~t, ~t’Log~s.tics
Planning for the Ml Tank; Implications for Reduced ~eidi,ness and Xncreased
Support Costs” dated 1 July 1981. (,B-20224).

(U) “AtiY“Audit‘Mericy (AAA]...Mring fiscal year 1.981,the Army
Audi t Agency inittated two reviews, which ~re multi-locati9n audits
which included the Abrams Tank System. The first was “DmCOM Acquisition
Workload ~nagement, ” conducted during the perioa 11-28 August 19,81,and

the second was ‘“’Army’sAa Hoc Cost Discipline Advisor Committee (CDAC)”,
still being conducted during fiscal year 1981.

(U) Defense ‘Audit Sirvice ~(DAS). During the fiscal year, the

Defense Audit Service (DAS) gatherea information for the following reviews:
“Review of DOD Systms Reliability - Army~’ (“Project1~-109); ‘!Reviewof
DOD Requirements for Amored Tracked Vehic lest’;andl’SurveY of Government
Property Provided to Contractors ana Granteesl’ at L$~ Amy Tank Plant

(LATP).

(U) Mnagement. Effective 28 July 1980, Major General Duard D. Ball
was designated Program Manager (PM) for the Abrams Tank System. Colonel
David A. Appling was designated Project Manager, Tank Main Amament
Systems, effective 20 December 1979. LTC Frederick J. Mehrtens was as-
signed Assistant Project Mnager, 120m Systems in April 1980.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the expanding MIS needs of the PMO
were met by a mix of Automtic Data Processing Equipment (ADPE) acquisi-
tions and software implemental ion, both purchased and developed in-house.
This equipment was intended to provide user-friendly, multi-purpose infor-
mation processing facilities that could integrate growing narrative and
data processing requirements using the PMO Prime Cmputer System. Central
to this effort was the September 1981 purchase of ten Office Automation
System (OAS) cathode ray tube (CRT) terminals and ten letter quality printers
tO be located throughout the PMO, at the Li~ Army Tank Plant, and at the
Washington Field Office. These CRT printer stations were fully compatible
with fiscal year 1981 PMO data processing utilities and also provided text
creation/text processing capabilities comparable to that of the be,st“stand-
alone” word processors. An addltional=o=r wide-screen CRTs and four high
speed printers were acquirea in fis,calyear 1981, which brought the total
of PMO computer temlnals to 55, including tm CRTs,dedicated to TACOM
Commodity Comnd Standard Sy6tem (CCSS) processing.

1981
(U) Support of these terminals was mde

upgrade Of the Original 1979 minicomputer

possible by a September
configuration, which featured
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a faster processor and a total of De,arly one bi.ll$on characters of random

access ~orage., The upgrade, configuration featured additional c~~unica~
tions that wo{lld“als~allow up to 64 simultaneous. users and cqnnecti.on

of the PMO Cotnputer System to’a packet-switched network that could provide
fast, clean, !local-dial access from key locations in CONUS aridEurope,

The latter cal>abilitywas particularly l,~~ortantbecause it t~asantici-
pated that data communications, requirements with the mQ Liaison Office

(LNO) in Bern:,Switzerland, the.European Mateziel Fielding T(:arnin Vilseck,
Germny, and the PMO LNO in Bonn, Gemany, would increase during fiseal
year 1982 and the future years. The Swiss,.furntshed the BerIlLNO Chicf
a complete CR?!/printer system and h@ haa Been accessing the ~0 Prime
Computer Syst(>mon a aaily basis since ~uly 1981., Target dates for”oper-
ational ADPE f~n Vilseck and Bonn were Decemhei 1981 and Tebrtlary 1982,

respectively.

(U) Activities planned for fiscal year 1982 included i.nstallatio]~
of ADPE in th(!Detroit Army Tank Plant (DATP) as it joined in ‘Ml Pro-
duction and uae of high level graphlca softwaTe; and further integration
of narrative ana data processing and electronic ~il/mnagement co~ni-

cations facilf.ties were planned to enhance the ability of the!Abrams Pro-
gram Manager to mnage the Amy”s most important and complex program.

Product Assurance and Test

(U) Low Rate Initial ‘Production (LRIP) Testing (DT 111/OT III).
Although bo= Development Test 111 (DT TII) and Operational Test 111 (OT III)
began in fisc:~lyear 1980, mat of the,L~Z,P tes.iiqgWS perfomed

in fiscal year 1981. As of September 1981, DT 111 had run 2!1,000miles
and fires 6,000 rounds. OT 111 had accaulated 48,000 miles and 10,000
rounds.

(U) DT III Although the principle portion of.Proauct:ion Veri-—— .
fication Test-.Contractor (PVT-C) was completed at Fort Knox, Kentucky 011
10 September 1,980,one tank, which underwent contractor cold room test-
ing at Eglin AFB Florida, was not completed until 30 October 1980. Test-
ing focuses oristarting perfomnce using a prototype winteri.zation kit,,

fire control performance, and hydraulic syatm perfomnce. Teat results

were generally, favorable with the exception that the low temF,erature main
gun oscillaticrn problem experiences in previous Eglin testing recurred.

(U) Twcltanks ran 3,125 miles and fired 506 105m rour,dsperfore-
ing aesert testing at Ywa Proving Grmnd (YPG) from 10 June to 23 Dee-
ember 1980. The planned high altitude subtest of DT 111 at YPG was not

perfomea due to schedule slippages. The desert test was cor~tinuea at
YPG beginning on 27 April 1981 and was scheduled to be completed on
20 November 1S181. Testing included high altitude min gun accuracy, cool-
ing, secondary amament, dust, and other tests not completes in 1980.
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(V) At the Cold .~egions Testing Center (4~TC).,one,tank was tested
from 5 Noyembe.r 1980.to 17 March 1981, which ran 2,126 :mile.aand fired
245 10.5~ rQunds. Tes,ti,ngscheduled to run until 31 May 19.81was termi-

nated due to unseasonably wa~ weather. ?Ians were to continue arctic
testing during the 1982-1983 C~TC test seasoD in order to complete those
portions not cornplete.dduring the 1980-~98~ te+t. The final deci~iOn “as
being deferred until TwOc clarified their requi~ements for the wlnteriz-

ation kit.

(U) me Ballistic Hull and Turret Testing (BH&T).was conducted
frm 20 April to 14 Noyember 1980 at Aberdeen Proving Ground. It was
perfomed to verify that previously dete~ine.d survivability character-
istics had not been degraded By the production process and to accomplish

appropriate testing deferred from DT IT., Changes to the production con-
figuration made in the second year mre tested on a BH&T which was sched-
uled for completion in mid-November 1981. Hwan Factors Engineering (.HFE)
testing and automotive functions were perfomed to complete subtests
deferred from, or not satisfactorily completed in DT, ~~ and to conduct
checks of the automotive perfomnce detemined in DT ~~. This test was
completed in September 1981. Another test cons2sted of th~ee tanks being
used primrily for W-D testing, although other testing, ~~~h ~~ hit

probability, was integrated into the HAM-D testing. Another tank “as
dedicated to weapons testing. This tank was completing deferred DT II sub-
tests, conducting limited checks of performance established in DT II, and
conducting limited instrumented hit probability testing. All,of these
APG tests were scheduled to be completed in November-December 1981.

(U) One vehicle was used for a dedicated ~aintenance ~“al”ation
at APG. The purpose of this was to get data on priority tasks not
perfomed or fully documented at that time from ongoing or anticipated
testing. This test began on 5 January 1981 and was expected to be com-
pleted in January 1982.

(U) At White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), a test was performed to
analyze electromagnetic radiation effects (,E~) and nuclear blast testing
in the anechoic chamber. This testing included frequency sweeping and
wdulation aspects not addressed in DT II, Also, on 16 September 1981,
this tank was subjected to a simulated nuclear blast test along with one
Full Scale Engineering Development (FSED) pilot. Some nuclear radiation

testing deferred from DT 11 was also conducted, Testing was expected to
be completed in December 1981.

(.U) ‘oT 111. The Fort ~ox phase of OT 111 was conducted from 15

September 1980 to 29 May 1981 by the US Army Amor Engineering Board
(USAARSNBD) under tbe mnagement of US Army Operational Test and Evaluation
Agency (OTEA). All four tanke, based on production delivery schedules,
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underwent an initi,al300 to 150Q rnile,e~!shakedom~’!by the contractor
between 10 June and 16 September 1980. Based .on initial run-in, modific-
ations were appltea, to the tanks as required,, The yeb~.cles Were then
grouped as a Diy~sion 86 Platoon for O~eritional Test \ng., Stage One was.
initiatea ih September 1980 with four ~’D’”configured ERXP tanks going
1,500 miles, followed by another tank which,went an additional 250 test
miles, and a modification period accomplished by the contractor. Stage
ho was initiated with other LRIP tanks in January 1981, 8tage ‘TWOtesting “as

a repeat of Stage One.

(U) Fort ‘Hood Phase., The Fort Hood phase of OT 111 was a three-
phase test conducted by Training and Doctrine Co~and (.mOC) Combined

Ams Test Activity (TCATA) under the management of OTEA from September
1980 through May 1981. The test was dependent on tank delivery and
started based on the incremental issue of tanks with three i“n September
and continuing until 41 had been issued by 5 February 1981.

(U) Phase I (transition training) included transition from the M60
to the Abrams Tank for a tank battalion by coppany increments. ‘Thistrain-
ing was conducted by the US Army Armor Center’Mobile Training Team (MTT)
at Fort Hood, Texas , and included an orientation course for staff personnel,
individual and collective tank crew skill training, and organizational main-

tenance personnel training. Training for DS/GS (Direct Support/12eneral
Support) maintenance personnel was accomplished by the US Amy Ordnance
School at APG. Phase I was terminated when each company complqtzd gunnery
training.

(U) Phase II included bot:hcontrolled live firing exercis,?s and
non-firing field training exercises . Live firing included Individual Tank
Precision Fire (1’TPF)in accordance with a THADOC/OTEA developed matrix,’

and a Platoon Battle Run, using nine platoons. Non-firing tacti,:al field
training was conducted by each company. Selected exercises required man-
euver and/or defense against opposing force elements in which bo:h sides
were instrumented to enhance realism.

(U) Phase 111 involved up to a tank battalion force engag,:d in non-
firing exercises against an aggressor force (up to a brigade size) . Data
were collected 0v2r a series of field training exercises ?ncludi]lgoffens-
ive, defensive, and retrogr~de operations . Field Tactical Exercises (FTX)
were conducted in a realistic combat environment such as day, ni~;ht, smoke,

and natural prevailing environmental conditions , and included maintenance
and tactical resupply. Friendly and aggressor forces were instrme.nted
to provide realism. Data collected during this phase pri~rily ;iddressed
the issues of logistical supportability, training, and fightability. The
tanks used at Fort Hood accumulated 34,000 miles and 7,6Q0 round:;.



(U). Tes,ti,ngConCU,~re.ntwith’LRIP..One.L,RI.Pengine underwent 1,137
hours. of lah~ratory te.ahing f~om 15 February to 20 September 1981. This

test noqi,nally.consisted of a 400 hour durability test to a modified NATO
cycle and 60.0.hours of mission profile testing., One thousand hours equa-

ted t about 17,000 - 21,500 Wiles of vehicle operation. Improvements re-

commended by the Blue Ribbon Panel were incorporated into the engine. A

4,000 mile vehicle durability test at Aberdeen ?roving Ground on two tanks,
beginning in October 1981, was tentatively scheduled.

(U) Automatic Test ‘EQui~ent. During the period from July to
August 1980, the contractor conducted lim?ted validation testing on the
Simplified Test Equipment (.STE).-Mland Direct Support Electrical Test
Set (DSESTS). These functional tests w@re to verify the “Go” and “No-Go”
routines which were $n the test sets at that time. Problems identified
in this test resulted in software and manual changes that had been incorp-
orated in fielded test sets.

(U) The Initial ProductIon Test (rPT) for tie STE-MI and DSESTS was
conducted on initial production units to verify that the specified en iron-
mental and Electromagnetic Interface (~1) requirements delineated in the
prime item production specification had been met. These tests were con-
ducted by the contractor during the period August to Septmber 1980. To
eliminate redundant testing by the Government, a representative from TECOM
witnessed and monitored these tests.

(U) The PMO, in conjunction with Chrysler, initiated a cOmplete
validation of STE-M1 software routines. The validation effort was expected
to run from June 1981 to June 1982. In conjunction with this effort,
Chrysler was conducting Task Adequacy Checks (TAC) of the troubleshooting
manuals. Upon completion of TAC, the manuals would be sent to APG and
Fort Knox for validation and verification. The test sets would he used
during validation/verification (val/ver) and plans were to have TWOC

monitor and provide an independent assessment of this activity. The
validation of the sTE-M1 software, TAC of the troubleshooting procedures,

and the val/ver of the manuals would verify the test sets’capability to
perfom fault isolation of malfunctioning tank components/modules using

applicable manuals/troubleshooting procedures and personnel.

(U) The STE-M1 and DSESTS were being used in support of DT/OT 111.
The utility of the test sets would be evaluated on actual tank failures
which occurred during testing and would not include induced failures.
In addition, TECOM was conducting a maintenance evaluation in which

faults were induced and the ability of the test sets to diagnose those
faults were being evaluated.

(U) Automatic Testing Equipment The TSTS was under development with
the first prototype to be delivered to the Government in the first quarter
of fiscal year 1982. Plans were being made to conduct an evaluation of
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this test set by the.U$~QCCS dur{ng th.@,firs.tpart of fiscal yt~ar 1982.
In addition, th{?,contTact9r. would conduct a yalfdat ion Ce.stof the TSTS
during the.last ~uarte,rof fiscal year 1982. TSTS testing.wqu:ld be similar
to the STE-M1 and D$E.STS in that it was planned to R.ayeTECQM (>hserye the
IPT which was planned f~r the f~urth quarte,x of fiscal year 1982.

(UI Field ‘Reports. The contractor established a field reporting
system to o~ll detailed information on test set problems which were
experienced in (?veryday field usage. Contractor test set rep]:esenta-
tives were local:ed”at Port Knox, Fort Hood, and APG, and problf:ms identi-
fied at these l(>cationswere,written up tn 4 Test Set ~ncident Report

(TsIR). The TS[R included teat set hardware/software probl~s, manual/
troubleshooting problems and perceived trai>ing problms . Cor]:ective
action was taken to resolve problems and reco~ended necessary changes .
Periodic update!s of test set software and manaals would be md(: to improve
the perfomnce of the diagnostic equipent in fiscal year 198}.. It was
planned to provide a test set contractor representative in Eur{~pe to con-
tinue the gathering of field data o“ WE (Test Measurement & I)iagnostic lEquip-
ment). Contractor support In Europe and COWS, as well as the TSIR and

periodic updates, would continue until the TMDE was of such aturity that
these actions could be teminated.

(U) “=.al ‘Trafismissi6n‘Test. During DT/OT III there v~ere 21 tra]ls-
mission replacement actions sme of which contributed to not mezeting the
mandated powertrain durability requirement.

(U) In Msrch 1981, Detroit Diesel Allison (DDA) performc!d laboratory
tests seeking tc)duplicate field problems . In April, vehicle tests were
perfomed at the Detroit Tank Plant to verify the suspected failure modes .
In April, May aridJune, potential corrective action design improvements
were sought in the DDA laboratory tests and in vehicle tests at the
Detroit Tank Plt[ntand at Chelsea Proving Ground. In addition, the feas-
ibility of the selected modifications were evaluated in a laboratory dur-
ability test anclin vehicle testing at Chelsea Proving Ground :!ndat
Aberdeen Proving Ground. In late June, the adequacy of the design improvf>-
ments were confirmed in Amy vehicle tests at Fort Hood.

(U) Quality Assurance. The mjor milestone for fiscal year 1981
was Chrysler Defense Incorporated ts (.CDI)reorganization of its quality
organizat~on, The quality function became centralized under a Vice
Presidential position, independent of production. The quality assurance
effort continued to be production oriented. Quality assurance provided
assistance to modification and deurocessin~ ~ro~rms throuzh on.-site
representation i.nGermany, APG, LATP, and
Corrective actic,nson reprocessing defects

Chrysler Center Line Facility.
were tracked on PMO Prime Computer.

..- .
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PQ~ assistance and calibration services.were preyided tO Lima and
De,troit Tank,Plants. Technical Data Package quality assurance docu-

ne,ntati~n, such as draw<,tigs,specif2cat*0n.s.,and quality a??.Prance
requirements, were reYiewed” for format at CDT, content and inspectability
at mjor subcontractors.

(U) Other activities included negotiation of contract quality as-
aurance clauses for Systas Technical Support (STS).,,production, and
compOnent spares; issuance of de,legat~on letters and ~ality Letters Of

Instruction for Procurement ~alit~ Assurance; continuing Goverment
Source Inspection; and coverage of the component Initial Production
Testing. In addition, the M 700.m34Release for Isque was coordinated
and a conditiowl release was approved on 20 August 1981 by DARCOM.

Technical “Activities

(U) Configuration “Mariagment. During fiscal year 1981, three up-
dates were made of the initial Tech Data Package (.TDP). The first,
~-A3400, 30 SeptemBer 19S0, waa used for procurement of second year
product ion. The second, ~-A6500, was on 1 April 1981. This TOP was

intended for the third year product ion., Due to the volume of changes
occurring after it was issued, the third TDP, CC-H-S 620 was made on
17 August 1981 and was used for the third year production.

(U) Control of all engineering changes was assumed for third year
and all subsequent years of production. The Configuration Management
Regulation wae rewritten as was the Configuration Management Plan, bring-
ing both up to the level concurrent with the FY 1981 activities and
responsibilities of the Configuration Management Office (CMO) . In addition,
two Configuration Control Boards (CCB), Senior and Junior, were established,
and CCB meetings were held in fiscal year 1981 for review and evaluation
of all changes impacting on the third and subsequent years’ production of
tanks.

(U) Other events which impacted Configuration Management during
the year were the establishment and implementation of a computer based
status accounting system for tracking all engineering changes. A plan
for a Configuration Item ‘Verification Review (CIYR) was developed with
funds provided for Its implementation and perfo~ance. Only those items
of which a Quality Assurance Requirement existed would be subject to the
CIVR activity <nspection. The Configuration Managw.ent Office cmpleted
full staffing by July 1981.. MO additional spaces were expected for
fiscal year 19S2.

(U) Product Improvement Program (PIP). Fiscal year 1981 was the
first year of RDTE fand?ng for itiprovements to the Abrams Tank. The
program structure was established during this time and mny key decisions
were mde by HQDA.

236



UNCLASSIFIED

(U). In Noyenbe~ 1980.,the.Abraqs PMQ Bri.e.%edH~PA on the Abrms
Product ImpToyement PxogrW and the”cons:e,que.nce.s.In tems of perfo~mnce
and cost Pf.conc~witant we?~h.t growth.. .~e ~Q estahlis.h.e.d.63.tons,

combat loaded, as an upper weight 1imtt for the .Abrams Tank, stating that
any substantial weight &rovth beyond tfii~limit would cause drastic re-

design of the Abrams Tank at =tremely h.i.ghcost.

(U) On 15 January 1981, the Deputy CHief of Staff for Research,
Development and Acquisition (DCSNA) and the kt ing Secretary of the Amy

mre briefed on a proposed Abrams: Tank Product Improvement Program. DCSRDA,
provided guidance at that briefing which significantly modified p~ogram
plans. AS a d~rect result of this brie f?ng, a program including the Hybrid
NBC System, Auxiliary Power Unit (APV}, i~rmed amor, and weight reduc-
tion improvements was briefed to the Vice Chief of Staff, US Army (VCSA)
on 29 January 1981, A decis?on wae then signed by the VCSA in “March 1981,
providing guidance to ?n~tiate an ?nter%m program for these improvements
in order to retain the option of introducing the Improvements to Abrams
production in 1985. Tn June 1981, the DARC~ Joint PIP Review teminated
retrofit plans for 16 proposed Abrams imprmments in accordance with the
foregoing decision.

(U) Automotive. ~n response to recommendations of the Office of the——
Secretary of Defense (OSD) Blue Ribbon Panel published in January 1980,

two 1,000-hour engine durability tests were scheduled for fiscal year 1981.
However, due to numerous difficulties, this test was terminated in May
1981 after 250 endurance hours. me 1,000-hour durability test, without
IPT (Initial Production Tests) requirement, was restarted in June 1981

and completed in Septefier 1981. Nbile the test demonstrated maturity of
mst production engine components, several components were identified as
requiring additional improvement efforts. The second 1,000-hour engine
test, which would incorporate hardware modifications based on the first
1,000-hour test and field experience , was expected to be in March 1982.

(U) During the period June-August 1981, Department of the Amy
convened a Blue Ribbon Panel to independently assess the status of the
Abrams powertrain durability which consisted of the engine, transmission t~nd
final drives . The panel estimted that the powertrain would likely exceed

the required durability and attain 8,500 Mean Miles Between Durability
Failure (~BDF) In units delivered in March 1982, the thiTd year of the
initial production program.

(U) Final training exerc?ses at Fort Bood, Texas at the end of
OT 111 revealed a ser~ous transmission deficiency. After an in.tens~ve
development program, changes were made to correc~ the
iency, which mrls incorporated into the start of third
A depot level retrofit program was to be conducted on
year transmissic,ns.
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(U) ‘Ballistic ‘?tote.Ction, The c~ntractor continued to demonstrate
satisfactory pe~fown,ce as,eyzdenced during ballistic testing of the
second L~IP Balliatic Hull and Turret (.BH&T),to Be.”c~~plete.d ~P ~oyemher
1981, No structures, including a full Ballistic Turret, were de.li~e~ed

for goverment testing and analysis. The Arrnox Iqprwement Teat Prograw
successfully demonstrated all perf~rmance bbjecti~es ~n sch,eduleand

within coat constraint s,, AS a result, the VCSA approyed incorporation
of the Armor Improvement Program into Abrams and ‘M~E1 120m gun product ion.
Compartment testing to develop amunition compartment designs for the
MIE1 (,120m gun) ,continued, and final des?.gnswerk ,f?rned up for incor-
poration into the,Technical Data Package, (.~?),. An amunition compart-
ment (12h DU) test program was deyeloped and perfomed at the Nevada

Test Site to address several suryiWaBil~ty issues associated with the
integration of the German 120m weapon syetem Into the Abrams Tank. The

program waa successfully executed and completed to the satisfaction of
the Army.

(U) Night “Vision‘System. The production configuration Themal
Imging System was tested at Wkite Sanda Missile Range (WSMR) from
November 1979 to January 1980. The system was installed in FSED vehicle
/)1and exposed to 100 rounds of main gun firing and 300 miles of second-
ary road operation. System perfomnce was evaluated by viewing both
resolution targets and vehicle targeta at specified ranges. Minor prob-
lems resulting frOm vehicle mObilitY operatiOn ~e~e fO~nd and ~orrecti”e
design changes were implemented for LRIP.

(U) Nuclear; Biological Chemical (,NBC). The MIE1 Product Improve-
ment Program was Initiated during fiscal year 1981. Transient radiation
effects (TRB) tests on piece parts and circuits were continued where no
previous data existed. These tests were being used to resolve marginal,
situations and establish the required approved parts list. The MIE 1 com-
pleted DT III EMR and EMP tests, and tested in the “Mill Race”, a 600 tOn
detonation of amonium nitrate-fuel oil (ANFO) mixture which was approx-
imately equivalent to the detonation of a one kiloton nuclear device.

(U) Automdtic ‘Teat Equiprnedt“- Ml. Fiscal year 1981 was significant
in terms of Ml Automtic Test Equipment in that it Wrked the transition
from development to production and support. The pri~ry development Of

the Simplified Test Equipment - (.STE-Ml)and “Direct Support Electrical
System Test Set (DSESTS) had taken place in fiscal 1980 with first pro-
duction delivery being completed in fiscal yea= 1981, Thirty-One STE-MIS
and twenty-two DSESTS were delivered in this first procurement. The
majority of these units were deployed to schools and in support of DT
and OT III.,

(U) Due to a shortage of funds in fiscal year 1980, second year
production was not awarded until November 1980. ~o contracts were
awarded in November, both using Chrysler Defense Incorporated as the
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prime contractor and RCA and Ch.ryslex Huntsville, as the subcontractors.
Fifty-four STE-M1 test sets and ten DSESTS were ordered with le~d times
of 15 and 14.months respect ively.. To make up the shortage in t,~stsets
caused by the delay in ordering until fiscal year 1981, supplemental pro-
curement funds were request ed from and granted by DARCOM to pro:ure an
additional 56 STE-MIS and 10 DSESTS. Delivery orders fQr those
supplemental quantities,were issued directly to RCA and Cfirysle:rHuntsvil e

in September 1981, Also in September, a contract was awarded t(>Hughes
for the initial production of the Theml System Test Set (.TSTS). Twenty

of these test sets were ordere,dwith f2rst delivery scheduled f,>rSep-.
tember 1982.,

(U) Both the STE-M1 and DSESTS received considerable exposure to
field and troop usage during DT and OT l~r of the Abrams Tank $fstem.
Late in fiscal year 1980, ?t was ev?dent that troubleshooting of the
Abrams was a mj,>r problem and that a substantial portion of th,>seprob-
lemS were associated with the test sets, STE-M1 and DSESTS. To resolve
these problems, ;!system of Test Set Incident Reports (TSIR) wat;used to
collect and anal:yze test set operational data and a special Trollbleshoot-

ing Task Force, {~omprised of Army and Industrial members, was formed to
address the broader problem of trou51eshoottng. Through the TS:[R system,
software problern~were identified and corrections fielded. The STE-M1
was updated to r(>vision five in ‘March and to revision six in July. Full
capability in the DSESTS was deployed in May with the addition [IfGun-
Turret Drive (GTI))and Electronic Control Unit (ECU) tests. This soft-
ware was subsequtzntly changed to revfsion 3.2 in June and to re~7ision
3.3 in July. Thfzlatter revision corrected a problem in the ECU test
which caused the field to fault these ~nit~ .

(U) The T]:oubleshooting Task Force recognized that too milnyprob-
lems were surfacing from the use of the STE-M1 in DT and OT 111 and that

the TSIR system was neither a systematic approach nor was it ttlrning
around problems !Eastenough to get a substantial improvement in trouble-
shooting accuracy. As a result, the Task Force was instrumental. in ob-
taining an Abrams tank in order to conduct a complete validatiorl of the
STE-M1 software. This program, which began in June 1981 and wail scheduled
for completion iIlJuly 1982, would exercise diagnostics in area:;which

might show up in the field for a year. The first update as a rc!sultof
this program was scheduled for January 1982. In fiscal year 1981, the
Task Force was concentrating on longe~ range corrections to trotLbleshoot-
ing involving manual 6, train<ng and hardware redesigns. Other activity
during the fiscal~year was the receipt of drawings and specificcltions for
both STE-M1 and l)SESTS and the issuance of a delivery order in September

1981 for long Ietldhardware to convert all STE-MIS to an STE-Ml/FVS
configuration.
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(0) M-D Growth, In fiscal year 1981, the.,~-D program had two

objecti.ye,s.The,first was to obtain’W-D requi%e.dby the 13 Reliability,
Avaflah21 ity, Mai.ntainabi.1ity - Durabi 1ity (W-D), req.uireme.ntsidenti-
fied in the”’~aterlel Need (~).. Tt was targeted for accomplishment during
the Low Rate rnitial Production (LRTP) phase.. The second objective was
to exceed the M and achieve the goals projected in the ‘DCP. These goals
were h2gher than the NW yalue.s.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, efforts were dire,cted toward the establish-
ment of candidates for redes?gn, whl,chwwti, the main contributors to degrad-

ation in M-D as well as crew/organizational maintenance tasks. These
candidates were selected based on re,-.evaluationof configuration not pur-
sued to design to cost considerateions/re,straints; redesigns required due
to changes in duty cycle frm original design ~idelimes; and improvement
of items which were only mrginally accepta~le..

(U) A Basic Ordering Agreaent (BOA) type contract was signed
with Crysler In September 1981, to aevelop the selected KAM-D Growth Areas .

The general scope requ2red redesign, laboratory and facility vehicle test-
ing, and installation of redesigned hardware on five production tanks .
The five tanks would be tested at Fort Knox for 4,000 miles each, start-
ing in March 1983.

Intertiational Programs

(U) International Responsibilities. Tn fiscal year 1981, the
International Operations Office had the principle staff responsibility
for all international rotters affecting the Abrams Tank Program. hong
these were the continued efforts to maximize harmonization with the
Leopard 2 Tank Syst~ in accordance with the US/Gemany Harmonization

MOU of 1974; implementation of a statement of accord with Switzerland
for the evaluation of the Abrams Tank; discussions and briefings with the
United Kingdom and Saudi Arabia; and monitoring Chrysler Defense Incor-
porated’s activities with regard to the Republic of Korea indigenous
tank.

(u) ~. In June 1981, the Exec-
utive Hamonlzatlon Group met at ABerdee.n Preying Ground. Germny in-

formed the Program Manager of the Abrams Tank Program of a newly optimized
Diehl track which they believed could be used on both tanks . This track

was to be Investigated by the technical subgroup to determine if testing
and modification of an Abrams Test Ye,hicle could be justified for further
invest2gati0n. Interchangeability of track would he pursued along with
the feasibility studies for an interchangeable sprocket.

(U) “Standardization Efforts--Switzerland/US. The major portion of
the Abrams Program’s International activities centered on Switzerland’ s
evaluat ion of the Abrams Tank. In July 1981, two vehicles were delivered
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to Switzerland through a le.a$e /bailment arrangement, and the.Program
Manager ~s Offi,ce.alsQ establis,h.eda Liaison Offi,ceat Thun, the Swiss
government’s Weapons Teeting Center, Chrysler Defense ~ncorp~rated
also established a four man technical team at Thun for the.purpose of
providing technical assistance and training to the Swiss government.
The test programlswere expected to end in June,19.82,and the Abrams
International Office, concurrently included as part of the negotiat-
ing team, would establish the conditions by which Switzerland would
procure the “MIE1 tank if a decision w@re,wde, Thatiteam was headed
by the Assistant “Deputy Chief of Staff ,forResearch, Development and
Acquisition,

(U) “Wardization Effort--US/United “Kingdom. Since the British
government moved to cancel its main battle tank 80 program, little was
accomplished in furtherlfng standardization or interoperability. The
Program Manager’s Office hosted numerous visits at the technical level
to the Lim Army Tank Plant, including that of the Master General of
Ordnance, Sir Peter Leng; however, $n fiscal year 1981, cooperation with
the British on any sort of tank development or tank improvement program
seemed remote.

(U) =.ardizatlon” Effort--US/Saudi Arabia. The Program Manager’s
Office briefed the head of the Saudi Arabian National Guard in October 19fll
on the Abrams Tank, with indications that follow-on inquiries by the Saudis
could be expected within twelve months.

(U) =ardization Effort--US/Korea. The Republic of Korea em-
barked on a tank.development program with the aim of producing a vehicle
very similar to the Abrams Tank. Chrysler Defense Incorporated advised
the Koreans under contract and State Department License concerc.ing tech-
nical aspects of tke design. Altkough the Program Manager, Abrams Tank
System, was not directly involved, the International Operations Office
monitored Chrysler’s activities for any impact on the Abrams Program.

Tank Main Armament Development “and Product ion

(U) 12ti1 Tank Main A~ament. During the period from October 1980
to September 1981, Watervlie,t Arsenal fabricated eight ~256 cannons
and fourteen sps~retubes using tke US technical data package translated
from the German (GE) documental ion, All dimensional requirements for US/~E
interoperabillty were met but none of the domestic suppliers were able to
satisfy in all respects the difficult combination of physical F,roperties
specified by the Germans.

(.U) Techrlology transfer, fabrication, and test (TTF&T) c,f these Ge~rmn
rounds (~12, ~[13, and DMIS) By Honeywell continued during the fiscal year.
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Phase, 1, which included’tramalatton of the,Ge.~an design to a US design,

fabrication, and contractor eyaluatlon to assure critical requirements
were being met, was completed. Of the 240 total reqyired; Hpne~ell

delivered 138 ~827 cartr~dge,s in August ‘1981.tP ABerde.en ?,royingGround
for safety tests. These,cartridges were..the translated version of the

Ge-n DM13. Hone~ell also de,liyere.d27Q ~8.31 cartridges in September
1981 to Aberdeen Preying GrQund for $afety.tests. These cartridges

were identical to the Ge-n ‘w18., r~p.r~ye~ents tp the fuzing for the

~830 continued t~ Be studied, and in ~anvary 1981, the baseline fuze
design was decided.,

(U) In OctoBer 1980, lack of U$-prodvced combustible cartridge
cases was a problem. In January 1981, after receiving the proper resin
formula from the Belgian manufacturers of the.case, the US producer
(ARMTEC), Coachella, California (.adesert a~ea) successfully manufactured

cartridge cases, meeting the Gemn physfcal strength requirements.

tie”,, (U) In March 1980, the Gemns advised the US of its “firm inten-
to change over to press load of the DM12 cartridge, after delivery

of 20,000 castcharge rounds. 2 In April 1980, press loading was selected

for the ~830. 3 By October 1981, safety qualification tests of the

Ge-n press load were essentiality completed and the explosive safety
was being evaluated by the Explosive ~alification Board.

(U) The System Contractor, in conjunction with the mny 12* sub-
contractors, developed and provided to the Government t~e first draft
Production Manufacturing Plan for the three cart~idges.

(U) Relative to production in the US, lack of the technical data
package for the .German DM1106A1 Igniter was a major issue. Pursuant to
the License Agreement, Rheinmetall declared it did not have the right
to license the DM1106A1; however, sufficient technical information would
be provided by Rheinmetall so that equivalent items could be obtained

from a US source. A d .“aloguebetween US and GE on rate, equipment and
cost was established, 3 and a meeting was to be held in October to

resolve the issue.

(U) In February 1981, the ~829 cartridge was completing validation
phase testing; and by July 1981 DT T testing of 150 cartridges was scheduled

to be completed,6 Several problems which we,rediscovered in rough handling
tests were being worked out as of September 1981 with the objecti~e of con-
ducting the Validation IPR in December 1981,

1

2

3

4

5

6

HI-Interim Scientific and Tech Report ~827, June 1981.

DRCPM-~ msg 1721OOZ Mar 80 subj: Explosive Charge for Ctg, 12ti MZ,DM12.

DRCPM-~ msg 232030z Apr 80 subj: Charge Loading Methodology-Cartridge,
120m, w830 .

HI-Production Manufacturing Plan - 27 Feb 81 - Data Item AO08.

DRCPM-~ Ltr, 13

DRDAR-LCU-CT Ltr,
Test - I (DTI).

Jul 81 subj : DM1106A1 Igniter Cap (Anzuendhuetchan) .

19 Feb 81, subj: Cartridge, 120m, ~829 Development
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(U) Progress of the Geman LKL kinetic energy training round was
monitored by on-site observation of German tests. In July 1981 a meeting
was. convened at PM ~S office and actions short of contract award were
initiated to transfer the Gemn technology for the LKL, wh.lchwas to be
designated ~865.7 This action was preparatory to the planned selection

decision in first quarter FY 1982 between the M832 and the LKL. Develop-

ment of the LY832 was domant pending resOlutiOn of the ~797 status
discussed belox,.

(U) “Ocher Accotiplfsh~ents. In fiscal year 1981, the manufacturing
process for JA-2 propellant was carried out during fiscal year 1981, usin,g

a four-inch press at Radford, At the end of fiscal year 1981, the process
was being evaluated uaihg a 15-inch press to increase production.

(U) The recovery syetem fer handli~g DEGON s~ent acid was successful

in a bench scale and design criteria for a full scale unit being planned;
and the carts required for the Loading, AssaBly, and Pack operations fOr
120m ~ and HEAT rounds were designed and fabrication initiated.

(U) Pre-production planning for 120M amnitlon was reoriented
toward initial production in fiscal year 1984 based upon type classifi-

cation (TC) of the KN829, ~830, and KN865 cartridges in December 1983.
The ~827, ~831, and ~256 cannon would be type classified in June 1983.
Fiscal year 1984 procurement was to provide initial amunition in August
1985 instead of 1984 as previously planned.

(U) 105mm Tank Main Armament. In October 1980, type classification
standard, LCC-A was approved “subject to an upper operational temperature!
limit of 1260F until such time as assurance supporting a higher limit
had been demonstrated by test!r8 A test providing the desired assurance
to lift the 126°F restriction was completed and in August 1981 removal

of the upper operational temperature limit of 1260F was approved. g

(U) -.nition Development “of the ~833 Cartridge. The KN833
program was reviewed by the YCSA and a general acceleration of the pro-
gram directed. The validation In-Process Review (IPR) was held in
November 1980. It was agreed that the cartridge, 105m KN8.33having suc-

cessfully completed its Adyanced Development Phase, should enter Full
Scale Engineering Development (FSED).

1 DRCPM-~-TM Ltr, 28 JU1 81, subj : TTF&T of 120m TPCSDS-T> ~865 .
8

DRCDE-DW Ltr, 21 Ott 80, subj : In-Process Review Results Cartridge,
105m, APFSDS-T, ~774 .

9
DRCDE-DW Lt.r, 7 Aug 81, subj: Removal of 126°F Temperature Restriction
from Cartridge, 105m, APFSDS-T, M774.
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(.U) It was agreed that an FSED schedule of 22 months should be
pursued, with type classification planned for”Se,p,tembe,r.19.82.

(,U),Finally, it waa agreed that a production facility.and i,nitial
production quantity of ~833 cartridges wotilabe procured during fiscal
years 1981-1982 so that an Initial Operational Capability (IOC),date of
September 1983 could be attempte,d.l”

(U) “hun?t?on Develo$tiefit- ~79.7 Ca2tr?dge. During late NOV-
ember 1980, it was agreed in principle to support additional effort to
perfect a reliable XM797/~832 break-up device via analytics, design

;:::;:il
and laboratory work auppo~ted by a bare minimum of full-up

A special TPR was p~~ed foT SeptmBe~ 1981 to establish the
future course of the program.

(U) Mtiriltion Dweloprnerit ‘+“’xM815 C#ttridge. In August 1980,
the Conceptual IPR’for the ~815 Cartridge was proposed to be conducted
as a correa ondence IPR, to be concluded during the latter part of Oct-
ober ~g80.L~ The DARCOM Pre-IPR was held on 29 October 1980, where it
was agreed that “The ~815 should enter the 6.3 Advanced Development
Phase. ” 14 The IPR results recommended that the XM815 enter Advanced
Development, and were approved in March 1981. 15 Fiscal year 1981 funds
of $2.0 million were not received until ?ebruary 1981. In August 1981,
the anticipated type classification date was revised from fourth quarter
fiscal year 19S4, but not later than fourth quarter fiscal year lg85.16

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

DRCPM-TMA Ltr, 21 Nov 80, aubj : Letter of Transmittal for In-Process
Review Results (Cartridge, 105mm, APFSDS-T, ~833) .

DRCPM-TMA-TM Ltr, 8 Jan 81, subj: XM797/XM832 Program Plan.

DRCPM-W-TN Ltr, 18 Aug 81, subj : XM797 Facility Planning.

DRCPM-CAWS Ltr, 19 Aug 80, subj : Conceptual
XM815 HEAT-MP-T .

DRCPM-TMA-105 MFR, 29 Ott 80, subj: Minutes

~815 Conceptual IPR.

IPR fo$:L05m Cartridge

of the Pre-IPR for the

DRCDE-DW Ltr, LO Mar 81, subj ; Minutes of Conceptual IPR for 105m

Cartridge, XM815 HEAT-MP-T .

DRCPM-~-TM, Msg, 7 Aug 81, sabj< Revised Program - Ctg 105m
~AT-MP-T XMS15
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(U) ~{,nitiofi ‘Prdducti6fi”-.‘M774 Cartridge. In October 1980,
the pacing iten]for delivery of M774 cartridges was productiorl of
stahalloy (depleted uranim) penktrators from Nuclear Metals l:ncorporate,i
(~1)., the SOIC:comercial source. During fiscal year 1981, this con-
tractor delive~?ed a total of approximately 31,000 M774 penetr:ltors. In
April 1981, NMl[reported an increased contract cost of $7.8 million,
raising the total contract cost to $15.0 million. h audit W:lSconducte~i
by an ARBADCOM and DCAS (Defense Contract Administration Services) (.Bost,~n)
team and actiol~swere taken to control fueure costs. The Initial Oper-

ational Capability (TOC).quantity of M774 cartridges was delivered to the
field in April ,1981, and was the first f3elaiPg of a tank mill armament

round using staballoy. A contract for sta~alloy penetratbrs !7asawarded
to Aerojet Ordnance Corporation (AOC) in February. 1981.17 Phi~se I was

removal of GFE at NL Industries, Albany, New York. Phase TI for facility
installation, :sndPhase ~11 for production of 20,000 M774 pen<?trators were
awarded in May 1981. As of September 1981, AOC was active on all three
phases and was planning to submit a first article sample in Dacember 1981.18

Integrated Logistics Development

(U) ~ltenance ‘Allocation’Chart ‘Revisions (WC). An Amy-wide
conference was held in ADril 1981 to assess future changes to the Abrams
MAc . A list o:Ecandidat~s for revision was developed aid the PM was
expected to col~tractwith Chrysler Defense Incorporated (CDI) to investi-
gate the changes.

(U) Sup]~lySupport. During fiscal year 1981, the major accomplish-
ments in th=lpply areaa included the Transfer/ Sl~pplyand Sul?port switc’h
from the contr~~ctor to the Materiel Readiness Commands (MRCS) on 1 July
1981. The “Pu:llPackages” concept, which allowed parts to be consolidated
at a depot and shipped in a single package, was approved for Authorized
Stockage List (ASL)/Prescribed Load List (PLL) for initial fi(:lding in
Europe. A “Parts Allocation Board” for distribution of criti{:al assets

was developed {~ndimplemented during the fiscal year. The initial batch
of “pull packa;ge” requisitions for the PLL and Direct Support (DS)/General

Support (GS) authorized stockage lists, including additional atockage at
GS level, were 92 percent satisfied. The reminder would be {>nhand prior
to First Unit Equipped (FUE).

17
Contract

18
AOC Ltr,
ante and

D,~10-81-COOg7

16 Ott 81, subjr Contract DM1O-81-C-OO97 Montlily Perfom-
Cost Report Period 1 September thru 30 September 1981.
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(u) “=. Depot highlights during the fiscal year included four
itms. Contractor support was transferred to organized support in July
1981. Transition of responsibility would be made as capabil~ty dweloped.
Extensive, efforts continued to insure Depot Maintenance Plant Equipment

(DMPE) was in place as required. Initial efforts began to develop
Depot Maintenance work, requirements. In addition, a study indicated
that considerable interim depot repair capability already existed. A
major Depot Systems Comand (DESCOM) effort was mounted to maximize this
capability, especially in support of USWUR.

“Production/Facilit?zat?on

(U) “Lima“Atiy”Tank “Plafit(.LATP),Ohio. During the period
1 October 1980 to 30 September” 1981, the Lim Army Tank Plant emphasis
switched from initial facilitization to production. Approximately 98
percent of Industrial Plant Equi~ent (PPE) and associated Special Tool-
ing was on hand and installed , virtually completing facilitization re-
quired to support 60 tanks per month production rates on a three-shift,

eight-hour, five-day basis, Initial construct~on projects were completed,
to include sound barrier fencing, press rem, and cafeteria projects.

(U) production rates continued to climb, r~ping toward 30 tanks
per month in the second quarter of fiscal year 1982, with production
operations fully loaded throughout the plant . In addition, incremental
shi~ents of hull and turret structures for Detroit Army Tank Plant co-
production efforts were fabricated, machined, and shipped as scheduled.

As of 30 September 1981, the Lima Army Tank Plant had produced 164 Ml
Abrams Tanka for Government acceptance and deplopent to various CONUS
locations, to include Fort Knox, Fort Hood, test sites, and initial
USAKSUR training requirements. Two additional tanks were delivered to
Switzerland for Swiss government testing evaluation.

(U) On 26 March 1981, LTC Joseph H. Mayton, Jr. assumed co-rid
of the Lim Army Tank Plant , which in fiscal year 1981 was an OPMS-
recognized comand position. He replaced LTC George Telenko, who had
served as Chief, Lima Tank Plant Office, during initial facilitization and
production start-up.

(U) The Lima Amy Tank ?lant government staff increased from 57 to
65 during fiscal year 1981., Additional staff increases were under con-

sideration, which would bring the Lim Tank Plant to a projected strength
of 99.

(U) Increasing production rates and program visibility generated
extensive high lwel interest and significantly increased visits to LATP.
LATP hosted 1,225 visitors In fiscal year 1981, to include the
Secretary of the Amy, Mr. John Marsh; Israeli Defense Forces Chief of
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the General Staff, General Eitan; Korean ‘Min.$ste.rof .Defense, N.r, Choo;

as well as nmerous Congressional staff repres.antatives,DOD, ~A, and
DMCOM senior wlnagers.

(U) “Detroit ‘Arserial”Tank Plant” (DATP).;“Michigan. Efforts to bring
DATP on line corltlnued as scheduled in fiscal year 1981, Ninety percent
of assembly linc)swere completed during the reporting period. Items

remining to be installed would not influen,ceor hamper production of
initial vehicle/3 scheduled. for delivery fn March 1982, as part of the

third year prodllction.

(U) ‘Prod,lctiotiSthedtile.,Throughout th~,,year, tank de1f.veries
were hmper~y the vail.abili,tyof “enginesR? Chrysler’s inability to

manufacture tanks at Lima. First year deliye,ry requirements o:;90 vehicles
were satisfied on 30 April 1981, fou~ months behind contract st:hedule.
From that date to 30 September 19.81,83 tanks Rad been accepted which
demons trated an improvement in the wpply pipeline and in Chry:3Ier ~’s

product ion 1ine at Lima. As of the end of the reporting period, Chrysler
had not ramped up to 30 tanks per month. The principle proble~n appeared

to be in the final test and adjustment area. Intenaive -nagelnent of
this bottleneck area was expected to bring production on line soon
afteward.

(U) The Avco AGT 1500 engine was one of the mjor contributors to
delinquent tank deliveries. Many of the problems associated with the
engine included supply pipeline, quality and quantities of vendor supplied
items. Intensi:vemanagement by Government and contractor personnel had
alleviated sme of the Avco bottlenecks resulting in improved engine
deliveries during the fiscal year,

(U) DX Rlatings. The applied DX ratings benefited schedule per-

formance at=. levels. Related Special Priority Assistance (SPA) was
exercised as re!quired.

(U) ~!uction Planning. In fiscal year 1981 progress was made

in the areas of facilitization , prOductiOn estt~tiOn and mObilizatiOn
planning. The percentage of fill of mchines and equipment bc,ughtwith

Goverment fun(lsfor mnufacturlng for the tank and components level of
facilitization reached 100 percent for a 60 tank pqr month production
capacity, and ~:eached 98 percent and 92 percent for 90 and 150 tank per
month capacity respect iveiy durins the fi$cal year,

(.U) Several employees created an innovative capacity s~:udywhich
continued to a~low the Abrams PMO to estimte production capacities at
various plants. Machine characteristics were placed” in a computer pro-
gram, which allowed the production planning specialist to hypothetically
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evaluate req,ue.sts.fOF mpre facilities/equipment, The,.cmputer model
demonstrated that s~me manufacturer’s requests fox additional equipment
were not yalid and monies were saved by convincing the reque.stor that he
already possessed the capacity to produce at the required level.

(U) MobilizatiotiPIAflrifng. A study was initiated which was expected
to be completed in March 1982, to determine the feasibility of producing
390 tanks per month. Frihe and subcontractors and other potential sources

were queried as to types, amounts of equipment, and facilities required
to attain this 390 tank per month mobilization capability.

(U) “Procurement. Functional procurement responsibility began
phasing over to TACOM Procurement and Production Directorate in August
1981, and the Abrams PMO procurement function begs” transitioning to plan-
ning, monitoring and management. The third production year featured break-

out procurement of vehicle track, final dr?ves, engines and transmissions,
therefore TACOM PCO “s effected contracting activities for these items, as

well as the tank, during fiscal year 1981. ~ull functional contract re-
sponsibilities were expected to be transferred to comodity comnd pro-
curement directorates by January 1982.

(u) Production Contracts. First and second year tank product ion--
90 for the first year and 309 for the second--was procured under options
in the FSED contract. The second year procurement of 309 was planned to
be completed in May 1982. Negotiations to complete the second year pro-
duction contract were ongoing as of the end of fiscal year 1981. Correct-
ion of Deficiencies (COD) items were identified for Chrysler correction
during fiscal year 1981; COD rights for the Government were purchased for
only the first and second year production; and a coordinated modification
program was continued to implement COD changes. The third year tank CO”n-

tract negotiations for 569 vehicles were completed as of the end of fiscal
year 1981 and a contract definitization was executed on 15 October 1981.
Engines for the third year would be bought as Government furnished equip-
ment (GFE) from Avco. A Goverment Should Cost effort was conducted at

Avco during fiscal year 1981 in connection with this procurement.

(U) System Technical Support (STS). The fiscal year 1981 STS effort

was awarded on 1 October 1980 for the period ending 30 September 1981. This

was a Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee level of effort contract with an award fee for

performance of specified logist?cs tasks. Fiscal year 1981 funds were ob-
ligated in the amount of $68,785,862 w$th $59,224,460 for Acquisition,

Procurement, Army (AFA), and $9,561,402 for Research, Development, Test
and Evalua tion (RDT&E ).
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(~). ManufactutiOg; ‘Erigifieetitig;“Toollfig;~Special Test “Equipment

and ‘Facllltles “Pfocuretient‘Program (METSFPP). The ~TSFPP contract was
ended as of 30” September 1981. Similar efforts/activities were continued
by work directive controlled capacity engineering seTvices on production
contracts.

(u) ~ (12W ctin)‘Tank Deyeloptient. A letter contract was

definitized In August 1981 for appr~ximate,ly $55 million covering FU1l
Scale Engineering Development (:FSED).of the 12ti gun version of the
Abrams.

(“J) me E,kockImprovement Program (.BIP)edification to this con-
tract which was awarded ?n May 19S1, would initiate development work on
an NBC system, tank weight reduction, improved armor protection, and a
microcooling system.

(U) “-latic ‘Test‘Eqtiip@rit“- Second”Generation Tests. The fiscal
year 1981 procurement of the Simplified Test Sets (.STE-Ml) was for 54--
initially $8.2 n~illion, and 56--fiscal yea~ 1981 supplemental budget of
$5.6 million, fc,r a total of 110 sets. The fiscal year 1982 procurement
waa expected to be for 120 sets at an estimated cost of $12 million. A
letter contract was signed in November 1980 to procure 10 Direct Support
Electrical System Test Sets (DSESTS) for $2 million and the fiscal year
1981 supplment=~l budget added 10 more DSESTS at another $2 million esti-
mated cost. A IlasicOrdering Agreement (BOA) was signed in July 1981 at
ARRCOM to provicle 20 Thermal Systems Test Sets (TSTS) at an estimated cost
of $6 million.

(U) ~~bility, Availability, “Maintainability ‘and Durability (M-D).
W-D efforts we!re funded in fiscal year 1981 as a part of the STS contract.
The fiscal year 1982 effort was estimated at $8 million under a Basic Order-
ing Agreement cc~ntract awarded 30 September 1981.

(U) Contractor Depot support (CDS) .All but three contract lines

(CLIN) of t~.etter contract were finalized during fiscal yes.r 1981.
Difficulty in ol>taining bilateral agreement delayed the total d.efinitizati.on.
Comodity cowarlds were to let replacement DCS contracts with E,rimeand sub-
contractors SUCI1as BOAS as the CDS contract expired,

(U) ~ Lead Procurements. Contracts were placed durirg fiscal

year 1981 for long lead items and components to support fourth year tank
product ion. Engine long lead items were contracted in April 1S!81for $25
mi llion; transmissions in October 1981 for $6 million; tanks ir~March 19811
for $55 million; and fire control by ARRCOM in March 1981.
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(U) Abr*s. “Fire Control. The PM dec?de,d in fiscal year 1981 to
pursue a second source for components of the fire control system. These
included the Co~nder is weapon site and gunner’s, auxiliary site by
Kollmo~geri; the ballistic computer by the Canadian Defense Corporation;
the thermal imaging system and laser range finder by Hughes Aircraft; and
the line of site data Iini by Singer-.Kearfott, ‘RFPsmre expected to be

released in early fiscal year 1982 for an educational buy of 150 sets for
delivery starting August 1984. A contract award was expected early in
the first quarter of fiscal year 1983. This action was a joint Abrams
PMO/A~COM act<on.

(U) Abrams “Turbine ‘Engine, Actions began this fiscal year to find
a qualified potential second source for the turbine engine. A two step

process was programed which included the procurement of production analyses
with supporting price data from up to $even other sources. The Project

Manager would proceed with step two if the zesults of step one indicated
that a second source would be beneficial, then step two would involve
contracting with the source at a fixed price for 110 engines in an edu-
cational buy.

Financial

(u) ‘Research, ‘Development; Test and ‘Evaluation Appropziat ion (RD~) .
The 105m Abrams fiscal year 1981 program authority in the amount of $51.5
million was provided to finance contracts for System Technical Support,
RAM-D growth, Depot Maintenance Work Requirement (D~R) Development, Armor
Improvement, and the continuation of development of test sets and training
devices as well as related in-house effort including the conduct of DT/OT 111.

(U) The Vice Chief of Staff, Amy (VCSA) approved the Block Improve-
ment Development Program and redesignated the MIE1 tank system nomenclature
to include those improvements (Improved Armor, Nuclear, Biological and
Chemical (NBC), Crew Micro-Cooling, Weight Reduct ion, and Suspension and
Transmission/Final Drive Upgrade) . Of the $16.0 million program authority

received by the PM, $15.3 million was released to Chrysler Defense Incor-
porated for the concept design phase of the incorporation of product improve-
ments into the MIE1 tank system. The remining funds supported related

in-house government requ2rments .

(U) The fiscal year 1981 Tank Gun Integration Program authority
received by the PM was $31.8 million. Of this amount, $16.2 million was
released to Chrysler Defense Incorporated for FSED. The remaining pro-
gram was released to Honepell International for amunition procurements
and to various government activities for required program support .
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(U) Amy Procurernetit:Appropti,ation ~(.Weapodsa~d Tracked Combat

Vehicles). The fiscal year 1981 program authority totaled $1.6 b=on,

which included a suppleiental,authority Of $437.0 mill iOn. This amount consisted
of $1,105.1 millic,n for vehicles, BII, STS, and Auxiliary Services; $178.7
million for InitiallProduction Facilities (.IpF); $133. g million for Ad-
vance Procurement of hardware items in support of fiscal year 1982 vehicle
requirements; $8 .4~million fOr training cOmpOnents; and $15g.O milliO~ fOr
Production Base Stlpport (PBS). During fiscal year lg81, the pMO received

pemission to begin full scale production. A production contract
for 569 vehicles for third year procurement was cmpleted with
Chrysler Corporation. The System Technical Support (STS) contract with
Chrysler Corporatf.on was funded for $155.4 million for 29i months in

accordance with tilefull funding concept. The on-going IPF and PBS con-
tracts were incre:tsedby $151.8 million and $139.5 million respectively.

(U) Operation and “Maintenance Afiy (OMA) ‘Appropriation. The fiscal
year 1981 Approved Operating Program (.AOP)was” $g.7 million. During fiscal
year 1980, $.6 milllion was contractually awarded tO prOcure rePai.r Parts

that would support: the vehicle hand-off warranty period. Another $4.8
million was award{;d to Chrysler Corporation for depot type operations
under a Contract logistics Support Concept. The remaining AOP fc,r$4.3
million paid for :130 manyears with PM, Abrams which was used tO suPPOrt
program mission.
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CWTER V

EQUIPMSNT AND WAGEMSNT

COmtlnicatiOns Systems

Introduction

(U) The US Army Communications Systems Agency (USACSA) Project
Manager, Defense Communications Systems (DSA) (Amy) was established in

1967 as a joint lJSArmy Materiel Development and Readiness Com,nd/US
Amy Comunicat ic)nsCo-rid (DARCOM/USACC ) project mnagement activity
at Fort Monmouth,, New Jersey, with the full-line authority of Ccwnders
of both DARCOM aridUSACC.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the USACSA Co-rider, as the Project
Manager DCS (Amy), reported directly to the Comanding General, DARCOM,
concerning management of those functions derived from AR 10-11. These
functions included research and development planning, product assurance,
configuration management, and type classification. They also included
materiel management, integrated logistics support, engineering, initial
production facilities, procurement and production, and distribution. As
the Comnder of USACSA, a major subcomnd of uSACC, he reported to the
Comand ing General, USACC, concerning ~nagement of.,,C+ose functions derived
from AR 10-13, such as systerne~tgineering, programing and budgeting, over-
seas contract administration, installation and on-site teat and ,sccept-
ance.

(U) A DA-directed study in 1972 resulted in the triple-h:~tting
of the USACSA Comand/Proj ect Manager as the Comnder, US Amy Comuni -

cations-Electronics Engineering Installation Agency (USACEEIA). In this
capacity, he was responsible for systa engineering; installation; test

and acceptance of worldwide systems; Army-wide telecomunications~ auto-
mation development and maintenance; worldwide radio propagation i]ngineer-

ing services; and Armywide electromagnetic compatibility enginei~ring
services.

Mission

(U) The mi:;sion of USACSA/PM DCS (Amy), was stated in its charter,
signed by the Sec]:etary of the Army, 19 August 1981, and is briefly para-
phrased as follows:

It is charged with the centralized management of
specified communications systems development and/or
acquis ition tasks assigned by DARCOM; and tasks
assigned by USACC which include Defense Communic-
ationsSystems (DCS) projects assigned to the AmY,
projects that relate to purely Amy requirements,
to reqrlirements for other US military departments
and nol~-military US Government agencies, as well as
requirements for allied armies and governments .
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(U) The Product. Essentially, the agency ts product was nontactical

telecommunications projects assigned to the Army for acquisition. These
were of two types: research and development (R&D) projects and systems/

equipment acquisition.

(U) Research and Development (R&D) projects were assigned to the
agency by DARCOM, which also provided the appropriate RDT&E funds. Tbeae

projects usually consisted of feasibility studies and similar undertak-
ings assigned to this agency’s Deputy Project tinager for Research and
Development Systems.

(U) Systems/Equipment Acquialtion. These projects represented
about 95 percent of the agency 1s workload. and nearlv all of these tasks
were assigned to Deputy Project Managers for centralized wnagement.
They ranged frm the acquisition of a single piece of equipment to the
acquisition and installation of an inter- or intra-country, or even
global telecommunications system.

(U) Practically all systems or equi~ent acquisition tasks were
asaigned to the agency by USACC, which also provided the appropriate
funds such as procurement, Amy funds. It was no-l USACSA practice to

acquire, deliver, and install these systems or equipment through con-
tracts with US industry using the existing DARCOM procurement office

organizations, as well as other DOD procurement offices as the peculiar-
ities of an individual task might dictate. The acquisitions were ful-
filled by what was called off-the-shelf equipment, such as existing
equipment in industries or the Government’s inventories, or by modifying

existing equipment for a specific telecommunications system or purpose.

(U) USACSA did not om any telecommunications systems or equip-
ment assets. Instead, it had acted as an agent in the sense that it
acquired and installed systems and equipments, and when accepted, turned
the systems or equipment over to the local O&M comander. The system

or equipment then became part of his inventory.

(U) Sensitive to its life cycle responsibilities for the equip-
ment it acquired and fielded, the agency managed all matters pertaining

to integrated logistics support. In addition, USACSA operated an Inventory
Control Point for OPA and APA principal items peculiar to USACSA centrally

managed systems, projects and tasks.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, 209 new tasks were received and 144
tasks were completed. At the end of the fiscal year, 300 active tasks

were on hand , of which 98 were classified as major, requiring intensive
management .

(U) In the course of implementing these mny tasks, all disciplines

in the comunications -electronics field were used. This was because USACSA
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was involved in virtually every area for which USACC was respons~.ble,
except the operation and maintenance of facilities. Practically all
means of transmis s~on were mployed, such as microwave line-of-si~ght,
tropospheric scatter, satellites,, land and sea cables, and high fre-
quency radio. Thf:semeans were used to furnish all modes of com]uni-
cations--voice, d<ita,etc. Computer processor controlled auto~tic
switches and tertiinalswere also employed in pany subsystems; anilthe
agency was deeply involved in the improvement of Amy Air Traffic Control
facilities at airjEields worldwide.

(U) Organii:ational Structure. During fiscal year 1981 the agency!s
organizational st]:ucture, except for minor adjustments, remined relatively
unchanged. Organization strength at the end of ~ 1981 was as follows:

Personnel Strength

D~COl{ USACC—-

O“EC”” T “O ““E””
C.. T.

——

Authorized 14 7 130 151 31 53 163 247
Actual 9 9 127 145 25 42 159 226

0- Officer E - Enlisted c - Civilian

TOTU

OE” CT

42 60 2:93 %8
34 51 272 357

T- Total

E

fi’ll ’’l ’ll ’llllII[1OOfflCEFl[loOfflciIIE1OOiflCE111!0OfrlciWASN.,lIAISOHSAICOMA
CONUS PAclflc Ci

fl[10OfCIl;N
EUROPE: NORE1 OfflCE LIAISONOfilC[MADRID.SPIIN
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Fiscal year 1981 Achievements

(U) In his 1980 White Paper, Army Chief of Staff, General E. C.
Meyer stressed that equipping and modernizing the Total Force was one of
his key objectives. Within this context the following USACSA/PM Defense

Communications Systems (DCS) accomplistients contributed to this goal by
acquiring and providing modern equipment to the Amy.

(U) USACSA/~ DCS began and completed the elements of the Combined
Forces Army Co-rid and Control Communications Bunker required for the
Ulchi Forces Lens exercise; and it completed Project Kunia. The perfor-
manceassessment of the Territorial Comand Network in Spain was completed,
and also the acquisition actions for the Fort Hood Telephone Switching
System Upgrade.

(U) In the area of Ar~ Airfield Upgrades, USACSA/PM DCS completed
the Giebelstadt Air Field and started mny more. Project Indocom actions
were finished, and it began a nuber of research and development projects
such as the Korean Fiber Optics Risk Amlysis and the DSN Access Area

design alternative analysis. The ECCCS Upgrade Proiect was essentially
complete as was the contractual portion of the Near Term European United

Co~nd (EUCOM) High Frequency (HF) Upgrade Program.

(U) A nmber of initiatives were made to ensure delivery of actually
available coaercial equipment instead of new developmental items from
contracts for comercial equipments.

(U) In fiscal year 1981 USACSA achieved the highest OPA funds
obligation rate in its history.

Functional Elements

(U) Obligation of the USACSA Funding Programs. During fiscal
year 1981 the USACSA Comptroller/Director of Programs controlled funds
in excess of $200 million covering the four separate appropriations of
OPA, APA, RDTE, and OMA.

(U) The Other Procurement, Army (OPA) Program remined the mjor
funding program of USACSA. In fiscal year 1981, the total Amy and
Customer Program was $137 million. The Amy Procurement Appropriations
(APA) for Army airfields amounted to an additional $3 million, while
direct citation of customer funds added $37 million for a total procure-
ment program of $177 million. The USACSA RDTE program exceeded $9 million
in fiscal year 1981, with over 94 percent of this program awarded, which
exceeded by 3.7 percent ~i~r year’s obligation rate.

(U) Management of Operations and Maintenance, Army (ONA) contract-

ual requirements accounted for $15 million. Once again over 99.9 percent
of the OMA program was obligated.
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(U) Seventy-seven percent of the OPA-APA program was awarded
during fiscal year 1981. T1lis mrked the second consecutive fiscal
year in which USACSA achieved the highest rate of obligation in its
history.

(U) The OPA program incurred turbulence in * jor areas such as
the Digital European Backbokle (DEB), new ESS Dial Central Offices (DCO)
Fort Hood, Transmission Media, and Worldwide Military Co-rid and Control

Systems (WWMCCS). Late definition and program realignment in the Philip-
pine Communications Upgrade efforts further restricted the agency’s ability

to obligate.

(U) The OPA program for the next five fiscal years indicated a
continuation of mjor items such as the European Telephone System, Trans-

mission Media, Worldwide Technical Controls, Amy Teleco~unications
Automat ion Program (ATCAP) and Comand and Centrol Projects.

(U) ~nagement Improvements. During fiscal year 1981, the

primry purpose of the FEP program was to establish a comon baseline
for the development of the technical Requirements Package amd the Acqui-
sition Package, and to identify significant problem areas t;aatmight
affect their preparation.

(U) As part of this ?EP a unique milestone reporting system was
developed. Major milestone d,atawas entered into a data bank and its
resultant output provided a separate Co~nd Report” identifi~d as the

“Comand Fron,t-End Progress Report. ”

(U) Also during fiscal year 1981, management represent:,tion at
bid evaluation conferences was provided to insure correct intrpreta-

tion and eval:uat{on of the mnagement requirements contained n acqui-
sition related documents . During fiscal year 1981, two such evalua-
tions were performed,

(U) In conjunction with US Army Materiel Development ~nd Readiness
Co-rid headquarters, the Management Information Control Officer initiated
a study of ma]oagement systems, procedures ‘and reports that had out1ived
their usefulness but were still consming DARCOM dollars and resources.
Eighteen potential candidates were selected to be considered for elimin-
ation or merg,srwith other DARCOM systems or reports. ~ese candidates

were submitted to D~COM in January 1981; and DARCOM initiat,ad an intensive
review of all reports as of yearend fiscal year 1981.

(U) Th,a following mamgement intonation requirements were defined
with systems implemented during fiscal year 1981: (1) Implementation of ?
task inventory system which received ADP infomat’ion sumari:zed into
major USACSA (Organizational elements. This effort was mde ;?ossible by
a successful ;~nalysis of the agency which was tasking flow a]~dthe design
of pertinent ,standard tasking Disposition Fores (DF) formts , (.2),upan~,t.on
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of the Other Procurement, Amy (OPA) status report to provide standard
worksheets for the Comander’s monthly OPA reviews; a specialized Project
TPICK Report and several other modifications and additional products were
designed to increase c-and visibility. (3) Acquisition and installation

of FIVOT/DIVOT, an on-line interactive procurement work directive creation
system operation, directly into the CCSS (Comodity Comand Standard

system). (4) Utilization of the Harris terminals in the full screen environ-
ment to generate tasking and responses and concurrently update the rester

task inventOry file. (5) SOftware WaS de~elOped tO Pernit individual actiOn
officers to build PMS PERT networks at Harris terminals using local mini-

computer programs. The data could then be transmitted to an IBM host for
processing; and finally,the results could be displayed on the Harris oper-
ating as an IBM 3270 terminal .

(U) During the last quarter of fiscal year 1981, a complete revision
of the CSA PERT Manual was completed. This mnual included all necessary
instructions to create networks, load them to PMS IV, and manipulate the
necessary data to generate specialized output products.

(U) The upgrading of hardware and software continued by purchasing
principally two items of leased equipment.

(U) First, USACSA became an active user of the Fort MonmOuth MeS-
sage System (mS) which was a version of electronic mail. In fiscal
year 1981, F~S was limited to CONUS use with USACSA elements at Fort
Monmouth and Fort Huachuca. However, early in fiscal year 1982, the USACSA
Deputy Project Manag@r for European Telephone System would be brought on
line to provide a real time data and written word link with agency
elements in Europe.

(U) Second, the joint acquisition of an integrated hardware-software
system capable of satisfying the agency’s word processing requirements
was made in fiscal year 1981, and a Research and Development (R&D) need
to investigate certain effects of a communicating administrative system
on Communications Circuits was established. The system, one of the
significant accomplishments of fiscal year 1981, “as state-of-the-art
and expandable.

(U) Other planned fiscal “year 1982 developments included a System
Two Thousand data base, to support all manpower, personnel and training
inforwtion requirements to include automatic generation of known report-

ing requirements. In addition, the Master Task Inventory, OPA Status,
MILSCAP, and APARS files were merged into one data base to provide one

central depositing of workload, financial, procurement and vendor
information.
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(U) Cost Analysis Program. A large portion of the fiscal year
1981 Cost A-is Office workload was centered around World-wide Military

Comand and Cont:rolSystems (MCCS) projects. These were near term
high frequency (IKF) upgrade, ECCCS, Joint Crisis Management Cap,zbility

(J~C 2/3) and to a lesser extent Mid-Tern Regency Net. Activi!:y included
development of the Independent Government Cost Estiute, Revie~{ and Analy-
sis of Cost/Sche<iul@ Status Reports, review and evaluat~on of I:hereason-
ableness of the l~ear-Term contractor Cs cost proposal, attendant<? at Acqui-

sition Requireme]lts Review Comittee meetings, and participatiorl in con-
tractor cost negotiations. Although Near-Tern and ECCCS were ixltheir
final stages, it was expected the JCMC and Mid-Tern Regency Net, plus the
potential for newly assigned programs, would provide a high lev~!lof
activity in the WWMCCS areas during fiscal year 1982.

(U) Major activities in which the Cost &alysis Office WZLS involved
during fiscal yetlr1981 were: Cost Estimating and Economic Analysis - Fort
Hood Telephone S~ritchUpgrade; Joint Crisis ~nagement Capability; Fort
Ritchie MP Switcti;Xerox color copier - lease versus buy. &other wjor

activity of the Cost Analysis Office was in Cost Proposal Evaluation -
near tem HP; red cloud switch; digital switched network area acquisition;

AN/FTC-31 and European Comand and Control Con.sole System (EcCCS)
Additional involw,ement included Cost Assessment - DCS facilities proto-

types; future DCS LOS radio and multiplex; Army RDT&E support of the DCS.
Another activity in which the CAO was involved was Cost/Schedule Status
Report - AUTODIN upgrade; European Co-rid and Control Console System;
near term HF; MD-918. There was also involvement in Acquisition Require-
ments Package Review - Joint Crisis Management Capability; DCS ordemire;
Visayas-Bicol - D’CSPower Systems, 8 GHz antennas, 1.7 to 2.3 GHz antennas;
Fort Ritchie EPABX. There were also cost negotiations such as Call Directc,r
Sets; Near Term HF; and AUTODIN upgrade.

Logistics

(U) Type Classification Review. The USACSA Type Classification

Program, initiated in September 1969, continued in fiscal year 1981, to
achieve the objectives of AR 70-61, “Type Classification of Army Materiel. ”
Forml type classification In-PlrocessReviews (IPR) continued to be sched-
uled. Written concurrences were received from US Army Comunicat ions Com-
mand, US Amy Logistics Evaluation Agency, and US Amy Training and Doctrine
Comand on 14 type classification actions . Nine systemsfequipments were

tYPe classified standard (LCC-A) and five were changed from stan~ard to
obsolete. In addition, four errata sheet changes were submitted to change
National Stock Nu]mber (NsN) or dowgrade classification from LCC-A to LCC-B.

(U) During the fiscal year, type classification action on two systems
was suspended pending guidance from DAR~M on changes initiated !during this

fiscal year. An tPR was not convened because the problem was re,:ognized
to be beyond the ;~bility of the voting members to resolve.
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(U) In fiscal year 1981, there were 108 systemslequipments ?waiting
type classification, 55 of which were technical control facilities affected
by the suspended program. Equipments required for major programs or systems

such as Digital Radio and Multiplex Acquisition (DRAWA) and Worldwide Tech-
nical Control Improvement Program were included in the schedule.

(U) USACSA processed 93 DD-61 actions for nomenclature during fiscal
year 1981.

(U) “Product Improvement program. The Product Improvement (PI)

Program, established by AR 70-15 provided the procedures for obtaining

aPPfoval and funding for configuration changes which involved substantial
engineering or modification of existing fielded Amy/Tri-Service equip-
ment, and were type classified standard or limited production.

(U) The execution of an approved PIP was accomplished by publi-
cation of a DA Modification Work Order (DAMWO). In January 1976 Depart-
ment of the Amy directed that all future retrofit actions be accomplished
under an approved PIP.

(U) ‘Digital Subscriber Teminal Equipment (DSTE). Under the DSTE
Upgrade Program, General Dynamics Corporation was awarded a contract in
March 1975 to provide three DSTE product improvements . The three DSTE
PIPs were approved by DARC~ for implementation to provide improved tape
supply slide for low/high speed paper tape punches scheduled for field

application and to provide cooling fans for the low speed paper tape
punches. At the close of fiscal year 1981, most field modifications
had been completed.

(U) An/GSQ-166 ‘and AW/MSQ-73 Transportable Technical Control
Facilities (TCF) . This PI Program combined the two TCFS into a single
26 foot trailer providing a more efficient facility by expanding mission
operation, circuit operation, and circuit monitoring capabilities . In
fiscal year 1981, application was made by Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD),
California, using an engineering implementation plan developed by USACEEIA.
Ten systems were scheduled for modification, and development of the pro-
totype was completed and undergoing final system testing at SAAD, USACSA
was tasked to evaluate the feasibility of dowsizing these critical
transportable C-E systems, which was accomplished. However, plans to
repackage the TCF into two s-280 shelters were rejected because of
time and cost. During the fiscal y@ar the project was in a hold
situation.

(U) N/GTC-29 (V)2 Transportable Automatic Voice Switching Facility
(AVSF). This product improvement provided for the installation of line
=ioning equipment for 20 circuits in the AVSF , and was expected to
improve reliability and quality of transmission with technical controls
and other communications facilities located some distanc~ away. Additional
funds were reprogrammed from other projects to complete this product im-
provement at Tobyhanna Army Depot. During the fiscal year, the AVSFS were
undergoing final system testing.
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(u) =-38B CommunicationsCentral Housed in a Transportable
S-414. The system consisted of four functional subsystems: the=
subsystem; telephone subsystem; voice frequency telegraph subsystem; and
teletype subsystem. This product improvement was expected to provide the
AN/TsC-38B with a low-level signaling capability to the teletype subsystem
to prevent emnating signal transmissions. In addition, recabling and
equipment standardization would improve reliability and maintainability.
During fiscal year 1979-1981, 16 systms were completed.

(U) ~/TSC-25 Communications Central HO~~ed in ~ Ttan~pOrtable
S-141 ‘Shelter. In fiscal year 1981, this system functioned as a high
frequency radio set which provided the transmission media for teletype-
writer and voice cownications . This product improvement provided low-
level signaling capabilities to existing teletype. It alSO replaced
antenna mast AB-7,$6with the AB-5?7 antenna ust in order to improve
received signal 12vels at antenna and insure mission operation z.ndcap-
ability. SAAD co]npleted 14 systems during fiscal year 1979-1981 with
the remining six systems scheduled for completion during fiscal year 1982.

(U) ~/FTc-31(V) Dial Central office s“it~h. ~is ~“itch ~a~
designed an-~cated by Philco Ford in mid-1960. In fiscal y,aar 1981
there were twelve AN/FTC-31 switches installed “Orldwide, and pr{>posed
product improveme]~twas expected to enhance the operational reli~~bility
and maintainability of the AN/FTC-31 (V). This project was compl{tted in
the third quarter of fiscal year 1981.

(U) Expensf: VersuS Investment Realignment. Realignment Of 764 USACS,A
managed items frormProcurement Appropriation PA) funded to either Procure-
ment Appropriation Secondary II, (PA II) or the Army Stock Fund l:ASF)was
scheduled for 1 October 1981 (fiscal year 1982) . Concurrent with the

appropriation chaIlges, these items would be transferred to Comul]ications-

Elect ronics ComaIld (CECOM) for item management.

(U) Expand~:d use of Computer Terminals. In MaY 1981 USACSA became
the first Fort MoImouth activity to successfully use the Data Entry via
On-line Terminal (DIVOT) system. This system allowed the entry of Co=
modity Co~nd St:lndard System (CCSS) Procurement Work Directives; through
a remote termina 1. It also pemitted reduction of keystrokes by about
50 percent, and simplification of input document preparation, which
resulted in fewerc!rrorsand quicker processing turnaround. By the end

of fiscal year lg81, it was anticipated that essentially all USACSA CCSS
PWDS would be entered with DIVOT, contingent upon installation of a
dedicated teminal..

(U) The Materiel Readiness Branch also acquired a Texas Instrument
“Silent 700” portable remote terminal in June 1981, which waa used to
obtain requisition. status from the Logistics Intelligence File (I,IF)
of the Logistics Control Activity (LcA) at Presidio, California. Nea~
instantaneous availability of status on USACSA requisitions was avail-
able in fiscal yea,r lg81, and action was in process to obtain a~thOr-
ization to access additional data bases with this terminal.
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(U) Bill Of ‘Material for Teleco-nicatiotis Development Projects.
Teleco-nications Development Projects were those projects !authorized
under the provisions of AR 105-22 for resource acquisition dr expenditures
for the installation, modification, rehabilitation or removal of tele-
communications services, equipment, facilities, netwOrks Or systems.
USACSA was responsible for acquiring msterials required for most
of these teleco-nications development projects.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Logistics Directorate monitored

acquisition for 325 Bills of Material comprised of approximately 21,743
line items, which represented worldwide project support. In FY lg81,
404 project Bills of Material were shipped, representing a total of
15,012 line items.

(U) Test, Measure*nt and “Diagnostic Equipment” (WE). fie System
Support Division, ~E Management Branch, provided centralized acquisition
management for USACC,and USACSA ~E reqttirements in FY 1981. TMDE require-

ments were generated from five basic sources which included: new Comuni-
cations-Electronics (CE) systems being fielded to USACC by USACSA or other

services; upgraded or modified CE systems; new or additional USACC ~in-
tenance missions; reconciliation Of authorized TDA shOrtagea as directed
by USACC ; and Foreign Military Sales programa.

(U) TMDE was an integral part “ofthe logistical support concept
for all CE systems and projects. During the past fiscal year, 80 taskings,

representing 1,000 lines of T~E costing a total of $4.3 million, were
processed.

(U) mile fo-1 taaking”and follow-on actions cons~ituted a large
part of the work load, the ~DE Branch Waa interactive “ith other Logistics

Directorate and deputy project manager offices on all mstters concerning

TMDE . In fiscal year 1981, docoments reviewed by the TMDE Branch included
Material Fielding Plans, type classification IRP, TMs, new equipment
introduction plans, and other ILS documentation. USACC T~E excess lists
were screened for items ‘which had been knon for future forecast require-

ments.

Procurement and Product Control

(U) prOduct Assurance. The Product Assurance Division (PAD) prO-

vided support In the areas of quality assurance, test and evaluation,
reliability, maintainability, system safety, production engineering and
humn factors during fiscal year 1981. It was also responsible for coor-

dination of all mteriel release activities.

(U) Primary PAD involvement began with the review Of the project
tasking Comunications-Elec tronics Mission Orders and continued thrOugh
the materiel acquisition cycle to government acceptance Of the cOntractOr’s
supplies and senices.
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(U) The mjor actiyi,ties involved technical specification; state-
ment of wrk and purchase de.ecri~ti,enreyiew,a; acquisition requir,?ments
package preparations; and contractor technical proposal evaluatio~s. Each
of these aphasized the quality assurance provisions, Rellabilit:y and
Maintainability (R~), and testing requirements. COntinuous coor<iination
was maintained, including pre-so!licitation and post-award confere]lce par-
ticipation.

(U) During the contract administration phase, contractor sllbmitted
inspection test pr~cedures and M predictions were evaluated, fi:rstar-
ticle inspection results were analyzed, and appropriate plant and site
contacts were made to survey the contractor ‘S quality assurance ((/A)
efforts as a joint effort with the delegated Contractor Administration

QA representative.

(U) All but a few USACSA assigned projects involved the Product
Assurance Division. The following projects required and received extra-
ordinary emphasis : DW, Low Speed Time Division Multiplexer, Air Traffic
Control (ATCCSS, TVOR, Radmes), AN/FTc-31 Enhancement, MD-918 MOI)EM, Fort

Hood Telephone Systems, Electronic Private Automatic Branch Excha]~ges,
(Site R, RATS, Red Cloud Bunker, BASC~ 82), NICS-TR and severa:lmjor
sub-projects of th,a~lCCS Program.

(U) Prior to 1978, materiel acquired for the US Amy Comu}~icationa
Comand was exempt ,from the DARCW Wteriel Release Program. ~el~ the

exemption was withdrawn, management of this effort within the age]xcywas
assigned to the Lo,gistics Directorate. Late in the previous fiscal year,
the mnagement was transferred to the Procurement and Product Control
Directorate (P&PC) and assigned to the Program kalysis (PA) Divi:sion,

which prepared the required annual forecast and processed each required
quarterly update. Each deputy project mnager was provided assistance

in preparing the forecast input and in preparing Materiel Release Package
for local release recommendation and DARC~ release approval. Ducing the
year, one conditional release (~-10107/F) and one full release (/m/TSQ-
117) were approved.

(U) Procurement Services DivisiOn. The Procurement Services

Division (PSD) served as the agency focal point for acquisition manage-
ment guidance. Department of Defense and Army acquisition management

directives and policies were reviewed, implemented, and used aa gllides
in the preparation of Acquisition Requirements Packages. During ,fiscal

year 1981, 25 final packages were reviewed with an estimated value of
$99 million. A review of all SolleSource Statements was also conducted
and, during the fiscal year, 121 were reviewed having a total estimated
value of $17.7 million.

(U) A significant milestone occurred with the writing of tl~e
,!Development and R,evie~ of Acquisition Requirements Package (AHF)>” an

internal regulation, which provided detailed instructions to agency
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personnel on how to process an acquisition package, A ma,~or effort was
undertaken during the fiscal year to compile and publish a USACSA Con-
tracts List. It provided managment with a listing and status of active

contracts mnaged by various deputy project managers and functional dir-
ectorates. Policies and procedures were also developed for cataloging,
accwulating and disseminating lessons l@arned so that agency personnel
could benefit from the experience of others.,

(U) Data Management ‘Office (DMO) . In fiscal year 1981, the Data
Management Office provided advice and support in the area of data mnage-
ment, as well as the application of specifications and standards to USACSA

acquisitions. A total of 25 Acquisition Requirements Packages were reviewed
and tailored to provide the mini- essential data to the Government and

to eliminate cost driving requirements that were non-essential . Each pack-
age was reviewed at different stages of development to ensure compliance
with necessary directives .

(U) ho classes on Data Management and the Application of Specifi-
cations and Standards were taught to agency personnel, which were geared
to the practical application of these disciplines to the assembling of
the Acquisition Requirements Package. During the fiscal year a mjor

accomplishment was the e1imination of the Management Systems Sumary List,
DD Fom 1660, from all acquisitions because it did not serve any meaning-

ful purpose. The action was initiated by the DMO on 16 March 1979, and
persistent follow-up “action finally resulted in its elimination, saving
the Amy substantial manhours and dollars.

(U) Configuration Management Division. The Configuration Management
(CM) Division provided policy, direction and guidance in the implement-

ation of the USACSA Configuration Management Program during the fiscal
year. The judicious application and unique tailoring of CM to each spe-
cific project resulted in approval of only those change proposals that
provided significant benefit to the Government.

(U) Ten Configuration Control Boards (CCB), chaired by division
personnel, were activated for the review and evaluation of miscellaneous
engineering change proposals, equipment improvement recommendations, re-

quests for deviations/waivers, and suggestions. The following Configur-
ation Control Boards were active: Automtic Secure Voice Communications

Systems, Digital %dio and Multiplexer Acquisition, European Telephone
System; Standard Remote TerminaF, Automatic Digital Network, USACC Com-

munications-Electronics Transportable Systems, Joint Crisis Management
Capability 2/3, and Fort Hood Telephone System Upgrade.

(U) Also in fiscal year 1981, Configuration Management plans for

the following projects were “prepared, coordinated, and published: Enhance-
ment of the European Comand and Control Console System; US/European Com-
mnd Near Tem High-Frequency Radio Upgrade; and Fort Hood Telephone
System Upgrade. Previously published CM plans were revised consistent
with the development of new data. The revision of CM plans was a con-
tinual action accomplished as required during the fiscal year.
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(.U] “Yalue E%ineerifig” (.VE). The Configurateion Management Division—
administered the U$ACSA Value Engineering Program, i technique which
proved to be {anestablished and Yereatile mean~ for controlling or re-
ducing coste, In fiscal year 1981, VE produced aighificant cost reduct-
ions through systematic functign/cost analyeis of products :lnd servicels
and subsequent:elimination or reduction of coet elements not essential )to

the performance, Reliability, quality, maintainability, and tlafetyof
the product o]:service. VE achieved opt~- results as a management
tool when applied to technical documentation, integrated logi.gtics sup-
port, design, test, manufacture, packaging, construction, installation, and
transportatiorl.

(U) During, fiscal year 1981, individual and group VE effort e resulted
in $556,306 v:~lidated savings to the Department of the Army. ~ orienttl- -
tiona consisted of training in the Contractual Aspect e/Principles and
Application of VE.

(U) Environmental Quality. Uuring fiecal year 1981, the ~ Div-
ision aleo implemented the USACSA Environmental Quality Program. The
primary function inclvded the review and evaluation of technical require-
ments and statements-of-work for each mjor project or task to determine
the potential environmental impact on the quality of the human environ-
ment. A one-day Environmental Quality Semimr was Siven to agency per-
sonnel and further training waa scheduled for fiscal year 1982.

Cotiunications Projects and Eqtiiments

(U) Air Traffic Control “Communications Switching System. Each
US Amy airfield or heliport had to communicate by radio with=craft
enroute or on the ground; comnications were also necessary between
air traffic co]~trollers, other air services and the Federal Aviation

Administration, for coordination and control. It wae the fllnctionof
an Air Traffic Control Communications Switching System to integrate the
various comunicat ions elements into a centralized facility.

(U) Equi]?menc ueed for this purpose in fiscal year 1981 was desig-
nated the AN/FsW-8 and had been in the field for about 15 years . It did
not have the ability to interface and integrate all the c-r~ications
functions needc~d for effective air traffic control. Consequeritly, inde-
pendent subsystems were used to accomplish the needed communications
functions.

(U) In Fe!bruary 1977, the US Army Communications Co-rid tasked
USACSA with a g,rogram to acquire commercially modified equipment that
would replace w,arious subsystems and integrate communications into a
single console syetem. The tasking included the provision for eecur@
voice, which later proved to be too costly and resulted in the cancel-
lation of a solicitation in September 19?8.
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(U) USACSA was assigned a similar task in April 1979 to buy off-
the-shelf consoles without secure voice capability. This procurement
action had moved through the product identification stage and during the

fiscal year was in the solicitation phase, with contract award scheduled
for October 1981. It was anticipated that approximately 60 systems would
be acquired over the next five years.

(U) Digital ‘tidlo and ‘Multiplexer “Acqufsitiod (DM) . In fiscal
year 1981, the D- Program provided for the acquisit ion of comon digital
multiplexer and radios for use by the Amy, Navy and Air Force. Three
equipment specifications were coordinated with industry. A multi-year
requirements contract was awarded to Thompson, Rams Woolridge, Incorporated
(TRW) in July 1976 for the first level multiplexer, AN/FCC-98(V), which

wOuld accept 3, 6, 12 or 24 ,channels of voice, and combine these into a
single, high-speed digital signal. Acceptance of the first production
units was made in June 1978. The equi~ent was also compatible with
the requirement of all three Services and the National Security Ag@ncy.

(U) A three-year requirements contract for the second level multi-
plexer, AN/FCC-99(V) and the radio,
TRW, Incorporated in April 1977.

AN/FRC-170 series, was awarded to
Two option periods for the extension

of the contract in two-year increments were priced and contained in the
contract.

(U) FULDA AAF (NATo) project. The FULDA AAF Upgrade modernized
the airfield so that it would be capable of instrument flight rule oper-
ations. Thu~ , a control tower, additional radios, radar system, navi-
gational equipment, meteorological equipment, cable d?str?bntian
system and ETS were required. Also, additional facility construction
was required to support the ATC requirements and influk of aviation
equipment and personnel.

(U) The upgrade of the FULDA AAF was funded hy NATO US Special
Programs (USSP), with the funds being released to MOD Bonn 14 June 1979,
Because local objection was made to expanding airfield operations, no
authority was given to proceed toward contract award. However, the
German Courts ruled in favor of the US military construction, and the

OFD Frankfurt was instructed on 19 March 1,980to immediately resume
actions on the NATO design for construction.

(U) Project requirements were stabilized and CEEIA-Europe was in
the process of developing the schedule and Engineering Installation
Package (EIP) during fiscal year 1981. In addition, land acquisition

needed for the NDB and runway lighting system (oDALs) was in the negot-
iation stages.

(U) No project schedules had been established by yearend fiscal
year 1981.
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(U) Glebelstddt ‘Army“Afrfield:(NATO) ‘Ptoje.ct. In fiscal vear 1981,
the project encolnpassed building an entire high activity airfie~ld, includ-
ing hangars, conltrol tower, remote co~nicatlons building, nondirectional
beacon building and a building to house the cmunicat20ris cent[:r,‘dial
central office, :~ndspace for a future microwave temlnal. This field,
when activated, ~tas expected to support a battal~on of Amy attack heli-

copters and one of the mst mdern Amy a$rf?elds in Europe.

(U) Approxf:mtely 100 items of tijor equipents mre inst:,lled,
including the ne~r family of radios, telwisioti systm, rada~; nc,ndirec-
tional beacon, me.serological systm, and a complet@ airfield lighting
system. Contract had been awarded for TCC building construct.ior and ETS
(European Telephclne System) acquisition was in process. The prcject
was 99 percent cc,mplete at yearend FY 1981.

(U) Low Speed Time ‘Division “Multiplexer’(LSTDN). The requirement
for the acquisition of=. LSTDM was “established ‘bythe Defense Commun-
icationsAgency in 19?7. It was expected to satisfy Tri-Service require-
ments for a multiplexer/daul tiplexer capable of accepting incremental
port rates from 36 bits per second (BPS) up to 32 kilobits per second

(.KBPS);and provide incremental combined channel output rates from 1.2
KBPS to 256 KBPS as a single combined channel rate.

(U) Initial requirements were for 1200 units. The contract for
this project was a three-year requirement contract and was awarded
in August 1980 to Dataproducts New England, Incorporated.

.,.,

(U) Minimum Essential EmeTgenCY Comunicat ions Network (ME5CN)
Amy Phase II. Tlheoverall MEECN Program included designated Wo:~ide
Military Co~nd and Control Communications Systems as5ets used to com-
municate with US :Forces. The ~ECN Phase II Program was expect(~d to
be a highly survi.cable low frequencyivery low frequency comunic:%tion
system, and provide reliable and secure transmission to designat’:d DOD
users.

(U) By fisc:,lyear 1981, the installation at the Alternate National
Military Co-rid Center of two teletype mdulator interface unit:}and
installation of the low frequency buried antenna were completed. The
transportable configuration prototype of radio receiver sets were: com-
pleted and tested;,and termination of centralized mnagement was expected
to be completed u{)oninstallation of the ~ECN Message Processing System.

(U) Non-Dire!ctional Beacon Program (NDB). This program was expected
to provide-: ectional beacon facilities to serve Army aviation re-
quirements worldwide in fiscal year 1981. The NDB facilities to be pro-
vided consisted of non-directional beacon, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion FA-9782, antenna system, monitor slam receiver, and shelter.
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(U) The monitor alarm receiyer ~S installed i,nthe control tower to
proyide continuous statua of the NDB., The unit p~oyid~ an aural and
visual alarm ?f the NDB fal~ to ne,et pre-set standards.

(U) Three contracts were awarded for NDB equipment: One on General

Services Administration (GSA) Schedule to purchase transmitters (beacons)
ATUS and antennaa. Tke second was a sole source contract for data to
support the GSA Scheaule items and transmitter changeover units to be
uses at aual transmitter sites in Europe. The thira was a competitive
contract for the monitor receivers which included hardware and data.
Initial requirements wme for 80 sites located in CONUS, Europe, Turkey,

and Japan. The CMO was amended December 1979, increasing the require-
ments to 90 sites.

(U) All NDB equipments were on contract to Nautel, ‘Maine, Incorpor-
ated, and had been deliverea to Sacramento Army Depot, In aadition to
the above, 40 fiberglass shelters were procured ana aelivered by Grasis,
Corporation. Installation with full logistlc support was scheduled to
start in March 1982 and be completes later that year.

(U) Pilot ‘to Forecaster, Flight Following ‘aria‘Advisor’s AAF/AHP

-. In fiscal year 1981, the objectives of this ground C-E/NAVAIDS
Project, which consisted of installation efforts at 57 worldwide loca-
tions, had three objectives . It would provide for the control of VHF/
UHF and FM radio transmitters and receiver equipments from remotely

located operators’ positions at a given Army airfield or heliport or
Flight Control Center (FCC) location and for Pilot Meteorological Services

at any AAF (Army Airfield), AHP (Army Heliport) or FCC (Flight Control
Center) facility. It would modernize some, but not all, Flight Control
Centers with new equipment such”as radios, table top consoles, a recorder/
reproducer, as determined by the CEEIA engineers; ana it would provide
for the total ground C-E/NAVAIDS modernization of an advisor AAF/MP
facility which would incluae equipment such as new radios, antennas,
recabling, grounding, meteorological services, and recorder/reproducer.
The table top console waa only a small part.

(U) A General Services Administration contract for the table top
consoles, G8M’s Model #/TTC-8-800, and associated subassemblies was awarded
to G~ Corporation, Medford, New Jersey, in September 1979. Subsequent ly,

a provisioning COntraCt for full logistics support was awardea to GSM
Corporation on 21 March 1980.

(U) Standard Modular ATC Tower Project. In “fiscal year 1981,
this project callea for the replacement of outdated and/or inadequate
control towers with a six-story modular tower plus cab at eight Amy

Airfielas (AAF). Tower construction was an MCA project managed by
Corps of Engineers , Installation of communications ana electronics
equipment had been cmpletea at five AAF facilities which haa been
commissioned and were operational at yearend FY 1981.
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(,U) New towe.xawere. constructed at Godman and Libby Ar]nyAirfields

and C-E installation materials were being acquixed.. C-E equipment, in-
stallation, test and acceptance, and commissioning sho~~ldBe accomp-

lished during fiscal year 1982.

(U) Tefininal ‘VW ~nl-Range (.TVOR).Project. me Termi]lal‘VHFtini-

Range (TVO~?roject was expected to prmiae modern TVOR facilities at
26 sites including 23 in the continental united States, tm i.nEurope,
and one in Ko]rea. The TVOR fac212ty cons?sted of a transmitter, antenna,
monitor, shelter, ana automt?c teminal infor=tion sem~ce equipment.
The system wao expectea to provide azimuth hearing information to air-
craft; transmiLtassigned call letters for identification in the form of
an audible th]:ee-letter international Morse Code; and broadcast weather
ana aavisory ?:nfo~tion without aitirupting the navigational signal. The
TVOR station t70ula be continuously mnitorea by a fiela detector unit.

(U) A cc,ntract for the TVOR was amraed to E-Systems if September
lg77; ana all TVORS and Automatic Terminal lnfo~tion Service equip-
ment was deliw,erea to the sites. Installation of the TVORS began in
June 1979 ana was expectea to centinue as site preparation was completed.
Installation of comtinication ana “electronic equipment was completes at
23 facilities, 15 of which were commissioned by the Feaeral Aviation

Administration

European Telephone Systerns

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the objective of the European TelephOne

Systems (ETS) Project was to consolidate ana upgrade existing telephone
switching facilities to moaern state-of-the-art electronic aigital switch-
ing equipment serving US forces in Europe.

(U) In December 1976, the German Minister of Defense asked the
Secretary of Defense to consider allowing the Federal Minister of Posts
and Telecommunications to satisfy the US “ETS requir~ents. Negot-
iation between governments at the cabinet level, with the US ,krmy rep-
resenting DOD, resultea in a Memorandum of Una@rstanding (MOU) formally
agreeing to this proposition. The MOU, signea in November 19’78,estab-
lished a ceilil~gprice of 186.2 million Deutsche Marks (DM) for the
procurement of 112 US Army switches. The actual agreement to proceea
with the ETS Project was signea in Bonn, Feaeral Republic of Gemany,
between the two governments on 15 April 1980.

(U) In filscalyear 1981, Siemens AG, Munich, was the pr~.me contractor
for manufacture ~na installation of the switches for the DBl?,ana KN-101
electronic switch was developea by Siemens for use in the ETS network.

(U) Durirlg fiscal year 1981, site surveys were conaucteil at Frankfurt,
Munich, hiserslautern, Giebelstadt, Stuttgart, ana Heidelberg. In August
1981, the Garlstadt switch was cutover to operation, ana the official
ribbon-cutting ceremony was hela 3 September 1981.
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Pentagon Telec~mmunicatiori9 “Centers

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Pentagon Telecommunications Centers
Project provided for the development, engineering, acquisition, lnstal-
Iation, tests, ana cutover to operation of a consolidated telecommuni-

cationscenter system. It was aesigned to support cmunications require-
ments of the Joint Chiefs of.Staff (.JCS)and the headquarters of the
Department of the Army, Navy, AiT Force In the Pentagon, and the Command-
ant of the Marine Corps ana the Chief of Naval Personnel in the Arlington
Annex, plus other subscribers in the National Capital Region. The
system Woula consist of four major elements: a central cmputer complex

(CCC) locatea in the Pentagon; an alternate central computer complex
(ACCC) with capabil$tles equivalent to the CCC at Site R; four staff
service centers (SSC) and rmote terminals,

(U) The most recent significant achievements included delivery,
installation, ana incremental cutover of a Multiple Automated Printing
System (MAPS) with final cutover occurring during May 1981. ~S pro-
vided an aut-tea message reproduction and collating capability which
replaced existing printing presses, thereby automating one of the most
labor intensive areas of message processing and handling. In fiscal

year 1981, the capability was expanaea to include the Site R locations.
The JCS Telecommunications Centers in the Pentagon and at Site R and the

ACCC were cutover on 14 December 1980.

(U) Site preparations were completed during May - June 1981 for
the ACC ana Site R SSC locations. The commercial and auxiliary power

upgrade supporting the CCC was completed 18 January 1981. The upgrade
of the uninterruptible power supply (UPS) system supporting the CCC and
the two SSCS in the Pentagon was completes on 5 June 19S1. With these
actions, all mjor site preparation activities were completed.

(U) Transition to Operation and Maintenance (O&M) was expected
to occur with the successful implementation of new hardware and associated
software upgraaes.

Research ana Development Systems

(U) Alternate Power Sources for DCS LOS Radio Sites. In fiscal
year 1981, the objective of the project was to evaluate the feasibility
of using commercially available solar cells, wind and thermoelectric
generators, and batteries ana control logic to provide a reliable power
source for unattended DCS LOS radio sites. A test bea was established

at USMPG, Fort Huachuca, Arizona, and installation of the alternate
power sources at the test bed was completed in September 1981. Test
and evaluation activities started in September 1981.

(U) Defense Switched ‘Network‘Access Area” (DSNAA). The DSNAA
task included the concept formulation and validation of voice and aata

switching system architectures for the DCS Access Area environment.
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The objectives !Lere tc prnvide reduced Operation and Maintenance
cost, increased communications survivability, and the provisiori of evolv-
able network, which could eyolve through technological advanceulents.

(U) Durins fiscal year 1981, Western Electric and GTE wel:eawarded
competitive contracts for the conceptual development of the Ac<:ess Area
environment. Fllnctional and perfor~nce specifications, transition and
acquisition str~ategies, and plans for validation testing were l]nder
development. T,~lephoneManagaent and Distributed Switching equipment
was installed a]ndplaced Into operation to ~aluate Autontic Message

Accounting/Least Cost Routing Tecfin2ques an,dthe exten~ to whi(:h dis-
tributed witching could be iInplemented by placing Remdte Subscriber
Units near the telephone subscribers. Tn add$t~on, acquisition? of two
Demand Assigment Multiple Access (DAMA) satellite teminals was initiated

for evaluation of this network alternative for DCS.

(U) DCS Facilities. In fiscal year 1982, this project was expected
to develop design recoaendations to enhance the %nivability of selected
DcS facilities . As Project Mnager, USACSA tasked the Huntsville Division
of the US Amy Corps of Engineers to perform the site analysis /recomend-
ations task. USARDH developed a Progra Management Plan for this project
which was coordinated with all MILDEPs. It was expected that the selected
DCS site analysis phase would begin in October 1981.

(U) ~tal Data Modem “~-918 /GRC. This project comprised the
development, fabrication, test and evaluation of eight Engineering Develop-
ment (ED) mdel. s of a Digital Data Modem ~-918/GRC for transulission of
digital signalslover DCS tropospheric scatter radio transmission links.

(U) Basei[upon DCA requirements, a contract was awarded in August

1979 to the developer, GTE Sylvania, Incorporated, to modify the pre-
viously developed ED models so they would interface with Digital Radio

and Multiplex]: Acquisition (DW) equipment on two operatiorial tropo
links in Europ(] as part of the DEB transmission system. The ED models
were modified, tested, and accepted in August 1981.

(U) In G,?mny, on-site user testing was to be performe(i using
the ED models in an operatiorlal environment operating over thf:Bocksberg
to Berlin tropf~link prior to cutover as operational units on this link.

(U) Future DCS Line-of-Site (LOS). In fiscal year 1981, the future
DCS LOS pr~t had as its objective the development of a digital LOS
radio family wlhichwould be survivable/recons titutable, tuneaole, jam-
resistant, spectrm efficient and cost-effective to build, buy and om
for the DCS in the 1990s. The program would also be evolutionary, with
two phases: development of a Dw compatible reconstitution radio and
enhancement of the D= radio; and development of the next generation
DCS LOS radio family.
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(.U) Two procurement packages were prepared: a reconstitution radio
analysis with TRW Incorporated, and a systernsanalysis for the next gener-
ation DCS radio. Contract awards were ude in Sept~ber 1981. A spec=
ification for the engineering deyel~pment of eight reconstitution radios
was coordinated within the DCS comunitg, “During the fiscal year a pro-
curmenc package was being prepared for a second quarter fiscal year 1982
contract award.

(U) “DCS‘Multiplex@* ‘Family. Tn fiscal year 1981, the DCS Multi-
plexer Family Program had as its objective the development of an evo-
lutionary digital multiplexer family for the DCS in the 1990s. There
would be two phases: enhancement ana aevelopment of the next generation
DCS multiplexer fmily.

(U) A two-year system analysis was startea with the Institute for
Telecommunications Sciences at Boulaer, Coloraao to aefine the multiplex-
ing system requirements for the 1990s.

(U) Interconfiect Fiber “Optics. This project aaaressea the develop-
ment of canaiaate fiber optic technology equi~ent ana systems for imple-
mentation in the base, contingency, ana Echelon Above Corps (EAC) environ-

ments in lieu of metallic cable for c~unications interconnect appli-
cations.

(U) In lg8L BOOZ, Allen and Hamilton, Incorporate completes an
analysis/evaluation of canaiaate fiber optic technology, associated
hardware, ana applications to interconnect systems.

. .
In aadltlon, a

Statement of Work for the installation of a fiber optic transmission
link between two DCOS at Fort Monmouth, New Jersey was completes. An
invitation for bias was then issued in July 1981 for this 4-fi link
having a 700 pair capacity, to proviae a aigital interoffice trunk cap-
ability and to pemit R&D testing of tbe longer wavelength technology.

(U) Theater Nuclear Forces Communications System (TNFCS). In the
fiscal year, the objective of the Theater Nuclear Forces Communications
System (T~CS) programwas the impr~vement of comand ana control com-
munications of theater nuclear forces. The role of the DPM for R&D
Systems was one of supporting the program by managing required RDTE
efforts.

(U) Fiscal year 1981 RDTE efforts for tbe TNFCS incluaea the

Frequency Management System, Extenaed Range Co-nicat ions Invest igation,
ana the Near-Vert ica1 Inciaence Sk~ave Antenna development. The Fre-
quency Management System consistea of ANfTRQ-35, chirp sounaer equip-
ments and the PROPWST Frequency Preaict~on Module, ana was being performed
by Naval Ocean Systems Center. The Extbnaea Range Comunicat ions Inves-
tigation, being perfoxmea by the Institute of Telecommunications Sciences,
was stuaying the feasibility of using burst transmission at HF and VRF
frequencies for transmission of low rate data. The Near-vertical Incidence
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SkywaveAntenna prOjeCt’s objective WaSthe fabrication and testing Of
an”Advanced Deyeiopment Model of an HF anteDna suitable for shelter
mount ing.

Switched Systems

(U) “AUTODIN “Upgrade’Pkdgtarn”- FY”1978-79 t The
of the fiscal year 1978-1979 AUTODI,N Upgrade Program
out, obsolete equipments with state-of-the-rt items

primary objective
was to replace worn
to make AUTCIDIN

automtic switching centers supportable thrOugh ~ggo.

(U) The orif;inal concept was modified to ~nclude the concurrent
development of the?OPS-12 software program wib~ an integrated hal:dware/
software approach. The fiscal year 1978-1979 AUTODIN Upgrade Program
was separated into two phases due to multi-year funding Of the Pl!Ogram.
Phaae I acquired the design and implementation plan. Phase 11 covered

design engineering!, software and hardware design verif~catifn at ‘he
Fort Detrick AUTOFAC installation, test and acceptance at the FO!:tGOrdOn
Training Facility and the six oversea AUTODIN switching centers ~~ IOC

of the last site !ias scheduled for November lg81.

(U) “AUTOSNOCOM “Life Cycle Extension “Prograti(~CEP) , ALCKP was
the near term 198:2-1985 program to improve and expand narrowband and
wideband service within AUTOSEVOCOM. The program consisted of the re-

phcement of existing narrowband terminals and the expansiOn Of sllbscriber ‘
service using the VINSON-based terminal. In addition, five wideband

AN/FTC-31 switches would be expanded to accommodate increased trjnking
and subscriber requirements. The program also called for leasin;~of

two wideband autolnatic secure voice switches and relocating two AN/FTC-31
switches. A draft Management Engineering Plan (MEP) was coordinated in
fiscal year 1981 ‘between the MILDEPS. TCS memorandum dated 27 January

1981 implemented the ALCEP.

(u) Base Telecommunications “System Upgrade. This p~ogram “was expected
to upgrade~lephone systems orIArmy posts with modern subscriber

features and ‘services required in the lg80s. The prOgram included re-
placement of obsolete electromechanical equipment with state-of-the-art
~lectronic digital switches, upgrading cable facilities with digital car-

rier equipment, and prOvisiOn Of push-butt On te~ephOnes.
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(U) The first post to be upgraded was Fort Hood, Texas; and a Com-

petit ive contract was awarded to CENTEL, Incorporated on 7 August 1981
for that upgrade. Fiscal year 1982 upgrades were being planned for Aberdeen/
Edgewood, Maryland; Fort McPherson/Gil lem, Georgia; and Fort Bragg, North
CarO 1ina. Fiscal year 1983 upgrades were being planned for Fort Riley,

&nSas; Fort Huach”ca, Arizona; and FOrt Gordon, GeOrgia.

(0) Call,Director System CD-134. This system was developed to enable
up to six subscribers to use a single wideband secure voice, KY-3 . It was
sufficiently flexible to permit conferencing all six subscribers, or to
provide exclusive use by any one of the subscribers; plus, it had a ruth-
less preempt capability for the primary subscriber.

(U) The..fiscal year 1982 acquisition effort had progressed to a point
of placing a fixed price delivery order against a Basic Ordering Agreement
with Dynatech for 144 systems and a full complement of support data.

(U) It was decided to enhance the AN/FTC-31 switch by using state-
of-the-art design criteria and components, which were intended to achie”e
a mean-time-to-repair of 30 minutes and a switch failure rate of not more
than one hour per year., Power, control logic, and regenerator-repeater
subsystems were replaced with state-of-the-art subsystems. Hardware
logic, for example, was replaced with redundant microprocessors.

(U) A contract to complete these objectives was awarded to Ford
Aerospace Communications Corporation in December 1977. Enhancement of
the final switch was completed in June 1980, and residual problems in
software/hardware and logistics were being resolved in fiscal year 1981.

(U) C-E Support for Vertical FOrce Development Management Infer_
mat ion System (VFDMIS). In fiscal year 1981, the VFDMIS comcept was to
provide interactivity between auuroximately 73 major comands/instal-rr-
iations worldwide and two computers within the US-Army Management Systems
Support Agency (USAMSSA) located in the Pentagon. Each location would
be provided with a keyboard video display device titled by the user as
an RAD (Remote Access Device) . Most of these devices would be located in
fixed locations in support of force development activities/offices .
Transportable M configurations would be employed at corps level .

(U) This MIS would use the AUTODIN II Net~Ork for interactive
traffic and the future AUTODIN 1/11 Network for the bulk data which would
be fowarded to the local Telecommunications Center (TCC) as normal
over-the-counter service traffic.
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(U) Initial tasking in January 1980 included the acquisition and
installation of 73 Ws and non-standard front-end processors (FEP) to
interface the.USMSSA host computer system to insure proper connectivit~f
under the DGA AUTODTN ~r systeti, In July 1980, a final C~O was prO-

vided which added the requiraent to insure that all dedicatt!d “long
line” users ojtthe USANSSA computer system were connected VIlkAUTODIN 1:[
and that a Colmunfcations Control Unit (.CCU)was leased (in ~.ieuof an FEp)
to interface t:hehosts with the AUTODrN rI network.

(U) During the fiscal war, Western Union was developing the Host

Specific Inte~rface (HSr) which would be used in conjunction ~fith the CCU
to establish (connectivity to AUTODIN 11. Hardware and softwi]re/firmare

requirements l>ad not been fully defined by the requiring ac~:ivity.
Acquisition a<:tlonwae being held in a~eyance pending clarification of
requirements.

(u) Dua’1‘Frequency Signaling Unit--AUTOVON. rn fiscal year lg82,
the Dual F~uency Signal~ng Unit Project was a multi-Servicl~ procurement
by the Air Force to prov?de improved signaling equipent for use in the
Defense Comu!nications System Overseas AUTOVON System. The Jnits would

replace the existing Single Frequency Signaling Units which vaere prone
to faulty signaling.

(U) A procurement contract was awarded by the Air Fore e to Car
Ted Industries for delivery of 5,859 units. The Army was responsible
for the site engineering and installation of the un?ts at Army sites.

(U) ~ean AdrniflistratiOriTelephOrie SySt~ (~TS). This prOject,
designed to replace the manual switchboards at nine sites in Korea with
digital EPABX, was expected to reduce personnel requirements by 63

spaces. Contract was awarded to Page Communications Engineers, Incorpor-
ated, on 21 December 1979 for EFI and T of nine EPABXS with contractor
maintenance for the first year. Follow-on maintenance was contracted
with Page Communications Engineers through fiscal year 1982.

(U) Although by fiscal year 1981, eight of the nine switch systenls
had been installed, the last switch
had not been installed.

, originally destined for Sihung Ni,
Numerous sites had been considered and elimi-

nated due to technical requirements. In fiscal year 1981, a study was
conducted at Camp Mercer and at the Headquarters of the 1st Signal
Comand at Yongsan, to determine if the ninth EPABX could be used at
either location.

(U) It was anticipated that additional switches would be installed
at the Combir~ed Field Amy Co-rid and Control Comunicat ions Bunker
(CFACCCB) at Camp Red cloud, Korea, and at Building s-2327, CamP Stanl~~Y,

Korea.
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(U) NICS-T~ “AUTODIN “Device. This program was expected to provide
12 4UTODI,N Interface,Devices to interface the AUTODIN I systm with the

NATO Integrated Comun~atign,s System-Telet~pe Automatic ~elay Equipment
(NTCS-TW ) system. The equ~pment would he gtate+Of~the-act electronic

digital devices with programmable logic capability to interface and con-
trol messages between the two systems.

(U) The contract a~rd fOr this competitive solicitation was forecast
for early 1982.

(U) Pfogra~ble “Digital VOiCe c~nfepefl~~flgS~B_SY~t~ DCU-AN/FTC-52.
The Secure Voice Digital Cmferencing sub-system wae developed by DCA
under an ~T&E contract to meet required operational capabilities for
conference calls between wldeb,and subscribers and mltlple narrowband

subscribers via AUTOSEVOCOM.

(U) DCA dev@loped and installed two systems fn Pearl Harbor in
November 1977. These systems were operated and extensively tested, and
proved to be a viable concept for conferenc?ng digital secure voice
signals. A contract was awarded in October 1979 to General Atronics for
15 units which were in production in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Secure Voice ~mprovment pr.gram (SVIp). Svtp “a. the long-
tem program to Improve and expand secure voice service in the Defense
Communications Systems (DCS) . Wen’ fully implemented, SVIP was expected
to serve up to 10,000 subscribers and provide interoperability between

DCS subscribers and other communities, including tactical, civil, govern-
ment, and NATO systems.

(U) The AUTOSEVOCOM system in use during the fiscal year was
expected to be phased out as improved secure voice ser”ice, including
Automatic “Key Distribution, was provided via AUTOVON. The system
would consist of a modified version of the civil terminal (STU-11)
being developed by NSA. The civil terminal and the DOD terminal (SST)

would ahare the same Key Distributiofl Center (KDC) also being developed
by NSA. The SVIP was not expected to be operational until the 1990s ,

(U) Standard Network Front End (SNFE). C~l Memorandum, dated
27 June 1979, directed DCA to develop mnagement and technical approaches
to achieve a Standard Network Front End for the near tem (1980-1984)

and mid term (1984-1988).

(U) The Network Front End was intended to relieve host computers
comunlcating via AUTODIN I from some of th@ network related processing
and to prov<de alternate network access for terminal users independent
of local host computer status, It consisted of a m~ni~c@mpuCer interp~sed
between a host computer and a communications netwrk, which would be a
tri-Service project restricted to Phase ~ fo~ the near tem (1980-1984).
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(U) In Decmber 1979, C31 directed that DCA use the Army as the
procurement activlty fOT Phase Z; and on,12 February 1980, USACSA was

tasked with this effort, The tasking waa.very li~ite.d in scope, and
these 1im3tat?ons would hwpe,r pr~~am management.

(U) A request for designation of a Lead Military Department (LMD)
was forwarded to C31 from DCA on 19 May 1980. C31 met with the Servicee
in July 1980 and tasked the AF to see tiat resources would be’required if
they were designated L~, This agency mote an acquisition stra,tegypaper
and was awaiting further tasking at yearend fiscal year 1981,

Telecommunications; Automtibti “and““Control‘Sy$t-s

(U) Aut(mated ‘Multi-Media ‘Exchange”(-).. h fiscal :rear 1981,
the Autom~ MU1 ti-Media Exchange (- ) Level Automated Tel.ecomuni -
cations Cente]? (ATCC) was a record comunicatlons system des;tgned to
repIace and eIlhanceexisting systms at selected locations. In particu-
lar, the syst(:mwould provide faster witer-to-reader sem”ic{:;would

provide a stojre-and-forward message switching system between remote
subscribers al]dAUTODrN; provide automsted supervision of communications;

and provide tilecapability to electrically interface H and its remote
subscribers with local data processing installations.

(U) The ME-ATCC consisted of four subsystems: - subsystem,
Patch and Test Facility subsystem, Remote Teminsl subsystem, and Data
Processing Installation subsystem. These facilities replaced manually

operated semi-automated telecommunications systems at eleven sites:
Oakland Amy Ease, California, activated in October 1974; Redstone Arsenal,
Alabam, activated in August 1975; Software Support Center, Fort Huachu.ca,
Arizona, activated in 1975; Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, activ-
ated in July 1976; Bailey’s Crossroads, Virginia, activated in December
1976; Yongsan, Korea, activaLed in August 1978; Baltimore, Maryland, ac-

tivated in November 1978; Heidelberg, Genany, activated in April 1979;
Stuttgart, Germany, activated in April 1980; Atlanta, Georgia, activated
in May 1981; and Berlin,’Germany, activated in July 1981.

(U) During the fiscal year an M was in the installation and
implementation phase for Frankfurt, Germany. The M contract allowed
for acquisition of 27 systems with an option to acquire eight additional
systems.

(U) Com,bined Forces Atiy Co-rid and Control Cotiunic2tions Bunker

(CFA-C3B) ~ea. The Combined Forces Army Comand and Control Comuni--
cations Bunke=(CFA-C3B) Project, Korea, was assigned by CEMO-B-80-FKS--
364, dated 14.August 1980. It enhanced the C3 sy~tm $ncluding the rel-
ocation to a protective underground bunker, The project W:LSexpected
to upgrade tk,etelephone switch, outside cable plant, message center,
AUTOSEVOCOM, AUTOVON facility, and the technical control facility.
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Criminal Investigation

(U) Operat ion and “Mana~etientIriformat~,onSyS,temS; Th.qCriminal
Investigation Division Operation and ‘Maqag~ent Infomatlon Systems
(CIDOMIS) Project was assigned by C~O B81+O0-194, dated 10 JUly 1979
and incIuded two phases.

(U) Phase I would provide non-secure remote teminal communications
capability through AUTODTN from 36 locations of the US Army Criminal
Investigation Division (.USACrD)Operation and Management Information System
directly to a central .~~ter system located at the USACrD Crime Records

Center, Baltimore, Maryland.

(U) Phase Ir would provide remote teminal communications through
AUTODIN or 35 additional teminals at OCONUS locations In Europe and
the Pacific areas.

(U) High Speed Digital Secure Facsimile (HsDn).. The High Speed
Digital Secure Facsimile (HSDSF), Phase I and 11 Project was assigned by
CEMO-B-78-FO-0223 on 10 January 1977. The HSDST Program covered the
installation, at 70 CONUS and 34 OCONUS Army sites, of a standard unit
capable of scanning and transceiving a page of information in 50 seconds.
As a standard system, it would replace the unclassified rotary drum de-
Vjce S installed at numerous sites, and alSO WO~ld be ~ro”~ded
to new sites with H“SDSF requirements .

(U) Phase I was assigned to the Deputy Project Manager, Switched
Systems, Fort Momouth, New Jersey for completion. Phase II was assigned
to the DPM, TACS, for completion based upon DPM designated responsibilities,

(U) The HSDSF equipment was expected to be procured by competitive
bid, using HSDSF system specifications developed by USACEEIA and approved
by USACC .

(U) Optical Character Recognition Equipment (OC~) . The Optical
Character Recognition Equipment (OCRS) Project for Realignment of Re-
sources and Services Program (RORS) was received as a tasking by HQ, USACC
by message 14231OZ February 1979 and as a mjor task in accordance with
the USACC CEMO B-70-FUS-009, dated 3 May 1974.

(U) The OC~ was expected to reduce personnel levels at selected
USACC telecommunications centers by eliminating mapual preparation of
message tapes. In fiscal year 1981, installation had been scheduled for

OCRES at 52 selected locations in Alaska, Hawaii, and Panam. All but
four RORS OCWS were installed and operational .
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(.U) Techaical Control ‘Improvement. In fiscal year 1981, th(:Tech-
nical Control Imprtoyement Program (.TCIP)was.an on-going effort to provide
fixed station Tech]mi,calControl Facilities (TCF) with a means to l)erform
quality assistance monitoring, quality control testing, circuit restor-
ation, and circuit rerouting., Zt was also a means to perform status repOrt-
ing necessary to i]~surethat all users of the Amy~”s portions of the Defensfe
Communications Sysltem (DCS) receive the communications essential to ~c-.

compl2sB their m?s sions.,

(U) The prog]:amwas divided imto three separate tasks: The first,
Manual Technical Control Upgrade Program, was be~n in 1971 and W:LS the
primary task of TCIIP. It constituted the majOr portiOn Of the wO1”k 10ad
resources of the 0~7erallprogram. Under this task TCFS were insts,lled or

upgraded to comply with MTL-STD-.188-31O during the fiscal year. The pro-
gram included 108 individual projects worldwide.

(U) The secor~d,DCS Voice Ordewire Program, required the installa-
tion of standard VcjiceOrdemire Equipment at ‘DCSTCFS and radio relays
throughout the world to facilitate effective system control. The Army
was the Project Man~ager for Defense Communications Systms for all MILDEPs,
and during the fiscal year 141 Voice Orderwire projects were on-going.

“(U) The third task, Tactical Interface Program, would provide a
standard interface between Tactical Cmunications Systems and the DCS

upon completion of the program. It encompassed selected Amy and Air Force
sites worldwide, and during the fiscal year there were 82 projects on-going
in Europe and one in the Pacffic.

Transmission Systems

(U) Defense Satellite Coaunications System - Phase 11, Stage lC.
The purpose of the Defense Satellite Communications System OSCS) P= II,
Stage 1~ was to expand upon and digitize the worldwid~ Defense Communica-”

tions System. When completed, Stage lC would consist of four operational
and two standby new families of satellites and approximately 50 earth
teminal complexes deployed throughout the free world.

(U) Dfgital Cl>mmunications Subsystems (DCSS) would be upgrad,~d with
Electronic Counter (CounterMeasure (ECCM) equipment to protect against jam-
ming conditions. ~~ese were installed and Joint System Acceptance Tests
(JSAT) were complet,?d at Croughton, Fort Meade, Fort Detrick, Landstuhl,
Hawaii, Sunnyvale, offutt, Berlin, Menwith Hill, Bad Aibling, Augsburg,
Iceland, Panam, Camp Roberts, Kwsjalein, Song So, Camp Zam, Fort Buckner,
Humosa, Northwest, Elmendorf, Guam, and Woomera. In fiscal year 1!181,
additional installations were scheduled through 1986. Redeployment:
of existing satellite earth t@rminals was accomplished at Iceland! Berlin,
Augsburg, Coltano aridDepus T, and would be at Rosman, North Carolina and
Bad Aib 1ing.
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(.U) Diego Garcia. In FebruarY 1980, the US Navy requested that USACSA

install an Interim Digital Cowunications Subsystem (.I.DCSS) at NAVCOMSTA-
Diego Garcia, British Indian Ocean TerritOFy. This Installation was accom-
plished in July 1980, and D<ego Garcia was,operating a modified AN/TSC-54
interfaced with an interim DCSS van link,e.dwith Clark AFB during the

fiscal year. Also during the fiscal year the Diego Garcia link consisted
of 12 digital voice channels suitable” for Transmission mer a satellite

communications link in both the protectea and unprotected modes. The in-
stallation of the DCSS at Diego Carcia preyidea cmpatibillty, with all
teminals associate with the DSCS,

(U) Beginning in calendar year 1982, the AN/TSC-54 and DCSS van was
expected to be retired/changed out with an AN/GSC-39 satellite terminal and

DCSS in a building confi~ration.,

(U) DOD 500 Kw Generator program. Nineteen DOD 500 Kw generators
were procured for the Army under ~WCOM Contract DAAc-53-76-C-0225
to satisfy power upgrade requirements at DSCS satellite tem$nal sites .
In fiscal year 19B1, two generators each had been installed at Song SO,
Berlin, Lands tuhl, Depus T and four at CarnpRoberts. TWO more were ex-

pected to be installed at Landstuhl . The remaining ones were being stored
at Seneca Army Depot to await future callouts for Panama and for the con-
tingency purposes .

(U) EWCS-78 This project was designed to upgrade several existing
analog mic-;adios and multiplex equipments in Europe with new
state-of-the-art digital equipment. This project would use the DCS radio
set AN/FRC-162 and associated multiplex equipment AN/FCC-97 and TSEC/CY-104.
The EWCS Microwave Upgrade was expected to be implemented as an in-house
Amy effort with major equipment acquisition through US Army Comunications-
Electronibs Comand (CECOM) and installation acquisition through Sacramento
Army Depot.

(U) Fiber Optic Acquisition and InstallatiO”. In fiscal year 1981,
a requirement existed to install fiber optic ICFS at selected Army sites .

Amy requirements, forwarded to NAVELEXSYSENGCEN, Portsmouth, Virginia,
were included in a contract that was awarded in March 1981. USACSA Log-
istics Directorate provided maintenance related inputs to the Navy for
inclusion in contract. Deliveries were expected to begin about one year
after contract award. Sites to be covered Included: Depus F, Fort Detrick,

Panama, Augsburg, Depus I, and Bad Aibling.

(U) Fixed Instrumentation Electronic SYstem Tran$mi~~ion Ar=angement~
(FIESTA) Microwave upgrade. The FIESTA ,Microwave System was an integral
part of the coaunications-e lectronics and instrumentation support for the
operational and training missions at the US Amy Air Defense Center and
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Fort Bliss; the US Army Air Defense. School; US Army Air Defense Board;
McGregor /Orogrande Range Complexe.s;and the ~tte Sands Mi,a$ile,Range.

Thla project was designed to up,grade the existing FT:ESTAMicrowave System
to eight mfcrowave links by ,replacewent of obsolete portions of the system
with new solid state microwave ind multiplex equi~ent.,

(.U) The project, which began in Noy~Be,r 1978, conststed of two
phases. Phase I was completed August 1980, and Phase 11 was scheduled
to be completed February 1982.

(U) Frankfurt North Phase 1 and Phase “II. This project was being
implemente~; increments. Phaae I would digitize, using DRM equip-
ment and bulk encryption, Frankfurt to Bad Munder and Kotersberg to Berlin.
The Bocksberg to Berlin link would use new digital tropo equipment. The
Berlin-Templehof and Bocksberg-Drackenberg=He lmstedt microwave would also
be digitized. USACSA had the responsibility to EF&I all sites with the
exception Of Feldberg which would be performed by the US Air Force.
Major site preparation as required was to be perfomed by the responsible
O&M comand .

(U) Phase 11 would continue the Northern digitization from Bad Munder
to Garlstedt where it would interface the existing digital system between
Garls tedt-Bremerbaven. Completion of Phase II was expected to,digitize
the DCS from Frankfurt to Bremerhaven.

(U) Indonesian ‘Military ‘Assistance Program” (Projedt INDOCOM). Initial
planning f~ect INDOCOM began in 1970, and was cmpleted in~iscal year
1981. The object ive was to provide the Indonesian Government, through the
Military Assistance Program, with an effective Military Comnd and Central
System utilizing low cost, comercial HF radio networks. Commercially
available communications equipment was selected since procurement of replace-
ment and follow-on spare parts would be available on the world market.

(U) Project INDOCOM was a joint Service project, consisting of 37
sub-projects. Frm this total, USACSA was tasked with five sub-projects,
including KKK (Kodan, Korem, Kodim); Direct Support Maintenance Facility;
General Support Maintenance Facility; Radio Cable Switching Integration
Systern;and HF Re-hab.

(U) Jam Resistant Secure C6~nications (JRSC) ~/GSC-49. In fiscal
year 1981, the JR.SC supported the National C-rid Authority (NCA), Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and Comanders in Chief (CinCs) during cr~sia and wartime
situation through the use of thirty-two SHF SATCOM teminals, fi,xedand
transportable, one AN/GSC-39 medium teminal, Sp~ead Spectrum Multiple
Access (SSMA) equipment and twenty-two SSMA au~ented baseline ECCN tem-
inals. The project provided es~ential secure cmunicationa independent of
a terrestrial ayatem, insofar as waa feasible, in the face of hostile
jaming.
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(U) This communications network would provifle
functions; Tactical warning and attack assessment;
from the National C-and Authoritv (NCA) to fixed and executing com-

support for three
point-to-point links

manders; and Secure Voice and Grap~ics Conferencing (.SYGC].,

(U) A contract was awarded to Harris Corporation in September 1980.,
with the first four terminals scheduled fpr deli~ery in January 1983..
The Amy was expected to receive their first of nine te~inal S”for oPer-
ation in July 1983.

(U) USACEEIA was scheduled In fiscal year 1982 to update the JRSC
(Jam Resistant Secure C-nications ) site suryeys which were done earlier
in the program. JRSC “Fiked and Transportable”~ terminal site criteria
had been reviewed and draft si,teannex information for five ACC respons-
ible JRSC sites had been forwarded to the specific sites for comment.
The sixth draft site annex was being finalized. Funds were forwarded to
TACOM for procurement of six M928, 5-ton trucks for delivery to the JRSC
program in May 1983. TACOM expected to obligate these funds by end of
fiscal year 1981; and TACOM would then fund for additional M928 trucks
required for fiscal year 1984 and 1985.

(U) Kwajalein-New Boston, New Ha~psfiire. In November ~g7g, the
Ballistics Missile Systems Comand submitted a requirement to JCS for
validation of a T-1 full duplex digital dat,acircuit from the AN/FSC-78

HT, New Boston, New Hampshire, to the AN/FSC-78 HT Kwajalein, Marshall
Islands. This circuit was designed to provide a data transmission cap-

ability between MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Lexington, Massachusetts, and the
Western Test Range in the Marshall Islands.

(U) JCS validated the requirement and subsequently in January 1980,
DCA tasked the Amy and Air Force to take action to provide the capability.
The ICF on the New Boston end of this link would be a Bell System T-1 data

circuit, leased by MIT, from Lincoln Laboratory to the New BostOn, Earth Teminal
Complex. The Kwajalein ETC link would enable Lincoln Laboratory to con-
siderably reduce the processing cycle from two to four weeks to 24 hours
for the reaorded missile flight data. The New Boston-Kwajalein link
establishment and JSAT was performed December 1980.

(U) Long Haul High FrequencY (HF) Radio for Rapid Deplopent FOfCe
~.. In fiscal year 1981, this project provided for the acquisition
of a lightweight, shelterlzed, multichannel HF radio system capable of being
rapidly deployed worldwide, via a conyenti,onal aircraft, such as a c-130
or a C-141 cargo plane,

(U) The system consisted of= s-250 electronic equipment shelter which
housed a one kilowatt, four channel, independent sideband ~adiO ~erminal
capable of providing three voice and eight teletype channels , This com-
munication shelter would be mounted on a 1~-ton truck and be powered by two
ten-kilowatt power generators . A second 1%-ton truck and 3/4-ton trailer
would provide lift for the generators and other system support equipment.
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(U) Philippines Military “Assistance Program’ ~-PHIL). In fiscal
year 1981, the ~~-PHI.L Fixed Coanicatlons Project encompassed the joint

co~nicati,ons requirements ,forall the Armed Forces of the Philippines
(AFp). The AFP consisted of the Philippine Amy, Navy, AiT Force.and the

constabulary or Nat?onal Pol?ce; and from fiscal year 1977 to fiscal yea?
1980, approximately $13 mill ton In w funds were’used to support the’
Teletype Multiplex Project and the.Teletype Relay+Teminal PrPj~ct, both
of which were completed during the fiscal ye,ar. Also during the fiscal

year the Mindanao Microwe Comunicat ion? $ystem (~CS ) involved the
acquisition of 672 channel digital m?cromve” radios, w?th anc?llary PCM
multiplexer (MUX) and antennas. These wae to be installed by the AFP
at eleven sites as a backbone :5ystm on the island of Mindanao. This

system also included th@ radios , = and antennas; the contracts included
in-plant training (completed July 1979),; iti-country training (cmpleted

July 1980) ; full logistical support ; and One ~an-Year of ~ontr,qctor
technical assistance to the AFP.

(U) MAP funds also supported Visayas-Bicol Communications System

(V-BCS), which spanned 18 locations in the Visayan Archipelago from the
largest island of Luzon in the northern teminus of the Philippines to
the second largest island of Mindanao in the southern teminus. The Y-BCS
involved the same comercial 672 channel digital radio and ancillary PCM

mux equipments, with full logistical support, delivered tO the ,iFpin the
~CS acquisition during the fiscal year.

(U) Mindanao-Visayas Spur Links (MVSL) also received W :fundswhich
would provide lo,~alsubscribers at 29 sites with toll quality comunic-
ationa when intel~rated into the digital ~CS and V-BCS backbones. This
acquisition was !expected to include two GHz radios and ancillar!f Pm mm
equipments, with full logistical support, training and contractor tech-
nical assistance for one year.

(U) Future projects were expected to include Western Visa:,as SPUr
Links, Technical Control Facilities Phase I, and small HQ EPABX (30 line).

(U) Project Kunia Quick Reaction Capability. In fiscal Yc!arlg81,
the Project Kuni<iQuick Reaction Capability effort consisted oj:provision-
ing a digital mi(:rowave widebar,d radio limk, three Defense Satellite Com-

munication SysteI!links, fiber optic cabling, and secure and notl-secure
telephone servic(?.

(U) All of these capabilities were provided by the Project Mamger
within ten months of tasking and receipt of funds, and required the Com-

bined efforts of tri-Service and other goverment agencies .

(U) “Telecommunications Plan for Improvement of C_nicati.nns in
Korea (TPICK). In fiscal year 1981, the TPICK was expected to p=
for the upgrade :Lndintegration of US and Republic of Korea (ROK.) com-
munications systc!ms,which would become survivable and capable of
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supporting US/ROK forces under nomal, crisis, and wartime conditions.
The project consisted of a nmber of sub-projects to be completed in

four phases over six years, and would proyide a system eqploy?ng the
latest state-of-the-art digital transmission and integrated switching
networks including fiber optic transmission subsystems.

(U) The USACC comunications-electronic mission order was issued
in March 1981. Due to the Department pf the Army providing program funding

earlier than anticipated and allocating funds.for specified projects,
a portion of the Phase I effort was expected to be implemented in fiscal
year 1982. The remainder was scheduled for Implae,ntation in fiscal year
1983.

(U) The portion of Phase I to be Implemented in fiscal year 1982
was the Fiber Optic Cable and digital multiplex between Uijonghu, Seoul,
Tango, and Osan, with digital switches at Seoul, Tango, and Osan. The

digital switches would provide an integrated transmission, switching, and
tech control concept, and the PDSK cable system would be expanded also.
A priority two project, the system would be implemented with fiscal year
1982 funds.

(U) Phase 1, fiscal year 1983,implementation required procurement,
engineering, installation and test of the fiber optic cable and digital
multiplex between Uijongbu, Seoul, Tango, and Osan; digital switches at
Seoul, Tango, and Osan; new DCS digital radio connectivity to three USAF
bases (Kwangju,Kirnae and Sachon); and multi-pair cable connectivity between
ROKAF and DCS sites .

(U) Phase II, fiscal year 1984, implementation required procurement,
engineering, installation and test of a fiber optic cable and digital multi-
plex between Osan, Pyongtaek, Camp hes, Camp Carroll and Taegu; digital
switch at Pyongtaek; interconnec=d to the Ministry of Communications sys-
tem at 15 locations; diverse routing into Taegu Air Base, overbuild of the
Peace Fortune System between Tango and Taegu Air Base, overbuild of the
Peace Fortune System to satisfy requirements at Chongju; and relocation
of Pyongtaek facility.

(U) Phase III, fiscal year 1985, implementation required procurement,

engineering, instll12tion, and test of a fiber optic cable and digital
multiplex between Taegu and Pusan; digital switches at Taegu and Pusan;
close the southern loop between Kwanju and Pulmosan via digital radio,
and relocation of Palgongson facility to harden ROKA building.

(u) Phase IV, fiscal year 1986, implantation required procurement,
engineering, installation and test of digital LOS microwave to convert the
tail se~ents of the Korean DCS reconstitution asset vans to provide digital
restoral capability and provide DCS communications to Pohang, K-58 (Yechon)
and K-58 North (Yongdongpo) in support of USMC beddown sites .
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(U). Uninterrupt ibl~: pow~.t”~durdes (WS).
syat~s prbcured by a Nayy c~ntract with Exide.,

Three 200 KYA UFS/BatterY

ESB, Incorporate. were “
installed at D5CS. iites..inSe.ptembe.rlg81, The first and second UPS units
furnished as GFE were contractor installed by TecMDyn Systems C~rpOrat iOn
at Camp Roberts aridSong So, The third UPS was installea at the Coltano

DSCS site by the ~lacility Engine= Support Agency (FESA)...During the
fiscal year nine :Iddftional “~S un,itswere Being procured under the sme
contract for subsequent installation by ‘FESAat the following DSCS sites:
Fort Detrick (.3uIIits).,Pert Buckner, camp Roberts (.2dunit), Berlin, FOrt
Meade, Panam and Bad A?b.1itig,.Gemany..

(U) “WashirigtoriArea Wfdebafid’System. Tn fiscal year lg81, the
Washington Area Wi.de.bandSystem was a high speed d~gital data sY~~temwhich
connected nine sites in the Washington, DC area.,

(U) The systm consisted of two se~ents: the digital pipc!line con-
necting the sites,and the Transition and Integration Plan interfacing the
users at each site>to the pipeline. The first was completed by Western
Union and accepted for service by the Government in June 1979, a(tdthe
Transition and Integration Plan se~ent installation was complet(!d in
December 1979. The programed expansion of the system by seven z~ore
circuits was expected to be scheduled to be completed in 1982.

(U) Worldwi(ie Military Comnd and Control Systems. In fi:]calyear
19S1. the EuroueaII Comand and Centrol Console SYStem (Ecccs) Enliancement
Project was pa~t of a major ASD C31 directed program to improve the com-
munications capability which supported the ~eater Nuclear Force:;-Europe.
It was designed tn provide eleven additional ECCCS Tributary Terxninal
Equipments (TTEs) at selected sites in Europe to complete the ECCCS’s
66 TTEs and five Console Operations Centers. The project also p~:ovided
for the installation of speech plus half duplex secure record communi-
cations at 71 ECC(;S sites in Europe to increase connectivity to ;>11fixed
detachments and Q{lickReaction Alert Units. The contract was awl~rded tO
ITT/DCD, Nutley, l~ewJers@y, on 18 September 1979 and work had b(>encom-
pleted on install;itions at all sites. Training, test, and accep{:ance
efforts, resultinl; in full operational capability, was expected co be
completed during october 1981.

(U) Joint C]risisManagement Capability (JCMC) . In fiscal year 1981,
the Joint ~tinagement Captlbility (JCMC) Project was expect!~d to
provide transportt~ble systems with Comand, Control, Communications
and Intelligence (.C31)capabilities for rapid deplopent. These cap-
abilities would b(?an extension of the Worldwiae Military Co~n,i and
Control System (W~CCS) and provide communication between a crisis scene
and the National l~omnd Authority (NCA) in both airborne and ground
modes.

285

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCMSSIFIED

(U) The JCMC functional requirements were defined in a May 1979 Memo-
randum by the ASD C31; and ~n fiscal year 1980 ASD C31 ASD tasked DA to
?mplement a program combining the two capabilities, First, an airborne
capability immediately responsive. to the’unified and specified comanders,
designed to collect information and provide a relay betmen the crisis
scene and the appropriate area and the NCA for the purpose of supporting
rapid crisis assessment.

(U) Second, an afr and ground transp~rtable capability designed to
provide C31 for a limited Joint Task Force Headquarters or a crisis action
staff, with connect iv~ty to the NCA, while e?ther airborne or on the ground
at the crisis scene.

(U) Four caplete syst~s plus additional cmnications module

and support equipment were required..

(U) Work effort during fiscal year 1981 waS

~

irected to preparation
of the Technical Requirements Package and the Acqui ition Requirements
Package. The Acquisition Requirements Package was ~ompleted and forwarded
to the USACECOM for solicitation, The solicitation ~,packagewas expected
to be prepared and released to industry for competitive bids toward a
fixed price incentive contract, and contract award was scheduled for
April 1983.

(U) Mid-Term HF Upgrade (RegeficyNet) for”the Theater Nuclear “Forces
COmunicatiOns Systems (TNFCS). In fiscal year 1981, the Mid-Term HF
Upgrade (Regency Net) Project was expected to replace the US operated and
maintained HF radio net utilized by the Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe,
a project which was part of implementing actions designed to improve the
supporting communications. This effort would include procurement of
fixed and mobile terminals to provide secure record and vo”icecommunic-
ationsfor the transmission of Emergency Action Messagea . Acquisition
efforts were pending receipt of validated requirements by the Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS) after MILDEP review and receipt of necessary funding.

(U) US European Comand (USEUCOM) Near-Teti High Frequency Radio

=. The USEUCOM HF Radio Upgrade was expected to provide, in the
near-term (1980-1981), an upgraded HF radio capability at the Net Control

Station and Communications Relay Control Stations (.CRCS)of the EUCOM
cemetery net; and would provide fer the implementation of one new CRCS
south of the Alps in Europe. This project was part of the implementing
actione to improve the comnlcations supporting the Theater Nuclear
Forces - Europe.

(U) This upgrade waa being accomplished by two contractual actions;
a contract let to Harris Corporation to provide HF radios and ancillary

equipment along with var?ous antennas to the Government, and ass?gment
of a second contract thxgugh the small business administration, 8A set-
aside program, to the TechDyn Systems Corporation to engineer, furnish,
install, and test both goverment and contractor furnished equipments
at the Net Control Station and CRCS.
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(U) US”EuXOpead Co*ti.d Static “War‘He4dqtiarter$(USEUCQM”SWH ), In
4Decmber 1979, the US”Amy Communications C_nd--ReSident QfflCe UroPe

-s transferred to Che operational control of the USACSA and was redesig-
nated Office of the Deputy Pr{~jectManager for Static War Headquarter.

(U) In fiscal Pa% 1981, the “De.PutyProject Mamger for Worldwide
Military C~nd and Control Systems.acted as DCSOFS (.DeputyCnief of
Operations) for the SWQ Project and acted fQr that Deputy Project Wnager
in providing coordination and support frow and among the USAC:3A functional
staff, as necessary, when requeeted, The project was cance,lletimy 1981.

Field Liaison Offices

(U) USACSA Field ‘Office ‘-‘CO~S, The Chief, Field Offic{>- CONUS

represented the Co_nding General an the continental United S!:atesand
functioned as al]extension of the authority of the deputy proji~ct~nagers
and functional [Directorates.

(U) In fi~cal year 1981, the office seined as liaison between USACS,l/
PM DCS (Army) aIld7th Signal Comnd, USACEErA-CONUS and other USACC
activities throtlghout CONUS. The office monitored and coordinated the
implementation :indinstallation of major systems and equipments.

(U) A portion of the Field Office’s efforts was directed toward
logistical coordination and technical assistance required to silpport the
USACSA-LOG unitization of Bills of Material at Sacramento Army Depot for

the 7th Signal Command managed projects .

(U) Howevc!r, the major function provided by the Field Office wae
“tiisibility” through the on-site representation of the Project Manager.
This visibility provided the.two major cownds, USACSA and 7tt,lSignal
Comand, the opF,ortunity to better understand the roles, relati.onshipe,

and responsibilities of the respective organization, thereby enabling
a unified effort to be directed toward the successful implementation
of highly complex communication systems in support of the DCS.

(U) Al~O, the Field Office provided a substantial amount of assistance
to the 7th Signal Command on development and ieview of Acquisition Require-
ments Packages, front-end planning for major project ~LER development,
and”provided assistance for follow-on O&M System support.

(U) -. “Field Office - ‘Europe. The USA~SA Field Office - Europe

represented the Co~nd ing General in mt ters,pertaining to the management
of assigned projects with elem@nts of Headquarter, European Co~nd;

Headquarters, US Amy Europe; Headquarte.re5th Signal Co~and; Headquarters,
USACEEIA-EUR; and Headquarters, DCA-Europe, As executive agent fvr deputy

project managers and functional dire,ctoritee, the chief, USACSA Field
Office - Europe, acted ae the interface between activities and personnel
within the wholesale comnity -- TOAD, SAAD, Readiness Command W/NICPs--
and the various activities and personnel of the 5th Signal Command.
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(.U) Throughout the year Field Qffice-Europe” action officers worked
as an extension of the CQNUS-based deputy project manager offices in ex-
pe,diting the progress of ongoing Autmated Multi-Media Exchange (ME),
European CoWand, Control and Communications. System (ECCS), Near Term HF
Upgrade, Technical Cantrol Improvement pr~gram (TCTP) and Air Traffic

Control projects. Sumaries @f these major projects,,along with othed
projects with which the Tield Office-Europe was involved, appeared “ithin

texts of cognizant depvty project wnager offices.

(U) The USACSA Field Offl.ce-E~r@pe als~ served the US Amy Materiel
Development and Readiness Comand (D~CW) L~gistic Assistance Office
for the 5th Signal Cownd. The.mission of the Logistic Assistance Office
was to represent the DARCQM Comnder in all logistic matters involving
concepts, doctrine, training and materiel acquisition, and to facilitate
the exchange of logistic information between the 5th Signal C-rid and
DARCOM subordinate elqents . In this capacity, Field Office logistics
specialists worked to foster good customer relations, imprQve logistics
services, and resolve non-rout ine problms within the DARCOM area of
responsibility.

(U) USACSA Field OffIce-Korea. In fiscal year 1981, the Chief,
USACSA Field Office-Korea, represented the Co-riding General in Korea
in all facets of project implementation and life cycle support. Field
Office-Korea action officers provided tie primry interface to, and per-
formed active liaison with, the United Nations Comnd, US Forces Korea,
Eighth US Amy, 1st Signal Brigade (USACC) , and other agencies concerning
USACSA projects in Korea.

(U) Action officers of Field Office-Korea worked as extensions of
USACSA deputy project managers to ensure coordination and implementation
of projects such as: Army Airfield Modernization, Autowted Multi-Media
Exchange (W) , Modular W Remote Terminal (MART), Combined Field Army
Comand and Control Comunicat ions Bunker, Defense Satellite Communication
System, Korean Administrative Telephone System, Technical Control Improve-
ment Program and Telecommunication Plan for Improvement of Communication
in Korea.

(U) USACSA Field Office-pacific. The Chief, Pacific Field Office
represented the Co-riding General In the Pacific, providing primary
interface with the Comander-in-Chief Pacific (.CINCPAC),Defense Com-
munications Agency-Pacific, Pacific Air Forces, US Pacific Fleet, US Army
Western Comand, USACC WRSTCOM, US Army Japan, and USACC Japan. In this
capacity, the Chief, Pacific Field Office, was responsible for monitoring
and coordinating the implementation of mjor systems and projects.

(U) Field Office-Pacific action officers worked as extensions
of the CONUS-based Deputy Project Managers to expedite the progress of
on-going projects such as: Amy Airfield Upgrade, DCS Voice Orderwire,
Defense Satellite COtinications System, and Tripler Amy Medical Center Upgrade.
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Swaries of these and other projects with which the Field
was involved appeared within the texts Pf cognizant deputy
OCfices.

Office-Pacific

project mnager

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Field Office-Pacific was responsible
for monitoring and assisting in the movement of material to the W8STPAC
area; and during, the fiscal year approximately 550”shi~ents were monitored.

(U) = “Liaison “Office-’WasfilfiEton.AS liaisOn between Head-
quarters, US Arr!y Comunicat?ons Systems Agency /prOject Manager DCS (Armyll
and other gov@rn.ment and son-government agent ies ia the metzopo 1itan
Washington area, this office o~tained information tO keep the cO~ander
informed of trends, proposed policies and directives, plans and programs,,
that might have had an effect on agency operations; developed agency re-
sponses for urgently needed infomatiOn when time and distance were critical;
represented the Comandlng General by providing membership or Participation
on or at designated panels and meetings; and provided info-t ion to apprcJ-
priate staff sections.

Mobile ‘Electric ‘Power

Introduction

(U) = “Electric Power (MEP). “rn fiscal
responsible for wnagement and standardization of

year 1981, ~P was
Mobile Electl:ic Power

Generating Sources within the Department of Defense to meet military
needs. As such the PM, MEP wintained close coordination with the mil-
itary departments and the Defense Logistics Agency and provided guidance

and direction OILrotters pertaining to development, contracting, production,
product assurance, product improvement, configuration managemerit and integ-
rated logistics support. He also endeavored to provide systemlmanagers
and field comarlders with a family of Mobile Electric Power Ger}erating
Sources, 750 kilowatt and smaller, which were mission and cost effective.

(U) ale Launch ROcket System (~RS). PM, ~RS was ~istructure(~
project mnagem(:nt office responsible for the development, procurement,

production, disl:ributiOn, and 10gistic supPOrt Of a multiPle l~unch
rocket system acting in the interests of the US, m, GE and FR under the
terns of a Memo]:andm of Understanding, The system was requir(?d and
designed to supplement cannon weapons available to US divisions and corps
comanders for the delivery of a large volume of firepower in a very short
time against critical, time-sensitive targets. The ~RS with :1dual
purpose conventional submunition, consisted of a self-propelled launcher
loader (SPLL), two disposable pods, each containing SiX rOcket:;, fire
control system, and azimth reference units. The carr~er was C%deriva-
tive of the Inf/>ntry Fighting Vehicle (IFV). me system had tl~egrOwth
potential to ad;~pt follow-on warheads such as teminal homing lmunitiOn,
scatterable anti-tank mines, and chemical.
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(U) The DOD
quirements for FY

Amv

Mobile E,lectric Power Generating Sources Program re-
1981 were as follows:

$ 83.1 million
Navy/Marine Corps 17.4 million

Air Force 6.6 million
Total $= million

(U) Standardization (“CIaSs6115 projectd. Overall guidance, initia-
tion, control, review, and approval Qf clas.a6115 Pzojects -e accomplished
for the following fully coordinated Class 6115 standardization projects in
fiscal year 1981:

MIL-G-52884 for 15-200 kw, general specification - 4 March 1981.
MIL-G-52884/l-9 for 15-60 kW, detail spec?fkcations - 4 Narch 1981.
MIL-G-52S52 for 10 kW, 400 Hz, power unit - 25 March 1981,
MIL-G-52884[AMu 1 for 15-200 kw, amendment - 9 June 1981.

MIL-G-52889 for 5-10 kW, general specification - 1 July 1981.
MIL-G-52889/l-3 for 5-10 kW, detail specifications - 1 July 1981.

(U) There were 17 active standardization projects at the beginning of
the year, five new projects were initiated and 16 completed; and there were
six active projects at the close of the year.

(u) =. Engineering support for the Silent Lightweight Electrical
Energy Plants (sLEEP ) centinued. The design of the 1.5 kW unit was com-
pleted in fiscal year 1981 along with fabrication and initial testing of
major components ; and fabrication of the prototype test units was initiated.
Software efforts including ILS also continued, and component testing for

the 3 and 5 kW advanced development units centinued during the period.

(U) Generator Set, MEP-412A, Gas Turbine Engine-Driven, 10 kW, 60 Hz,
Yactical Utility. The Amy, through in-process review [IPR) action,
decided not to type classify this set; however, PM-~P accepted the set
as a member of the DOD standard family of generator sets for use by other

Services.

(U) Generator Set, Aviation Ground Sup,port, 10 kW, ’28‘VDC. A seecial
IPR was held on 4 March 1981 to type classify the MEP-414A generator s@t
for replacement of the over-aged 7.5 kW sets.. Type classification of the
MEP-414A was not accomplished because of cost and reliability. As a result,
two additional IPRs were held on 15 July and 4 August 1981 tO approYe
changes to the required operational capability (ROC),resolve the market
survey, and establish procurement strategy. ~~COM completed a revised
market survey on 18 September whflchverified that comercial equipment
was available which could meet the ROC requirements and could be procured
using a non-developmental item approach.
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(U) Generat9r Set, D423A; Gas Turbitie“Engi.ne-Drfven,10kW, 4=,
Tactical Utility. The two sole source production contracts to support
the’Fire,-fi,rider AN/TYQ-36 system were modified the second time in June
to increase the total number of sets from 112 to 194, The mnuals, draw-
ings, physical configuration audit and new equipment training were com-
pleted. The Government stopped accepting production units after the first
eight sets, until a low power problem, found during first article testing,
was resolved..

(U) Generator Set; “Gas‘Turbine “Engine-Driven, 30 ‘kW; 400 Hz, Tactical
Utility. PM-Patriot continued to express a need for this generator set
as a replacement for the heavier 15 kW DED generator set used on the launcher
PM-MEP evaluated two proposals on the 30 kW set and forwarded recomend-
at iOnS to PATRIOT Funding was requested to start development in fiscal
year 1982.

(U) Generator Set, ~P-351A; Diesel Engine-Driven; ’12 kW; 28=
Tactical Utility. Testing of two sets fabricated by the Naval Air Engineer-
ing Center was completed by TECOM. Additional testing was required prior
to certification to MIL-STD-704 requir~ents.

(U) Generator Set, ~P-354A, Diesel Engine-Driven; 30 kW; 400 Hz,
Tactical Precxse. The US Naval Air Engineering Center “as developing a
four wheel, driveahle generator set to support Navy and Marine Corps air-
craft during the fiscal year.

(U) Generator Set, MEP-009B, ‘Diesel ‘Engine-Driven, 200 kW, 60 Hz,
Tactical . A purchase description covering the replacement of the engine
~EP-009A model set was preDared bv the Air Force and circulated
to the four Services for coord~na~ion.

Aircraft Support

(U) Generator Set, Gas Turbine Engine-Driven, 60 kW, 400 Hz; Tactical
Precise. A total of 4700 hours of endurance test time was accumulated on
the PIP engine. A second production contract for sets with the new engine
was awarded in June 1981.

(U) Multiple Output Ground Power Unit (D360A). The ROC for this
electrical, hydraulic, and pneumtic power cart was approved by HQDA on
9 February 1981. A.Request for Deviation (RFD) submitted by PM-AAH for
260 sets was approved by PM-MEP on 25 August 1981.

(U) Ground Power Unit (D358A). The first small business set-aside
contract to produce the D358A set was awarded to J. R. Hollingsworth on
11 February 1981. PM-MEP sponsored testing for DOD standardization pur-
poses began in 3uly; and the contract for 360 sets included preparation
of reprocurement drawings.

291

unclassified



(U) Ground ?ower ‘Gerietata?’Set’ 03~lA). A deviation request for
76.6D361A sets tio~e~ly generator coupled/air conditioner) was approved
by ?M-~2 on 25’September”1981., The,D361~ consisted of a 400 Hz electrical
powr cart and an air conaftioner cart pOmred by the electrical ca~t.

(u) ‘Air Start ‘Cart (~,P+356A) . The Air ‘Force completed base line
tests prior to adding a recoueerat9r t~ the set., ,De.signand fabrication
of the recuperator was i~itiated..

(u)’ ‘Thermoelectric “GerieidfOi”[.TEG). An independent study Of the
viability of present thermoelectric techn~logy t~ meet the Requirements
of the SLEEP ROC was perfomed by Arthur D. Little ~ Incorporated.. The

study directed by HQ DARCOM was cmpleted” in September 1981 and concluded
that TEG technology, although less efficient than ,fielcells, was a viable
alternative.

(U) Replacement of “MSE fot 0.3-10 ‘kW‘GasollneEngine-Briven ~ener-
ator Sets. A Special Task Fore@ (STF) chaired by PM-~P was established
to study and recomend alternatives for the replacement of the MSE engines
used in the O.5-10 kW GED generator sets. Replacement of the engines was
required because the engines had not been produced since the early 1970s.
The STF requested ~WDCOM conduct a study of available comercial @ngines,
and submit a report on their findings to the STF. The report, completed
in September 1981, indicated that comercial engines were available;

however, meeting the stringent DOD rey~irements was questionable. Alsc
noted was a lack of standardization song the various sizes of engines

(u) Po”er Unit; Auxiliary, Gas Turbine Engine-Driven, 10 kW, 28 VL.,,:.

This unit, being developed in fiscal year 1981 was a yinterization kit

for the M1/M60 tanks, successfully met the Ml winterization requirements
at -250F, -450F, ~n~ -~~OF at both Eglin Air FOTCe Base test facilities

and in the Arctic. Continuation of the program was being held in abeyance
penaling further review by PM-MI tank.

(U) Generator Set, mP-029A, “Diesel Erigine-Drive, 500 kw, 60 Hz,
Tactical. Utility. Initial fi@lding problems--principally governor in-
stability and parallel operation--were resOlved .~pon investigation by the
developer, MSRAOCOM. As a result, several Engineering Change Proposals

(ECP) were submitted tO reconfigure the governOr cOntrOl circuits and
automtic paralleling control circuits. A retrofit program plan was es-
tablished to modify both fielded sets and sets in depot.

(U) Generator Set, MEP-208A; Diesel “Engfn@-Driven; 750”kW, 60Hz,
Tactical “Utility. me set contractor finalized the design of the set and
beean fabrication of the two first article sets. The schedvled first~
article examination slipped because of incorporation of changes resulting

from “lessons learned” on the 500 kW set. Thirty-four additional sets
were placed on the contract for a total of 54 sets. ‘The PM continued to
provide intensive management on this program in an effort to support the
major DOD programs that were expected to utilize this set.
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(U) ~ Missile System, PM-MEP attended several meetings and mde

recommendations for suitable generator sets in support of the ~ missile
system. However, because af certain critical system requirements, the
use of a DOD standard family member was uncertain in fi,scalyear 1981j
It was possible that should the m$ssile ayatem be authorized, components
comon to the standard set might be utilized in tbe aasembly of a special
set for tbe ~ application.

(U) Engine Failures. PM-~P directed MEwCOM to initiate an investi-
gation to detemlne the cause of engine failures on the 60 and 200 kW sets.
Damged engines were mde available by the Marine C~rps for the investigation.
Unused sets were also requisitioned from depot for examination,

(U) 3kW PIP Program. As a result of unsatisfactory field reports
from Europe on the PU-625 (two 3 kW generator acts on a trailer) relating
to defective replacement ignition points, HQ D~COM directed that a P~P
effort be eatabliahed to replace the conventional point-type ignition
system with a breakerless ignition system. PM-MRP/MERADCOM prepared a
PIP to initially retrofit the PU-625 sets and the remaining seta upon
satisfactory performance of the system. Also included in the PIP was a

larger cranking pulley for eaaier rope starting.

Acquisition

(U) One issue of the Five-Year Acquisition Plan was published and
distributed in February 1981.

(U) The latest Long-Range Acquisition Estimates (LRAE) were dissem-

inated in September. The terminated-for-default contract with Bogue
Electronic Manufacturing Company was still in default in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Defense Acquisition Regulation (DM). A proposed DAR revision
was submit-iscal year 1981 to alert the materiel acquisition agencies
within DOD of the provisions of the DOD Directive 4120.11. This Directive
stated that the procurement responsibility for Mobile Electric Power Gener-
ating Sources (MEPGS) was assigned to PM-MEP for the submission and approval
of a Request for Deviation from PM-MEP prior to initiating a procurement of
nonstandard MEPGS. The DAR for fiscal year 1981 Section V, paragraph

5.1201-6 did not identify this pOint.

(U) Acquisitions for fiscal year 1981 are lis,tedbelow:
1.5 kW, 28V, Gasoline Engine-Driven Generator Set contract was awarded

to John R. Hol1ingsworth Company.
4.2 kW, 28v, Gasoline’ Engine-Driven Generator Set contract was awarded

to John R. Hollingsworth Company.
10kW, 60 Hz, Diesel Engine-Driven Generator Set contract was awarded

to Libby Welding Company.

A second 10kW, 60 Hz, Diesel Engine-Driven Generator Set contract was
awarded to Libby Welding Cmpany.
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30 kW, 400 Hz, Diesel
to Libby Welding Company.

60 kW, 60 and 400 Hz,

Engi,ne-DrivenGenerator Set contract was awarded

Diesel Engine-Driven Generator Set contract
was awarded to Femont Division, Dyn~mf.cs Corporation of hezica.

60 kW, 400 Hz, Gas Turbine Engine-Driven &enerat or Set contract
was awarded to Libby Welding Company,

72 kW, 400 Hz, Diesel Engine-Driven Generator ‘Set contract was
awarded to John R..HoI1ingsworth Company.

100 kW, 400 Hz, Diesel Engine-Dri~en Generator Set contract was
awarded to Melley Energy Systems,

200 kW, 60 Hz, Diesel Engine-Driven Generator Set contract was
awarded to Libby Welding Company..

(U) Configurateion “Management/Product Assurance. staff officers of
PM-~P, through the delegated authority of the ~ in fiscal year 1981 were
chairing 10 configuration control beasds for design
of DOD standard family generator sets. One hundred
posals, deviations and waivers were evaluated.

control of 41 models
sixty=three change pro-

Traftiing‘Devices (,TRADE)

1981, as the focal(U) Training Devices (TRADE) . In ffscal year

point and repository of expertise for training devices within DARCOM, PM,
TWDE worked in close cooperation with MS and other weapon system devel-
opers to produce training devices which best met the requirements of the
developer, TWDOC, and the trainee alike. PM, TEADE’s role in the pro-
gram ranged from a minimum of consultant/independent assessor, which
was mndatory for all PM directed programs, to total responsibility for
developing and fielding the device (s), depending on his mitten agreement
with the weapon developer. All nonsystem training devices and all Syn-
thetic Flight Training Simulators were the direct and exclusive responsi-
bility of PM, TRADE. The project wnager coordinated the DARCOM review
and cement for all Training Device Requirement Docments originating at
TRADOC and, upon request, worked with the training comunity to develop,

produce, and initially support the item. The PM was DAHCOM’s principal

advisor and independent assessor for those portions of the ASARC, DSARC,
and IPR packages related to training. In addition, he directed, coor-
dinated, and supported the activities of the Product Manager for Armor

Training Devices (ARD).

Organization and Staffing

(U) Colonel Donald M. Campbell continued as the Project “hnager for
Training Devices. The Pr~ject Charter was signed by the Honorable John

Marsh Jr. , Secretary of the Amy and dated 5 October 1981.

(U) At the beginning of fiscal year 1981, the total personnel author-
ization was 112; 30 officers, 4 enllsted and 78 full time permanent civ-
ilians. However, as a result of the reassignwnt of the Technical Exten-
sion Course function to TEADOC during the fiscal year, one officer and
five civilian spaces were transferred from PM TRADE.
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Amor “Training Deyices

(U) “me Conduct ‘of“Flr~’Trai,ner (COFT). This trainer continued to
generate high. leyel interest as the Amy’s largest traintng device pro-
gram. It receI%e,dwidespread publicity at the hnual Industry Training

Conference, competitive prototyFe during full-scale development, and as a
feature article and on the “cover of ‘Amy ‘R,D, & “A“Magazine, where it

aPPeared tn the November-Decmber 1981 isSUe. The COFT r~ine d within
budget and on schedule with deliveries of test prototypes in July 1981,

releaae of Request for Proposal (~P) on 19 June 1981, and receipt of
proposal on 16 October 1981.

(U) ‘The‘Ml‘Mairitenafice‘T~~irie.r.Develo~ent successfully passed

an independent TECOM evaluation fo1lowing Operational Test 11 (>TII) and
in fiscal year 1981 was expected to conclude with production award in

June 1982.

(U) The Ml Driver Traine~.. The future of Driver Trainer was
doubtful in fiscal year 1981 because lack of support for the require-

ment and reliability problems had resulted in a reexamination OE the
requirements.

0) Non-Systems ‘Trainers. The M180 Subcaliber Device (BREWSTER)
waa type classified standard in May 1981. An initial production contract
was awarded 17 June 1981, and deliveries were expected to start in Feb-
ruary 1982. Brackets that adapted the M179 Subcaliber Device (’rELFARE)
to the Abrams Tank were wnufactured and shipped to the field starting
in August 1981, completing this program. Tank Weapons Gunnery 3imulation
System (TWGSS), a contract for a comercial device, “as awarded to SAAB
in June 1981. The SAAB’trainer was expected to ,be used for a c,jncept

evaluation to support requirement definition. The Tank Gunnery and
Missile Tracking System (TGMTS) was delivered in January 1981 t,>Fort
Knox, Kentucky. A concept evaluation was started by the Armor {~ndEngineer
Board in May 1981.

(U) Ge~eral. Due to the pinch for manpower resources, PM-Armor
Training Devices (W) implemented a Management by Objectives procedure
which drew maxim)u comitment from people on hand and forced priori tiz-
ation of projects to assure the right people at the right place:;when
needed.

(U) Budgets. The aviation programs that encountered funding prob-
lems during fiacialyear 1981 were the N-1 Flight and Weapons Simlator
and the AH-.64 Combat Mi S,Sion Simulator. Initially the AH-1 FWS budget
had a shortfall {>f$4.2 million, but this was resolved with tbe approval
of the fiscal ye~ar1981 supplemental budget. The funding for tileAH-64
CMS, however; remined fluid throughout the period and was unde::funded
by $4.0 million {atthe close of the-year.
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(U) %als and Objectives. Negotiation and award of a multi-year
contract for five pr~duction units of the AH-1 FWS were achieved in April
1981. This cantract was awarded 15 April 1981 in the amount af $78.7

million, and delivery was expected to be completed in May 1985.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, preliminary government acceptance testing
of the initial CH-47C Flight Simulator was completed in preparation for

shipment and installation at Fort Campbell, Kentucky..

(U) Training of instructors for the UH-60 Flight Simulator, Develop-
ment Test 11, and the institutional phase of the Operational Test II were
completed. The remaining phase of OT II to Waluate the usefulness of
the simulator to FORSCOM field sites were expecte.a to Be completed in
fiscal year 1982.

(U) Development of a new visual system for use in the production
units of the AH-1 FWS was completed successfully in fiscal year 1981.
This system, which replaced the conventional television camera system
uses on the prototype simlator, employed a scanned laser to generate
the visual scene. It eliminated the requirement for the powerful light-
ing system used previously and resulted in significant savings in the
cost of operation by reducing electricity consumption, reducing required
air conditioning equipment and reducing maintenance manhours .

(U) One of the mjor goals for fiscal year 1981 was to define the
training capabilities required of the AH-64 CMS and to establish the
physical configuration of the simulator to provide those capabilities.

These goals were extremely difficult to achieve because of the complexity
of the AH-64 helicopter and because of the constantly changing funding
situations. At yearend, these issues had not been totally resolved.

(U) Personnel Realigmemt. Because of the increasing workload,
due in large part to increased AH-64 Combat Mission Simulator activity,
Aviation Systms Division manpower authorization was increased by one.
This space was filled by an aviation warrant officer eminently qualified
to serve as assistant project director. He had flom approximately 600
hours in the AH-64 helicopter and was thoroughly familiar with the com-
plexity of the aircraft and its associated training problems. He had

also gained considerable prior experience with flight simlators as the
TRADOC technical advisor to PM TRADE during the development of the AH-1
Flight and Weapons Simulator.

Ground Systems

(U) Development of the Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement Simu-
lation Systm (MILES) was c~mpleted in fiscal year 1981 and type class-
ified. Logistics support transit ioned to ~COM; and production continues

to run on schedule. ~n fiscal year 1981 PM TRADE was in Lot 111 and final
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Basic MILES deliveries, were expected to be c~mpleted in January 1983,

A production contract award.for Ml MILES was” scheduled far May 1982, and
production ECPS, for “M2 and M3 were being prepared in fiscal year 1981.
MILES QPF~ system$ for Tm72, ZSU, “M1974 and BW were delivered to and
were operational at the Nati9nal Training Center,

(U) Ancillary to M~LES ws the Blank Fire Adapters (BFA) which
would add realism to exercises by proyiding realistic wea@ons effects
signature. In fiscal year 1981 the M19 and M20 BFAs for the M2 and M85
machine guns had completed p~oduct?on and deliveries and were tzansitioned
to ~COM in fiscal year 1981. Engineering development of M240 BFAs

for the complete range of MILES equipped vehicles was also nearing com-
pletion dur;:ng the fiscal year.

(U) In fiscal year 1981, the Air to Ground Engagmnent Simulation (AGES)

and Air Defense Systems would provide a logical extension of MILES, to inclcide
Aviation and Air Defense in the engagement sititilationexerc~ses. The
basic ,aviation offense weapon systm was the COBm with simulation of
the TOW, 2b Gun, and 2.75 rocket systems. The OH-58A and UH-l”S acted

as targets. The Air Defense Systems included the VULCAM, CHAPWRAL and
STINGER . The AGES/AD program completed OT/OT II and the systems were

undergoing a two-week check teat at Fort Huachuca to assure correction
of short-comings noted during OT II. The DEVA IPR was scheduled for

May 1982 with a production contract award planned for July 1982.

(U) Develop]nent of the Army Training Battlefield Simulation System
(ARTBASS) continued as scheduled during fiscal year 1981. The ARTBAss
was expected co provide real time, dynamic training in command a~d control
for Maneuver Battalion Commanders and their staffs . The MTBASS was
essentially a conversion and update of the Combined Ams Tactical Training
Simulator (CATTS) which was in use at Fort Leavenworth, Wnaas. It was
planned to conver:t existing CATTS software from the 1974 large s,:ale
computer configur:ition to multi/mini technology and van mount the system.

(U) PM TWD13 successfully completed DT/0~.I for the Infantyr Remoted
Target System (IN3TS) and an Engineering Development Phase Contr,~ctwas
negotiated with S]?erry Support Services, Huntsville, Alabama. The IRETS
program objective was to provide the Infantry and Armor co~unitiea with
a system of threat oriented targets. Targets were expected to realistic-

ally support various small arms marksmanship training exercises as well
as tank gunnery t>?a?ning as a result of the defunct Armor Remoted Target
System (,@TS) re(~uirements being folded into the”IRETS progran. IRETS
was AISO expected to feature,major components such a$ a generic automated

control device, IIlfantry stat?orlaryand moving targets, hostile ;fi,re
simulators and ni~;fitmuzzle flash simulators as well as Ar~or t%:get

interfaces and a hostile fire,simulator, Systa components were to be
designed to sense and automatically score small arms and main tank gun

service ammunition],



uNCLASSIFIED

(U) A contract was awarded on 19 March 1981 to Hughes Aircraft
Corporation fo~ development of two ROLAND Instituti~nal Trainers (RIT)
for PM RQLAND . Each trainer consisted of an Instructor’s console and

six student stations. Each student station had positions for the c-rider
and gunner. The trainer would provide a variety of combat scenarios fea-

turing advanced computer generated imgery. The ‘RITalso included self
paced computer mnaged training with hard copy evaluation of the student’s

progress for record.

(U) Four Field Artillery Twrret Maintenance Trainers were installed
and in operation at Tort$Sill ~ Oklahoma. The trainers. consisted of self-

contained programmable mainframes and interchangeable program panels simu-
lating the hydraulic and electrical systms of the M109 and M11O Howitzers.

(U) The Ground Systems Division awaTded a contract to AAI Corporation
on 16 April 1981 for development of the Alpha Radiac Training Device (ARTD).
Prototype delivery of five units was scheduled for August 1982, and would

allow ALPRA and Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) teams to practice rad-
iation monitoring and survey techniques without being exposed to hazardous

radiation. The ARTD would represent the operational e.uiment (AN/PDR-’56)
in appearance and operation.

Program Management and Requirements

(U) During fiscal year 1981, 20

requirements were awarded with a face

–l.. ,.

contracts for Army Training Device
value of $97,45?,817.

(U) Establishment of an Automated Resource/Planning ‘Management
System. PM TRADE’s mission mde it imperative that a comprehensive

resource planning system be used to project resource requirements for
both ongoing programs and to assess the impact of new work assignments

and realignment of priorities over an extended Eimefrme.. Due to the
number of projects managed by PM TRADE, the use of an Automted System

to assist in this critical task was needed. Several government-owned
software automated resource planning systems were investigated as to
their applicability to PM TWE’S needs. &o systems, Georgia Institute
of Technology Project Analysis and Schedule Evaluations Systems (GITPASE)
and Automated Five-year Planning Systems weTe reviewed. The Automated

Five-year Planning System was developed by ADP Network Services, Incor-
porated for the US Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory
(CE~) . In fiscal year 1981, CERL used the system to manage approximately

120 ongoing projects and it “was determined by PM TWE that the CERL
system would best meet PM ~DE ‘“sneeds.

(U) The overall Management Information system’s mission was trans-
ferred from this divisiOn tO the Financial DivisiOn when tfieprOgram
Management and Requirements Division was reorganized in fiscal year 1981.
In addition to this mission being transferred ~ the Rationalization,
Standardization, and Interoperability (RSI) m~ssion was also reassigned
to the Special Assistant for Program Management.
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(U) =ezcial “TXaini,fig‘Device.‘Re.quirernents. During fiscal year 1981,
PM TWE was tasked with total resp~nsibility for acquisition of C~merc-.
ial Trai,ning Devices fQr Army-tiide training applications. Effective fiscal
year 1981, CTDRS with a unit cost of $3,000 or more were investment itas
and would be procured with PAA funds, Relevant portions of M 71-9 and
AR 350-xxx were drafted and r@ceived in January S981 by the Army Training
Support Center (ATSC) and PM TWE to claxify the new pollcies and proced.ure”s.

Technical Suppo~

(u) The division formulated an acquisition strategy for institutional
. .

tYPe tralnlng devices which would shorten the cycle by one year. The stra-
tegy was placed into a “white paper” which.received concurrence by the

D~COM DCGMD and was forwarded to DA for assistance in implemeotat ion.

(U) The T,Schnical Support Division formulated new logistics policies
which were stru,:tured around the unique problems of training d!?vices.
These policies, which included requirements for contractor log istic sup-
port of sophisticated training devices , were included in the d:raft
AK 350-XX..

(U) A contract was awarded to examine the configuration of all UH-60
BLACK HA~ maintenance trainers vis-a-vis the configuration of fielded
aircraft. The results of this review -, expected to detemin(> the scoue
of

to

efforts required to update the trainers.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the following devices wexe transit ion~:d
ARRCOM for life cycle suuport:

Automatic Tank Target S~stem May 1981
Logistic S~~pport for MILES May 1981

M179 (TELFARE) NOV 1981

(U) Fiscal year 1981 was a very active year for PM TRADE and Product
Assurance and Test Measurement Branch. The branch assumed the System Safety

Engineering function for PM TRADE in addition to its Reliability, Maintairl-
ability, Quality Assurance and Test responsibilities. Significant events

in the Product A.ssuxance and Test area were as follows:

(U) A Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES) follow-on
Reliability Evaluation was conducted on MILES production units during in-
itial usage at Fort Hood, Texas . All components of the MILES System exceeded
their MTBF requirements .

(U) The M1 Conduct of Fire Trainer (,COFT)reached its test and evalua-
tion phase. Competitive Development Tests (DT) were conducted at General
Electric and Chrysler Corporations and at Fort Hood, Texas . Based upon

system performance, the General Electric COFT system was selected to enter,
and successfully completed, Operational Test (.OT)1~ at Fort Hood .
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(U) Development Test (.DT)II and Phase I of OperatiOnal Test II were
conducted on tb.e.Engineering Development prototype UR-60 Fl,ight Simulator
at Fort ~uc~e,~, The,aysteq perfomed satt,sfactorily; howeyer, the build-

ing environment could not he.rna~nta?ned within 12mits and the scored reli-
ability performance Qf the trainer was less than the requirement. At

the end of fiscal year 1981, ~ TWDE waa reYiewing the results and had
taken action to re-eyalua~e these areas during the Phase 1~ to be h@ld in
the fiecal year 19a2 timeframe.,

(U) First Article Tnspectton Tests were initiated on the first pro-
duction CH-47 Flight Simlator at Singer Link Corporation, First Article
Teats were on-going at the close of fiscal year 19al wi,th the reliability
evaluation still to be conducted prtor to shipment of the trainer to Fort

Campbell, Kentucky fir further on-site waluation.

(U) In-plant and on-site acceptance testing, to include Reliability,
Maintainability and Safety Evaluations, were completed on the Reactive
Electronic Equipment Simulator (~ES) System which WaS accepted frOm
Gould CorporaEi6n and ‘installed at Fort Cordon, Georgia,

(U) Development Test (DT) r~ and Operational Test (OT) 11 were
initiated on MILES follow-on systems for Air-Ground and Air Defense En-
gagement Simulation Systems (AGEs/D). The teets were ongoing at the

conclusion of fiscal year 1981. Test s?t@s included the contractor’s
facility (Xerox Corporation), APG, Fort Rucker, Fort Huachuca and Fort
Bliss.

(U) In-plant and on-site evaluations were conducted on the Ml
Driver Trainer at Sperry Corporation and Fort Knox, Kentucky. The System

exhibited significant problems and future evaluations such as an evalu-
ation by subject rotter experts, a concept evaluation, or an Operational
Test were under consideration by the DAKCOM and TRADOC communities.

(U) A Technical Feasibility Teat for Safety was conducted on the
Machine Gun A~SS to v@rify system safety of the eystem with MP or
propane gas. The evaluation was conducted at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

(U) The test activities noted above were significant events. However,
significant reliability, maintainability, quality assurance, test and safs-
.ty engineering were expanded on systems such as ROLA~, IRETS, FATMT, AH-64,
Alpha hdiac, STAGS, to name a few. This effort, while not identifiable

as end products, was essential to the successes of PM TRADE!s ongoing
systems.

(.u) SUPPIY support for nOn-...typeclass $f~ed training devices through
PM TWE/Tobyhanna Army Depot continued to be responsive to the field with
an excess,of 80 percent fill rate for requisitions within 30 days. Con-

sumption of repair parts during this period more than doubled and an excess
of $434,000 of replenishment spares were procured.
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CHAPTER VI

MATERIEL ~ADI~SS

Introduction

(U) Force readiness conti~nued to be a Department of Defense and
Department of the Army priority in fiscal year 1981. The organization
Of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ~l~o ind~~ated r,. . . me readice~~ of U-S,,
military force!sto carry out assigned wartime missions is critical to
the success of national military strategy!’ mey expre~~ed th,eir~on-
cern regarding materiel readiness deficiencies that “. . . combine tO
limit the readiness of U.S. forces.” hong the wide range cf existing
deficiencies were “. . . shortfalls in unit equipment, sh~rta,ge~ of
repair parts” and “. . . inadequate’maintenance. ,,~ Secretary of the
Army Marsh also expressed his concern in that “. . . Many of the
(Reserve components ) have significant shortages in essential equipment,
or are amed with older , less capable “eaPons ,11“hich evaluation ~a~
Significant to DARCOM since It.. . approximate lY two-thirds of the
Army’s logistic support units and nearly half of their total combat
units are in the ready reserve.”2

(U) First steps had been taken, howe”er, to ~vercome these prOb-
lems, as General Guthrie indicated, “. . . me Congress has taken action!

tO increase resources, people, and funds, and DARCOM is pursuing ~“r
RESHAPE Program.”3

(U) In addition, Headquarters Directorates having ~is~ion related
responsibilities described their activities in great depth under

appropriate subjects in the following accounts.

1
“US Milita]:y Posture for N 82. A Supplement to the Chail:-
man’s 0ver\7iew,” Organization of the JCS. 9?thCongress,,
1st Sess, Ilouae ComLtte.e QU Armed sewtces; H~&ta%gD ‘on

Military Posture and RR 2614 and RR 2970, Wash DC, USGPO,
981. Part ,1“Military Posture”, p. 145.

2
“Written Statement of Hon. John O. Marsh” 97th Congress
1st Sess. House Comittee on Amed Services. Hearings on

Military Posture and RR 2614 and HR 2970, Wash DC, USGPO,
1981, Part 1, “Military Posture”, p. 1339.

3 ,,Written Statement of Gen. John R. Guthrie, CO~anding

General, US Amy Materiel Development and Readiness COmlld, ”
97th Congress, 1st Sess, House Comittee on Amed Services.

Hearings orlMiIit#ry Posture and HR 2970 and HR 745, Part 5,
%peratlon and Maintenance Title 111!’Wash DC USGPO; 1981: p. 868.
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Materiel Management

Organization and Functions

(U) Major General Benjamin F. Register served as Director for

Materiel Managaent from the beginning of the fiscal year through
9 March 1981. Major General James S. Welch served as Director from

10 March 1981 through the end of the fiscal year. Mr. M. I. Hinson
sened as Deputy Director for Materiel Management frm the beginning
of the fiscal year through 2 January 1981, when he was succeeded by
Mr. Richard E. Heinbach.

(U) The Directorate was organized as follows: Associate Director-
ate for Evaluation, Associate Directorate for Maintenance, Associate
Directorate for Supply and Distribution, Associate Directorate for
Materiel ‘Progrms, Maintenance Interservice Support Management Office/
Joint Aeronaut ical Depot Maintenance Action Group, Progrms and Pro-
jects Office.

(U) The Associate Directorate for Evaluation served as Directorate
focal point for preparation of various supply and maintenance performance
reviews, coordination and GAO, IG, AAA reports, analysis of systems
assessments, mint enance of HQ management infomat ion systerns,MILSTEP

(Military Standard Transportation and Evaluation Procedures ), training,
and the Supply Career Progrm.

(U) One of the major accomplishments achieved during fiscal year
1981 was the continued high level of stock availability

[’ ‘efl;~fi~asimproved receipts and inventory of Amy stock funded z ems.
especially true at TACOM, where the slap in the automotive industry
freed vendors to prcduce against Amy contracts.

Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM)

(U) In compliance with Department of Defense imposition of Air
Transportation Association Maintenance Study Group (~SG2) principals
on the three Services, the Amy developed the program of RCM in 1976
and directed all comands to consolidate their maintenance planning
efforts under the RCM strategy.

(U) Several RCM-related programs were initiated, which had goals

in comon with RCM (e.g. reducing cost of maintenance while retaining
equipment reliability) or which revised a maintenance activity through
similar processing methods. Programs such as Preventive Maintenance
and Checks and Services (FMCS) Review, Depot Maintenance Work Require-
ments (DMWR) Scrub, and addition of 0~ to tracked vehicles , were in-
itiated after RCM was endorsed by OSD.
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(U) During fiscal year 1981, a pilot program was initia:ed for the
M11O vehicle. Ten MIIOS were overhauled against a revised DM~ applying
RCM logic. The results of a one year Sample Data Collection l?rogram

had detemined that the M11O vehicles overhauled, using RCN,we~:e equal to,

or better than the prior overhaul procedure. Other DMNRs wbi,:hhad been,

or were in fis,:alyear 1981 reviewed under the Dm scrub pro~;ram included
M60Al, M113, M109A1 and VRC-12 .

(U) ~ and Joint Oil Analysis. tiring fiscal year 19[11,two
new laboratories were opened for 011 analyaia at Fort Ord, California
and Fort Knox, Kentucky. The Defense Depot Tracy Laboratory ~?asde-

activate% and Itheworkload was transferred to Fort Oral. Action was

initiated to o]>ena new laboratory at the National Training C(~nter,
Fort Inin, California. In addition, the transfer of the Army Oil
Analysis Progr/~m (AOAP) ADP data baae frm the Corpus Christi Army
Depot (CCAD) tn MRSA was begun. Tbe ADP system in CO~S was f>xpanded
by installing I>DC-05M cmputer teminals at Fort Knox, Kentucky; Fort
Bragg, North Ct~rolina;and Hunter Air Field, Georgia. During :?iscalyear
1981, the numb<>r of samples analyzed comprised: aero - 374,4:!7 and
nonaero - 520,:)62,an Increase of 4 percent over the total of samples
analysed in fi\3calyear 1980.

Packaging

(U) ~stics Applications of Automated Marking and Reading
Symbols (LOGMARS ). The LOGNARS study effort was completed wit-he
acceptance of t= final report by OASD (MW&L). The 3 of 9 b:lrcode,
with OCR-A, prir]ted above or below the bar code was accepted as the
official DOD s~bology. Plana were being formulated to implet~ent the
new s~bology fLnboth ~etail and wholesale operations using Q(lick
Return or Investment Funds . A LOGMARS group was being formed at the

DARCOM Packagirlg, Storage and Containerization Center to aasi~t in
application requirements.

(U) Discrepancyy Report Monitoring System (DWS). The or!eyear
test of the DBMS was completed with the analysis of over 13,0(10Reports
of Discrepancy (ROD). The DRMS yielded valuable information pertain-
ing to MSC responsiveness in completing RODS, actual dollar l<!sses,
relationship of RODS to shipments , a breakdom of specific discrepancies

reported and tke pinpointing of specific areas for further in~restigation,
Plans were to continue the DWS and to solicit GSA and DLA pa~:ticipa-
tion in the prclgram.

(U) ~ial Supply Support ASL/PLL. During the 1978 Ar”,y Com-
manders Conference, major comanders expressed concern about the ability
of Army units to manage the introduction of the many new end items and
weapon systems to be fielded in the 1980s . DARCOM proposed tt.ata pro-
cedure for fielding initial ASL/PLL packaged in unit level cortfigur-
ations, be tested as a means to ease the burden on gaining conmands.
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(U) This packaging procedure was based upon user submission of
funded requisitions. Using standard automated supply systems and key-
ing on the assigned project code and unit DODAAC, Army, and DLA managed
items were directed from depots or vendors to a centralized package
processing point (PPP) for assembly. Management information was pro-
vided by the Logistics Intelligence File. This management data enabled
the fielding Project Manager or mjor subordinate c-and to monitor
and control the packaging effort and detemine when sufficient items
were in a particular ASL or PLL package to support fielding to the
unit in question.

(U) Testing of the procedure was successfully completed. The
benefits of ASL/PLL packaging to gaihing units and comands resulting

from this test, justified the resource expenditure requ2red for Army-
wide implementation. The formost benefit was an Improved ability to

maintain unit readiness during the trarksition perioa associated with
the introauct?on of a new weapon or system. Also, packaging
affordea the gaining comanaer the opportunity to better use available
personnel since the time required to mon2tor and control receipt of
initial ASL/PLL items woula be reauced by approximately 75 percent.

(U) D~COM letter, dated 21 July 1981, subject: Initial Supply
Support ASL/PLL Packaging, recommended HQDA approve Amy-wide imple-
mentation of ASL/PLL packaging and provide resources for this imple-
mentation. Pending final HQDA decision, this headquarters had approved
ASL/PLL packaging for fielding of Ml Abrams and UH-60A BLACKHAWK to
US~UR.

Storage

(U) DOD Standard Warehousing and Shipping Automated System (DWASP).

OASD (~&L) continued to press the aeveloDment of a DOD-wide stanaara
depot system to perfom th~ receipt, “storage, issue, transportation

and related management functions for general supplies at DOD distribution
depots. As increasing levels of detail for the proposed DWASP program
were aeveloped and distributed, the Services became progressively
more concerned about the aaverse impact they perceived it would have
upon their logistics operations and the quality and timeliness of support
to the field units. There was a general consensus among the Services
that DWASP would increase system costs, reduce system responsiveness
and impose additional layers of complexity upon their storage operations
without any reciprocal beneficial return.

(U) Responding to this appraisal of DWASP’s impact, the Joint
Logistics Comanders (JLC) in June 1981 sent memos to the Chiefs of Staff
of the Amy and the Air Force, the Chief of Naval Operations and the
Comandant of the Marine Corps . The JLC memos expressed their concerns,

and asked the Service Chiefs to write to their respective Secretaries,
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reiterating these concerns.} requesting the DWASP program be terminated

and the FY 1981 $50,000 limit on improvements to existing systems be
lifted. In response, the Chief of Staff, Army wrote to the Secretary

of the Amy, who in turn sent a memo supporting the JLC requests to
the Deputy Secretary of Defense. me other Services reacted In various

manners.

(U) In a related action, the Defense Audit Service (DAS) in July
1981 published a draft program suzvey report of DWASP that larg;ely con-
ffrmed the deficiencies of DWASP described by the Services, and recom-
mending that the development effort be mbmitted to the DOD Major Auto-

mated Informatic,n Systems Review Council (WISRC) for ‘Milestone 1 approval.
and a deci,sion to continue development. The Services in general supported

the DAS appraisal.

(U) In October 1981, the DWASP Focal Point Group recome~.ded dis-
patching a memo to OASD (MSA&L) advising that the fundamental c,bjectives
of the DWASP Task Order had been met throush inter-Service coc,peration
to the same degree that DWASP would have accomplished them; th:.tthe
ultimate standardization concept proposed by the DWASP Task Order could
be achieved only at great risk and expense; that the MILS system provided

an existing, effective means to implement further standardization; and
that the DWASP Task Order, having largely been accomplished, should be
rescinded.

(U) Care c,fSupplies in Storage (COSIS) . The requirement. to
properly care fc,rthe $17 billion worth of supplies in storage had been
of considerable concern for some time. Stored materiel required per-
iodic inspectior[ to determine its condition and corrective action
(processing) if inspection indicated there was evidence of deterior-
ation. Nonetheless, the COSIS program had been woefully underfunded by
DA/DOD for a gre!atmany years. A fomal information briefing kraspre-
pared for deliv<!ry to the Army Select Comittee for Resources Management

that made a compelling case for GOSIS investment both in terms of econ-
omic and readinc!ss ground.

(U) At the start of fiscal year 1981, no funds were provided for
COSIS in the builget. Several events changed that situation. The
defense sub-comittee of the House Appropriations Comittee directed
the Army to reprogram $12 million for Cosis and another $14.8 nlillion
for amunition rework. Increases contained in the DA fiscal yc!ar 19S1
supplemental and fiscal year 1982 amended budgets permitted grc!ater
attention to con]pleting the necessar>7 cyclic inspections and rc!ducing
the processing backlogs which were created during the lengthy period
of fund scarcit~r.

(U) -,e Space in DARCOM Depots. The following table
available storage space parameters as of 30 September 19S1.

shows
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Covered Space (millions of square feet)

Ig100s and Other Covered Total

Hagazines Space

Gross Available 22.4 38.0 60.4

Xet Available 14.3 21.6 35.9

Occupied 10.2 17.3 27.5

% Occupied 71% 80% T7Z

Open Space (Improved)

Net Available 22.3 million sq ft

Occupied 87 million sq ft

Transportation

(U) Over Ocean Cargo Forecasting<. The DARCOM Logistic Control Activity
was a major contributor at the annual Milftary Sealift Comand Shipper Ser-
vice Requirements Conference and the Military Airlift Comand Worldwide Air-
lift Requirements Planning Conference. Both conferences were designed to
assess cargo forecasting over the previous year and identify needed improve-
ments . In view of continued austerity in transportation funding, the ac-
curacy of these reports, although greatly improved, was found to be wanting.
In an attempt to obtain further improvement, the DARCOM Inventory Researth
Office was tasked to undertake an extensive study of Logistics Control

Activity cargo forecasting techniques during fiscal year 1982.

(U) Control of Premium Transportation. Through the efforts of DARCOM
shipping activities, ARRCOM, MICOM and the LCA (Army Air Clearance Authority) ,
extensive transportation cost avoidances were realized by the comodity
manager, shipper and the LCA/ACA. DOD/DA policy required that certain
high priority shipments be challenged for the requirement of premium trans-
portation (airlift) . Shipments destined oversea were challenged by ARRCOM,
MICOM and LCA while shipments destined to customers within COWUS were
challenged by the individual shipping activity/depot. As a result of
these challenges, a transportation cost avoidance was realized with Army
oversea shipments of $21,009,688, and domestic shipments of $5,355,337.
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(U) Comoclity Couand Standard System (CCSS) - Transportt~tion syste~n.
The freight classification system was subject to nwerous compl.a?nts in- -

volving status and validity of the data as well as inadequate ~~pdate
procedures. The!Catalog Data Actiwity in conjunction with the Autmated

Logistics Management Systems Activ2ty had conducted a compreher~s?ve re-
view of the system ~esulting in several proposed changes . One of the

major changes provided a standard automated procedure for direct contact
between the shir,plng activity (depots) and the MSC for the purpose of
freight classifi.cation/MILSTAMP discrepancies.

(U) -dou. Materials “Data System (NS) . The quantity of radio-
active and hazardous wterial managed by the Armed Services had,groin
rapidly, increasing the possibility and probability of accidents occurrin~;
during storage :~ndtransportation. This.prmpted D~Cw to develop tbe

RMDS to provide complete information on the handling and movement of
hazardous material. The ~S was a coordinated effort between the Catalo~;
Data Activity and Automated Logistics Management Systems Activity. The
data base was being developed by the user comands and identified the
specific items a~ndinformation needed to legally ship and store hazardoua
material. CCSS, Release 62, would implaent procedures to add, change or
delete coded hazardous and radioactive type data elments .

(U) ~Transport of Munitions (STROM). The STROM study report was
briefed to DCG~,, DARCOM, and RADM Catola, NAvsEA, on 25 FebrU,arY lg81.

A final report w,asapproved by DCGMR, DMCOM in May 1981 and forwarded
to ASA for OSD approval on 3 July 1981 by M~C. By memorandum of 3 Sep-
tember 1981 the Deputy ASD (L&W) concurred with the findings and recom-
mendations of the reoprt, and directed that recommendations 1 through 4
be implemented. M~CTEA distributed the final report to all concerned
during October 1981. OSD prepared letters of instructions to implement

the four recommendations, one of which DARCOM was to implement.

(U) CONUS Installation Mobilization Outloading ~~d R~c~ivi~g cap-
abilities. The completion of the CONOS Installation Mobilization Out-

loading and Receiving Capability Study was followed by the implementation
of some of the recommendations made by the study. Refinement of out-

loading and receiving capability data was continued. The new report
format for these data was submitted to MTMC and approved. ARRCOM and
DESCOM began preparation of implementation instructions for the new
report. The study also established outloading and receiving capability
as a key indicator of readiness. It was included in the revised DARCOM
Readiness Evaluation System (D~S) and the ongoing Mobilization Require-
ments Model (MOBREM) Study. One of the findings of the Conventional
bunition Special Review (CASPR) was that deficiencies in aaunition
outloading and receiving capability had to be corrected. Additional
fiscal year 1981 OMA funds were received for repair of igloos, roadways,

and railroad tracks at depots. The Military Traffic Management Co~nd
Transportation Engineering Agency (MTMCTEA) continued to perform their
Rail and Motor Outloading Surveys in order to assist installations in
identifying and correcting deficiencies .

307



(U) MILSTAM? Improvement Progfam. Efforts to improve the Military
Standard Transportation and Movement Procedures (MILSTW) continued

through a joint Service project ~ the MILSTAMP Improvement Program. A
number of proposed changes to simplify p~ocedures and reduce workload
were favorably reviewed; and cements f~om DARCOM were incorporated
into the final changes. A number of changes recmended for MILSTN
were adopted into the existing MTLSTAMP regulation. It was anticipated
that changes would gradually be phased in instead of publishing a com-
pletely new M~LSTNP regulation.

(U) Executive Director fdr Cotiventlonal“tiriftfon” (EDCA). The
charter for the Single Manager for Conventional @nition was signed
in August 1981, establishing an EDCA as well as delegation of responsi-
bilities frm DA to DARC~. An ad hoc group had developed an EDCA
organization in the National Capital Region which would have represent-
atives from all Services and would manage the SMCA.

(U) A new policy was also developed and published, which managed
small lot fragments of amunit ion. Revision of amunition issue and
control procedures resulted in a substantial cost avoidance bY elimin-
ation Of inspection, inventOrY, and ac~o”ntabilitY actiOn~.

(U) In support of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), ENT1pS” (Expanded
Near Term Propositioned Ships ) were established and approximately 17,000
short tons of amunition were loaded on a LASH ship to support US Amy
requirements during the year. A DARCOM briefing on the RDF Amunition
Basic Load was presented to the FORSCOM Logistics Conference on 6 August

1981 to assure FORSCOM that ABL re~~irements t~ou.}.dbe supported by DARCOM.

(U) Toxic Chemical Munitions. OPLAN RMT was success fully completed
in September 1981, which covered the movements of ~TEYE bombs from Rocky

Mountain Arsenal to Tooele “AruIyDepot. Newly constructed igloos for toxic
chemical storage at Tooele Army Depot were still awaiting acceptance in

fiscal year 1981. DARCOM Safety was expected to obtain approval to accept
the igloos with rocks in the earth for their cover. Redesign of a light-
ning protection system had to be completed and installed. Acceptance of
these igloos was estimated for March or April 1982.

(U) The Toxic Chemical Maintenance Plan was being revised with a
new five-year forecast due to slippage of MCA and exigent minor con-
struction, and should be published by November 1981.

308

uNCLASSIFIED



uNCLASSIFIED

(U) +4ssumptfdn of Contaifiexizati.ori“V*ssion ‘BY‘DR~LST. On 17 April
1981, the IIARCOM Container System Development Office (CSD()~was temin-

ated. The CSDO residual mission to plan, mon$tor, coord+llate and int&-
grate the UOD Containerized -nition Distribution Systeln (CADS) develop-

ment progr~~mwas assumed by DRCMM-ST. Three personnel spc%ceswere
transferred! from CSDO to DRW-ST to provtae support for l:hismission.

(U) !:ontalner“Oriented Eqtil~ent. The latest statu:>of container

oriented equipment at year end 1981, was contained in the DARCOM Container
System Har{lware Status Report, July 1981. Significant actions which
occurred d{lring fiscal year 1981 incluaea awara of a cont~ract for 79
additional M878 yard tractors during February 1981 and a {:ontract for
191 additif)nalMobile Rmps during Ma=ch 1981. Another s{tgnificant
action was the type classification of the 50,000 pound Rol]gh Terrain
Container llanaler as standard, logist$cs control code “A” , completed
during Mar[:h 1981. Materiel Fielding Plans were approved for the 50,000
pound Rough Terrain Container Handler, auring the period Ifarch through
August 198:1. The l19th Terminal Service Company, under arlIntegrate

logistic sllpportwaiver, received the fi~st ten 50,000 po,lndRough T,arrain
Container ~iandlers,at less than full support.

(U) ~lat Racks. Reversing their previous position that the coln-
mercial industry could not support the depot requirement ::orflat ra,:k

containers:, MSC advised that needed containers could be m:!de available
from co~ercial sources. Based on this comercial capabi~.lty, D~COll
efforts to procure flat racks for shipment of selected materiels froln
depots wer[] terminated.

(U) single Service Manager for Department of Defens(! (DOD) Rail
Equipment. In May 1980, a General Accounting Office (GAO:!report co]l-

cluded that improvements in rail equipment management by DOD were ne{>ded.
The US Army Rail Study, which was prepared by TSARCOM and published in
July 1980, also focused on management problems and found that the req-
uirement c!xisted to improve the condition of DOD rail eqt[ipment. The
rail study recommended that the Joint Logistics Comander:; (JLC) est~lb-
lish a single Service mnager for rail equipment.

(U) In response to the GAO report, the Deputy Assistant Secret:+ry

of Defense (Supply, Maintenance, and Transportation) established, in JuIY
1980, a joint Service ad hoc comittee to develop a DOD ir,struction (DODI)
which WOUICI outline overall management policies and designate a sing:le
Service to act as the DOD focal point for locomotives .

(U) The US Army Rail Study recommendations became the basis fo]:a
JLC ad hoc working group for management of rail equipment with DARCOII
as the lead,secretariat. Development of the draft DODI, which had been
initiated by the joint Service ad hoc comittee , was provided to the JLC
ad hoc working group for further development, staffing with the Ser”j.ces,
and approval by the JLC.



(U) The ~C ad hoc working group proposed a management concept th.t
would include an intensified level of joint Service coordination through
a JLC chartered single Service (,Army)manager with jol%t Service logistics
comand representation. A draft DODT and proposed JLC ch=rter were pre-
pared and on 24 September 1981, ~re submitted for approval to each Service
Chief. The draft DOD~ and proposed JLC cha~te~ would be ~“bmitted to
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserwe Affairs, and Log-
istics) for final approval .

(U) Invenco~y Accounting. The DOD Jo2nt Physical Inventory Work-
ing Group (JPIWG ), a working group chaired by OSD and including members

frOn each Service/agency, was establ~sfied to develop, maintain, and en-
hance a program pf physical inventory control for DOD supply system
materiel. The group was activated prior to 1981 to address specific
findings revealed by a Defense Audit Semite (DAS) investigation into

DOD’s pollcies, procedures, and practices of physical inventory. HQ
DARCOM represented the Department of the Amy on the DOD JPIWG.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the DOD JPIWG reviewed DODI 4140.35,
Physical Inventory Control for Department of Defense Supply System
Materie~ and prepared a final draft for staffing and publication. In

addition, a review of the physical inventory procedures in DODI 4140.22M,
Military Standard Transaction Reporting and Accounting Procedures (MILSTRAP),
was initiated with completion scheduled for fiscal year 1982. When the
above analysis was completed, changes were expected to be required to
DA/DARCOM regulations and standard automatic data processing systems .

(U) Item-by-Item Count of Toxic chemical M~nition~ . An item_bY-item
count of toxic chemical munitions had been completed at Lexington-Blue
Grass Depot Activity, Pine Bluff Arsenal , pueblo DePot A~tivitY, ROcky
Mountain Arsenal, and Umatilla Depot Activity. It was anticipated that
the item-by-item count would be completed at remaining installations

(Anniston Army Depot and Tooele Army Depot) prior to the end of fiscal
year 1983. The item-by-item count required verification of the presence
of the amunition. When the amunition items were boxed/packaged, the
actual presence was verified by removing the materiel from the box/package
or through x-ray verification of the presence of the munitions . The count
was complicated by the hazardous nature of the munitions and associated
safety precautions required.

(U) Revision of Policy on Sets, Kits, and o~tfit~ (sKO) . A change
to AR 708-1 was published 1 April 1981, effective 1 May 1981, which
strengthened controls over SKO. Significant changes included restriction
of the changes to SKO, other than those that were safety related or
mission essential, to those resulting from a scheduled review. It changed
the schedule for review of S,KO.from once every two years to once every
three years for maintenance type SKO and once every four years for non-
maintenance type SKO; established a policy that SKO changes would be
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mission essential, and/or safety related, be the result of equipment

changes or ina~~equacy due to failure of existing component it~ma, sig-
nificantly enh~~ncemission accomplishm~nt and be cost effective. A
policy that up~iated SKO WUld net be f~elded until the supply catalog
was published. It designated the US Army Equipment Authorization

Review Activit:y to review each proposed SKO change tO assure that it
complied with !policy guidance, was justified, and approved it for
DARCOM . In addition, a draft DARCOM regulation was prepared and dis-
tributed for cl~ments. men published, this DARCOM regulatio~ would
provide further implementing details for the changes included in the
Change to AR 708-1.

(U) ~ltory Management RevLews (~. DARCOM cond.ctc!d IMRs of
inventory cont]:ol points and depots. The areas of physical Irlventory

receipts, issu(:s,adjustments, logistics management data, and related
areas were reviewed. The purpose of the reviews was twofold, It was

to find problems that an individual installation was having; ~lndtO find
problems which had system-wide application. Disc~epancies wel:e sub-
sequently resolved and necessary changes made. In fiscal yea! 1981,
the following ;%ctivit<eswere reviewed: Missile Comand, CmnunicatiOns’-
Electronics Colmand, Sacramento Army Depot ~ Lexington-Blue Gr;~ssDepot
Activity, Troo]? Support and Aviation Materiel Readiness ComaT~d, Tooele
Army Depot, Ar]nament Materiel Readiness Comand, Crane Army AmunitiOn
Activity, and IJewCumberland Army Depot.

(u) ~~tory-prOperty Accountability Seminar. This am~ual
seminar was held 18-20 November 1981, hosted by DARCOM Materi~l Readiness
Support Activity in Lexington, Kentucky. The seminar provided an oppor-

tunity for the inventory comunity to review the effectivenesss/efficiency
of the fiscal year 1980 inventory program; discuss the impact of changes
planned for the inventory-property accountability area; provide cross-
fertilization of ideas and methods for improving the inventory account-
ing process; and relate comon problems/solutions for a mutual exchange
of ideas.

(U) There were approximately 60 attendees representing HQ DARCOM,
HQ DESCOM, the accountable supply distribution activities, depOts, MRSA,
ALMSA, ALMC, the hunition Center, CatalOg Data ActivitY, and the pack-
aging, Storage, and Containerization Center.

(U) @pment Distribution. A Local Purchase Task Group was
established by the Materiel Management Directorate to study problems
being experienced by FORSCOM related to local purchases. After its
formation, the task group met to resolve proposed criteria for initial

and post provisioning assignment of the National Stock Number (NSN) and
determination of central versus local procurement. The group determined

all standard Table of Organization and Equipment, including comercial
tactical equipment, should be fielded with an NSN assigned tO Parts
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expected to have a recurring demand rate of three valid demands in 180
days. Post provisioning NSN assignments would also be based upon these

criteria, but actual consumption data would be used. It was also
determined if an item was essential for stockage at any level , or for
war reserve, or if the item was essential for other logistics support
requirements, it would have an NSN assigned. Specifically excluded
were nonstandard equipment mteriel such as Base Lwel Comerclal
Equipment, nO~ilitary items authorized by Comon Tables of Allowances ,
and unique military items exempt from standaTd supply procedures.

(U) Integrated “Materiel Managetient. In December 1978, the Office
of the Secretarv of Defense (OSD) proposed that consumable items be
transferred from the Military Services to the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) for managment. DLA mission assumption involved the basic functions
of item procurement and item management.

(U) OSD contended that the proposed transfer of functions would
generate economies bY consolidating these fuuction~ at D~. In contrast,
the Army position was that the transfer could degrade supply effective-
ness and Army readineas . MOreOver, aisassociat$on of consumable item
management from total weapon system management ana DLA lack of engineer-
ing capability ana ena item visibility systems would have a significant
adverse impact on such management.

(U) The Deputy Secretary of Defense, in his memorandum of 7 July
1981, however, directed that an initial Increment of 200,000 items be

transferrea to DLA within six months as a test. After evaluation of
the test, OSD would determine the aesirahility of further transfers ,
The Army share of the first increment to be transferred was 35,000 items .

(U) The timeframe for the first transfer had been extended from six
to 12 months by OSD. Beginning in October 1981, items were to be trans-
ferred in seven increments with the completion of the last effective
transfer being 31 October 1981.

(U) Nonconsumable Item Program (NIP). The Noncon~umab~e item
Program (NIP) was established in 1974 by the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
to eliminate unnecessary application in the management and logistic sup-

port of multiused nonconsumable items.

(U) Phase I of NIP established for each NSN, a manager with
responsibility limitea to single submitter catalog, procurement ana ai~-
posal authority, and depot le”el maintenance was completed.

(U) Phase II, which expanded the manager’s responsibility to incl”ae
total wholesale financial and asset control, included a single DOD whole-
sale stock; sale development of budgeting ana funaing of depot maintenance
requirements; single buageting ana funaing of requirements to support
wholesale stock; responsibility for effecting creait exchange; critical
item management; ana determination, budgeting ana funaing of DOD whole-
sale war reserve requirements .
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(u) Implementation of Phase II was difficult because of major
policy issues that had to be overcome. However, in fiscal year 1981,

significant accomplishments were achieved.

Funding and Budgeting. A format and procedure for develop-
ing and displaying dollar/budget requirements for NIP items was devel-

Oped by the Army and approved by OSD. This was being programed into
the standard CCSS (Comodity Comand Standa~d System) budget system and
documented in the revised DMC~-R 700-99, Wholes al@ Inventory Manage-
ment and Logistics Support of Multiused Nonconsumable Items.

Credit Returns. Procedures for granting credit for NIP were
developed and were documented In proposed MILSTRIP change letter 320B
and 321B.

Nonconsumable@ Item Materiel Support Codes (NIMSC),. The

definition of these,management codes was rewritten to prwide ,:larity
and facilitate proper management . The new definitions were incorporated
in the revised DARCOM-R 700-99 DIDs .

Systems Changes. All systems changes necessary to implement
Phase II of the program were documented to ALMSA via system change re-
quests, approved by the Logistic Systems Review Comittee (LSRC) and
scheduled for implementation in November 1982.

(U) With the accomplishment of the above actions, the NIP program
was on schedule. Wen implemented, the program would result in more
efficient item Kmanagement.

(U) Army Materiel Plan (.~P) Modernization. During fiscal year
1981, considerable effort was expended in working toward development
of a modernized Army Materiel Plan (~P) . The AMP modernization pro-

ject was designed to provide a major step toward automation of the
management and analysis of major item data, especially as it related
to the Procurement Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System (PPBS) .
It also provided the necessary data to produce, on a real-time basis,

numerous reports which were manually prepared. This included machine
produced analyses of interchange (comon support items) requirements
and procurement programs. Implementation of the new system required
the procurement of ADPE equipment at all DARCOM MSCS, plus at many
reporting activities such as MRSA and ALMSA. The entire system was to
be tied together with modern transmission lines and made secure by
dedicated crypto devices. DESCOM was responsible for systems design
supported by ALMSA, LSSA, and all interested Headquarters DMCOM elements
The overall functional coordination was assigned to D/SMT.

(U) The milestone schedule called for a systems test at TACOM
with full implementation at all sites at some future date. It should
be noted that precise dates were under review to insure that they were
achievable.
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(U) Project Cleanup (Data Interchange). Several problems were
discovered within the Major Item Interchange of Data program which

generated component item requirements into the WP gross requirements
computation.

(U) In an attmpt to solve these problems, a series of visits to
major subordinate comands (MSCS) was conducted in September and October
1981, in an effort to “clean up” the data base. The DESCOM product,

StandaTd Study Number (SSN) ‘Major Assemblies and Generating Items (PCN
K30BBY07340) , was used as the base document. This product was the

result of DAKCOM Fom 1275, interchange of PA item data being submitted
to DESCOM and contributed to the ~P gross requirements computation.

(U) Each entry in the DESCOM product was checked twice, once with
the supporting comand and again with the =equirfng comand.. Actions
taken included 131 line item numbers (LINs) added to the data base, 585
LINs deleted from the data base, and 41 ratio changes . A comparative
program was run by RDAISA to show the magnitude of Project Cleanup and
a corrected MO generated.

(U) This review constituted a significant step forward in
eliminating data base inconsistencies which detracted from accurate AAO

computation. It also provided an opportunity to train the field on data
interchange management and to familiarize them with the use of the DESCOM

data interchange product. The use of this product as a reconciliation
document was expected tO provide MSCS with complete date interchange
visibility, and was expected to substantially reduce error rates. Also,
this review provided a clean data base for the ~P modernization program
which was expected to automate the data interchange process .

Management and Budget

(U) Due to a sound fiscal year 1981 stock fund program and manage-
ment emphasis on program execution, the fiscal year 1981 execution of the
DAECOM Division (Nholesale ) Army Stock Fund Program centinued to improve.
The program accomplishment rate was 100.7 percent ($l,589 .9 million

apprOved and $l,5g3.6 million actually obligated).

(U) The Procurement Appropriation Program for Secondary Items also
continued to grow dramatically even considering the impact of infLation.

This is illustrated as follows (table shows dollars in thousands) :

Fiscal year 1977 - $230,484
1978 - 285,440
1979 - 317,749
1980 - 470,566
1981 - 698,100
1982 - 1,004,400 (Proposed)
1983 - 1,227,283 (Proposed)
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(U) The growth was primarily due to the introduction of new or
modi,fiedweapon systems such as BLACKHANK, UH, CHA7 mods, KM1, M60-A3,
FVS, Iw, PATRIOT, PERSHING, plus myriad communication-electronics systems/
equ?,pment. Not only mre, program dollar yalues growing, but the number
of Procurement Appropriation Amy financed ?tems also expanded.

(U) Program execution, however, progresses apace with program
growth. Although for fiscal year 1981, full program funding was not
released until January 1981, the beginning of the second quarter of the
fiscal year , a 96.7 comitment rate was achievea. Other disruptions,
such as close review ana airected program reactions to support other
than procurement highest prior$ty re,quiTements for DOD, impacted MSC
program managers; nevertheless, the MSCS were still able to achieve a
successful comitment rate against f$scal year 1981 funas.

(U) Procurement Appropriation Amy (PAA) financed spares/repair
parts programs continued unaer close scrutiny at DA ana OSD/OMB levels
of mnagement and rev$ew. Initial provisioning requirements were sub-
ject to extreme~y critical review both in the buaget presentation and

in the POM-FYDP reviews. OSD managers aaamant ly aemandea that .&rmY
provisioning requirements were austere ana that they be computed based
on policy given in DODI 4140.40 and under the provisions of DODI 4140.42.

(U) Replenishment or peacetime operating stocks (POS) require-
ments also were subject to close analysis . OSD/OMB analysts, while
still focusing on the Repair Cycle element of the Requirements Object-
ive, we= no longer questioning the Army’s unserviceable reparable PAA
secondary itemslrepair parts, but were still questioning the co.mtinu-
ing Production Leadtime growth ana to a lesser aegree Administrative

leadtimes and inventory transactions.

(U) The three years prior to fiscal year 1981 saw full incorpor-
ation of PAA seconaary requirements into the POM/FYDP processes . HQ

DARCOM staff representatives and MSC personnel prepared and def:nded
requirements for the given FYDP period. These forecasts coverei re-
quirements for PUS, provisioning and war reserve. Requirements , par-
ticularly for th,:,buaget year plus one (BY+l) segment of a givel FYDP,

were developed a]naaefended in almost the complete detail as for the
regular Apportionment Year Request - Buaget Estimates. Because of this,
program development for PAA secondary items was a year-round fu]~ction.

Maintenance Inte:rservice Support Management Office/Joint Aeronautical
Depot Maintenance Action Group

(U) Under the guidance of the Joint Logistics Comanders (JLC) and
the Joint Policy Coordinating Group for Depot Maintenance Inter:~ervicing
(JPCG-DMI ), the IIaintenance Interservice Support Management Office (MISMO)
and the Amy se~”ent of the Joint Aeronautical Depot Maintenanc!3 Action
Group (JADMAG), in conjunction with their counterparts in the other
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Services, continued to assure consistent emphasis relating to develop-
ment, implementation, and coordination Qf an e,ffectlveDepot Mainten-

ance InterserYice Program and to develop ~ recomend, and implement
policy and act$ons necessary to assure effective and efficient aero-

nautical depot maintenance in support of Service missions. On 1 April
1981, the Navy assumed chairmanship of the Joint Policy Coordinating
Group (JPCG-DMI) and Major General James S. Welsh replaced ‘Major General
Benjamin F. Register as the Army member,

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the JADMAG d+eloped a Prototype

Aeronautical Depot Maintenance Master Plan. Dat& calls to the Army,
Navy and Air Force we~e issued in Novemfier and December 1980 for input

on aeronautical depot workloads, capac?ty aata, etc. , for both peace
and mobilization. In some cases the data were loo,:ely structured because
of short timeframes, buc sufficient to develop the,prototype master plan
and the May 1981 target date was met. The prototype maste~ plan was

approved by the Joint Logistics Comanders, and the,office briefei the
Service staffs, the Ass2stant Service Secretaries and Dr. Webst er, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Supply, Maintenance, and Transportation.

(U) The JADMAG initiated preparation of an Operational Master Plan.
Tasks addressing validation of depot mobilization planning, the develop-

ment of a mobilization fcombat support base methodology, development of
depot sizing methodology, and a comparison of the Services ‘ depot cost

procedures would provide input to the Operational Master Plan in fiscal
year 1982. The target for completion was May 1982. The JADMAG also

initiated a Special Helicopter Consolidation Study at the direction of
the JLC with a target for completion in Decmber 1981.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Joint MISMOS performed pilot

studies on Self-Propelled Arti J.leryand Ground Support Equipment.
The findings of the Self-Propelled Artillery Stuay confirmed that a geo-
graphically related support concept could provide significant savings
in transportation costs. The JPCG-DMI accepted the findings of this

study, but concluded that since Self-Propelled Artillery represented
only a small portion of the overall heavy combat vehicle area, the
study needed to be expanded to cover tanks and all related vehicle con-
figurations, as well as Self-Propelled Artillery. The MISMOS were

directed to initiate this action with a target completion date of the
4th quarter of fiscal year 1982. The Ground Support Equipment Study,

however showed no significant interservicing potential in that area and
the JPCG-DMI agreed to terminate the study.

(U) With regard to other activities during fiscal year 1981, the
MISMOS’ draft joint regulation on Depot Maintenance Interservicing was
staffed within the Services and the JPCMDMI and was @xpected to be
published during fiscal year 1982, As of 30 September 1981, the JPCG-DMI
had approved 232 new start recommendations, reflecting a potential cost

avoidance of $174,4 million.
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Air Line of Cotiunication (ALOC).

(U) ALOC provided for xesupply by airlift to.selected supply
support activities (.SSA)usfng the Direct Support System (DSS) pro-
cedures. All air e12gfBle Class ~ repair parts and maintenance re-
lated Class 1~ m,aterfel were routinely resupplied to SSAS by
military alrl*ft. MateT<el was consolidated using 463L pall~ts at
the area oriented depot for dtrect del~very to the SSA. Accomplish-
ments by area dur?ng fiscal year 1981 =re aa indicatea,

(U) Alaska. The order and ship time (OST) for IPD 09-15, ASL,—,
non-backordered Amy materiel averaged 28.48 daya dur?.ng fiscal year
1981 with a low of 22.0 days ?n August and a h2gh of 33.4 daya in
November. During fiscal par 1981,a monthly average of 13.48 short
tons of materiel waa lifted to ALOC-A DODAACS.

(U) Europe,. During fiscal year 1981,the number of ALOC DODMCS
rose by 4 to 102. The increased dependency caused an increase in tonnage
flow by WC. The fiscal year 1981 monthly average rose to 1,600 short
tons, an increase of 374 short tons from f?scal year 1980. DA and DMCOM
both agreed that the system was operating at full capacity and was achiev-
ing its prime objective of practicing the wartime loading and distributior[
system. The OST for IPD 09-15, ASL, non-backordered Amy materiel aver-
aged 26.9 days during fiscal year 1981 with a minimum low of 23.7 days in
November 1981 and a maximum of 32.5 daya in January 1981. This variation
was caused by systems disruption in Europe when procedural changes were
introduced. The OST objective for Europe was revised from 20 to 23 days
during fiscal year 1981.

(U) Hawaii,. The OST for IPD 09-15, ASL non-backordered Amy mater-
iel averaged 24.51 days during fiscal year 1981 with a low of 20.5 days in
August and a high of 28.7 days in October. During fiscal year 1981 a
monthly average of 45.9 short tons of materiel was lifted to ALOC-H
DODAAC S.

(U) Korea. The ALOC-K OST objective of 31 days for IPD 09-15, ASL,
non-backordered requisitions was met by Amy with a fiscal year 1981

average OST of 29,4 days. DLA’s average OST of 35.0 days paralleled Army’s
segment performance with the exception of their depot processing and in-

transit to CCP times. These two segments combined accounted for the 5-day
difference in Ar~ and DLA OSTS. GSA’s average OST of 83.6 days was
attributed to low volume (less than 1 percent of the ALOC total) and sys-
tems problems. The combined average, IPD 09-15 OST for Amy, DLA, and GSA,
during fiscal year 1981 was 32,5 days. Although ALOC performance was
measured by the OST of IPD 09-15 requisitions, all priorities of cargo

wre eligible fOr ALOC shipment. The fiscal year 1981 average OST for IPD
01-15, ASL non-backordered requisitions was 30.6 days . The OST breakdown
by producer for fiscal year 1981 IPD 01-15 was: Army - 28.8 days; DLA -
31.9 days; and GSA - 75.4 days,
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(,U) Direct Support ‘System CONUS (,DSS-C). This system provided for

resupply of materiel di,rect to CONUS supply support actiyiti,es from the
wholesale CONUS depots using unitized throughput s.ezvice. During fiscal
year 1981, extension of ,DSS”to the National Guard was implemented in 14
states, bringing the total of states receivi~g support under DSS to 32.

Reaainess

Introduction

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the Directorate for Readiness under-
went var$ous personnel changes, Upon the retirewnt of Major General
George S. Patton on 31 August 1980, and pending the arrival of Brigadier
General (P) Arthur Holmes, Jr. , Mr. Henryk J. Bukowski, Deputy Director
for Readiness, was appointed Acting Director. BG Holmes reported for
duty as Director hi Readiness on 13 October 1980. With his arrival, the
key organizational positions were fillea as follows :

Director
Deputy Director
Executive Officer

Administrative Officer
Associate Director for

Integrated Logistic Support
Associate Director for Force

Status and Customer
Assistance

Associate Director for
Force Modernization

Associate Director for
Equipment Improvement

Associate Director for POMCUS

BG(P) Arthur Holmes, Jr.
Mr. Henryk J. Bukowaki
LTC Laud R. Pitt, Jr.

Mrs. Evelyn Plumer

COL Robert Reynolds

COL Pierre Brunelle

COL Richard N.idever

Mr. Ralph Thompson
COL Phi1ip Haun

(U) In November 1980, Mrs. Plumer was accepted for a growth poten-
tial position as a Management Analyst in the Directorate for Personnel,
Training and Force Development. Mrs. Bonnie Webb was selected as Mrs.
Plumer’s replacement, reporting for duty on 26 November 1980. Mr.Bukowski

retired from Federal Service in Mid-January 1981, but returned as a re-
employed annuitant in the Deputy Director position until 13 March 1981.
Upon Mr. Bukowski’s departure, COL Philip Haun was app,ointea as Acting
Deputy Director in addition to his assignment as Associate Director for
POMCUS. COL Reynolds retired from Federal Service effective 31 May 1981,
and COL Robert Morrissey was assigned as Associate Director for Inte-
grated Logistic Support effective 1 June 1981.
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Integrated Logistic Supp~rt

(U).‘‘-~uiprneflt “Trainiflg(NRT).and ‘TTatnlfigSupport Work Group

(TSWG) “Meetings. HQ DMCOM continued to press ~ts policy regarding

NST . During ftscal year 1981, ten TSWG meetings were held, twc,with each
major subordinate comand, durkng which NET plans were closely reviewed

for any non- justified expenditures of DARCOM resources. The DILRCON
policy was one c)fmaximum cost-effective MT. Otherwise, reso~irce
expenditures fo]!NET could easily become cost-profiibftive.

(U) “=~uipmefit Training. DARCOM was instrumental in htlving
AR 350-35 republ~ished so as to contaih language whtch would not con-
tradict established D~COM NET policy.

(u) QQPRI/BOIP Processing F1OW. Tn the preceding year, :1backlog of
QQPRI/BOIP was c?liminated through the combined efforts of HQDA DCSOPS

(DAMO-RQR), HQ :rwoc (ATCD-OS ), and HQ DARCOM (DRCRE-r and EMU). This
was a labor intf:nsiveundertaking that brought the process up-~:o-date.
Efforts continuf:d to build checkpoints into the process to pre[:lude
future backlogs of missing documentation. me HQDA, HQ TKADOC, and HQ D~~RcoM
effort was a DEI?SECDEF initiative and was being accorded extra mphasis
in having the required process changes become regulatory guidance.

(U) Test l?rogram Set (TPS) Project. A data collection e:Efortwas
initiated = quarter fiscal year 1981 to obtain TPS data as related
to interface wilth the AN/USM-410 Electronic Quality Autnmatic ‘.CestEquip-

ment (EQUATE). Data elements addressed TPS identification, pe:cformance,
cost , and logistic support. The large amount of data received from MSCS
and PNs was use,l to identify/project resource workloads, TPS finding
shortfalls , and MOS 35C training profiles. The data were also provided
to gaining MACOlfs for their analyses of subsequent resource commitments.
Action was also initiated to develop a TPS Index and TPS acquisition

guidance documel~ts to promote standardization of TPS developme~t and use.

(U) ~essons Learned Program. In continuation of the ILS Lessons
Learned Pro~ram initiated in fiscal year 1980, the second ILS Lessons

Learned Rep;rt #as issued in June 1961. This program received DA recog-
nition in fiscal year 1981 and was established as a continuing require-
ment in the 1 April 1981 revision to AR 700-127 on Integrated Logistic
support .

(U) New Systems Fielded During Fiscal Year 1981. Major systems
successfully fielded during fiscal year 1981 for which this Directorate
provided ILS staff support included the Ml Abrams tank to FORSCOM (one
battalion at ‘FortHood), UH-60 BLACKHAWK helicopter to CONUS, AH-lS
(Modernized) COBRA helicopter to CONUS, and the STINGER missile system
to USAMUR . Other significant fieldings during fiscal year 1981 were
the Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement Systep (MILES), the Light-
weight Company ‘Mortar System, and the ITV wltn Tow Night Sight.
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(U) GAQ ~nvesti,gatiofl”of Logistic Support “df~the “’M1Ahrams Tank.
The GAO criticized the.Amy f~x what it perceived as inadequate
in effect?ve front-end logistics planning and the failure to devote

sufficient funding and other resources to support the development of
adequate Ml Abrams logistics support capability, The Directorate for

Readiness consolidated the total DARCOM position, including recommen-
dations,in response to the GAo allegations. HOwever, most of the major

recommendations made by the GAO were implemented by the Army. It should
be noted that the original Ml program emphasis, as supported by Congress,

was to achieve established design-to-cost objectives and field a tank
within a seven year development cycle. The Army made an early decision
not to fund both GM and Chrysler ILS packages during prototype develop-
ment. This decision was made on the basis that it avoided double fund-
ing for the same requirement. It was planned that low-rate initial pro-
duction of the tank would provide sufficient time for ILS and support-
ability to mature before large quantities of tanks were fielded.

(U) LSA/LSAR Documentation. During fiscal year 1981, the LSA/LSAR
Review Team Guide (DARCOM-P 700-11) was revised and upgraded from a
DARCOM Circular to a DARCOM Pamphlet. The LSA/LSAR Tailoring Procedures
Guide (DARCOM-C 700-4) was extended to Februasy 1982 at which time it
would be incorporated into a new ILS Contracting Guide. The modeling
documents--The Support Model Reference List (DARCOM-P 700-11) and Log-

istic Support Modeling (DA Pamphlet 750-21)--were revised and submitted
for publication.

(U) DARCOM-R 700-13, ILS Performance Evaluation Reporting. The
document was completed and made available for distribution. The revis-
ion adjusted completeness and timeliness of the Systa Support Package

reporting to encompass the elements of ILS as defined in DODD 5000.39.
Also, changes were made in the ILS Milestone Reporting System (ILSMRS)
section of the regulation to reflect the changes in the materiel field-
ing process contained in the 1 April 1981 edition of AR 700-127 to show

the interface between ILSMRS, FMMRS, and ~RDIs; and to reflect the
fully automated ILSMRS programs.

(U) DOD MIL-STD 1388, Logistic Support Analysis (LSA). A Direct-
orate representative participated as a member of the Joint Service/OSD/
Industry Work Group revising the subject MIL-STD, serving on four action
comittees. The comittees were: MIL-STD 1388 revision, LSAR MIL-HDBK,
Data Item Description (DID) Redundancy Study,and the Junior Executive

Comittee overseeing the other three comittees. Final draft of the
revision was being prepared.

(U) MIL-STD 1552, Provisioning Technical Documentation (PTD). A
Directorate representative worked through the DOD work group to explore
the possibilities of incorporating MIL-STD 1552 into MIL-STD 1388. In
support of this effort, a matrix bhowing the redundancy among the LSAR,
MIL-STD 1552, the draft MIL-STD L!388,and the service addendas to 1552
was prepared.



(U) -ubcell 4M66.;“integrated “Logi$tic ‘Support “Milestone
Reporting Systenl (.ILSMRS). The Associate Directorate was resp[~ble

for the control of the ILSMRS automated system through the chairmanship
of the Function:!l Coordinating Group (FCC) for the $ubcell 4M66. HQ
DARCOM and the DARCOM develo~ent and readiness comands had a cmpletely
automated, teti[nal access management Information system for scheduling
and tracking milestone events . The system was planned for use in the
DARCOM mlleston~: reporting to the Modernized Amy ‘Research and Develop-
ment Information System (WRDIS). The content, format, and di::tribu-
tion of quarterly printed ILSMRS reports and the,cwering regulation

were all controlled by this office.

(u) CCSS ISubcell4M80; Logistic Support Analysis Record [LSAR).
CCSS Subcell 4M30, for which the Associate Directorate for ILS ~ded
the functional coordinating group chairman, WaS scheauled for (:css
Release 62, Dec!smber 1981.

Equipment Improvement

General

(U) The D,ARCOMEquipent Improvement Program was characterized by

substantial accomplishments in fiscal year 1981. These accomplishments
spanned all activity areas of the program from reports of field problems
through corrective action programs to final application of modification
kits to fielded materiel to improve readiness/performance as well as

related policy.

(u) =vements in the Equipment Improvements RecO~endatiOn (EIR).

~. The culmination of many efforts was brought to completion in
the EIR program. Changes to ~ 38-750 which provided clarification and
simplification of submission procedures were published in May 1981.
DARCOM-R 750-3 was also completely revised and published. Major changes
involved incorporation of procedures for automated data processing of

EIR by the Deficiency Reporting System (DRS) and extending the useful
life of the EIR and maintenance Digest to two years. DRS became fullY
operational at all the MS@ in January 1981. System improvements were
initiaked to make the output products more easily understood, to reduce

error in data presentation and to expand the data display regarding final.
resolution of the EIR.

(U) =fication Application Program. AR 750-10, Modification of
Materiel and Issuing Safety-of-use Messages, underwent a cOmPlete revisiOIl
in fiscal year 1981. It was brought into cmpliance with Integrated
Logistics Suppc,rt terIninology (AR 700-127) by clarifying the l~seof
Materiel Fielding Plans/NO Fielding Plans when modfficationa were implem-
ented. Other major changes were to incorporate policy on Safety Recall!;

for Comercial Vehicles, to extend the application manhour linlit for minor

alterations
for limited

frc,mone to”two hours and to extend the time compliance date
urgent modifications to 180 days.
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(U~ A major function of the Equipment Improvement Office was to
monitor the modification applicat ion performance of the MSCS, and keep
the program on schedule. In fiscal year 1981, the MSC modification

aePlicatiOn Performance measure was changed from funding to quantities
of.kits applied versus scheduled. The use of quantity provided a better
measure of readiness than funding expenditures. A total of 60,617 kits
were applied throughout the Army and National Guard in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Modification Effectiveness Measurement/Analysis Program. Mod-
ification effectiveness analysis was being formlized by other military
Services and was supported by OSD. Results were improving but the sam-
ples were too smll to be valid and a number of deficiencies still
existed. A project was established with AMSAA and MRSA to build on
AMSAA’S experience and to establish procedures for data collection as
scheduled and financed in the Product Improvement Management Information
Report (PRIMIR).

(U) Readiness Reviews/Post-Fielding Re”iews. In late 1981, Readiness
Reviews were retitled Post-Fielding Reviews to more clearly define when
they were conducted in the materiei life cycle. In fiscal-year 1981,
three Post-Fielding Reviews were conducted by the DARCOM Materiel Readi-
ness Support Activity (MRsA) on the AH-15 COBRA, M915 series trucks, and
the M901 improved TOW vehicle. It was recommended that oversea deplo~ent
of the AH-15 COBRA be delayed until the logistic support shortcomings were
resolved. The M915 series trucks review surfaced SUDDIY. mnual . and
design problems. Similarly, repair parts and
surfaced with the M901 ITV.

Force Modernization

(U) Effective 15 October 1981. DARCOM’ s

. . . .
quality assurance problems

Force Modernization Office
was realigned and renamed the Modernization Management Division of the
Deputy Directorate for Force Modernization and Integrated Logistic Support,
Directorate for Supply, Maintenance, and Transportat ion.

(U) Torte Modernization Milestone Reporting System (~RS) , During
a DARCOM FMO sponsored meeting in April 1980, between elements of the DA
staff, MILPERCEN-Europe, FORStiOM, and TRADOC: the F~RS was agreed upon
as a much needed managwent tool to enhance the modernization planning f~r
new systems throughout the Amy. The mRS was a standard management
information system that integrated and portrayed key milestone events
associated with the fielding of new systems. The milestone events were
selected by comands and agencies to track development and deplo~ent of
new, improved, or redistributed Army materiel .

POMCUS

(U) POMCUS responsibilities included accomplishing and/or coordinat-
ing actions required of DARCOM, in support of DA plans to rapidly reinforce
NATO through increasing propositioning of organizational materiel con-
figured to unit sets .
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The Associate Director for ‘POMCUS was charged with ‘imuring..t~al :atimk$
of equipment were withdra~, items passed through D~COM depots for
repair /modifi,catlonladjustment as requires, ana requisiti~nea properly
by USA~UR for shipent to Eur~pe. This program was not without problems:

Act3ve ana Reserve units shippea ktems not meet2ng established service-
ability stanaaras; pemissiol) was requested ana grantea from HQDA to ship
substitute items without informing HQ DARCOM; some requisitions were not
submlttea in a timely manner to affora shipment; ana some equipment was
receives in DARCOM aepots missing BII or COEI. During March 1981, DA

suspenaed all ongoing or plannea withdrawals penaing outcome sf proposes
supplemental procurement for POMCUS-type equipment. This suspension on
withdrawals aia not, however,
sates.

precluae selectlve withdrawals at later

(U) Prior to fiscal year 1981, the POMCUS unit sets were maae up
of aifferent projects knom respectively as REFORGER, 2+10, MR. LOGAEUR,
MEDICAL Au@entation and Division Set 4. The REFORGER ana 2+10 packages
were redesignated as follows: Division Set 1 (fomerly MFORGER) con-
sisting of equipment for an Amy Division with associate combat support

ana non-divisional combat se~vice support units; Division Set 2 (fomerly
a part of 2+1O) consisting of equipment for an ATW Division with

associate combat support ana non-divisional combat service support units;
Division Set 3 (formerly a part of 2+10) consisting of equipment for an
Army Division with associate combat support ana non-divisional combat
service support units .

(C) In the past USAREUll basea force planning on a requirement of
22,000 personnel to support each D-Day Division in Europe. The fiscal
year 1980 Consoliaatea Guidatlce (CG) airectea a reauction to 19,000
personnel per aivision, while the henaea Program Decision Menoranaum
(APDM) airected a reauction to 16,000 personnel per aivision. In
attempting to comply with the fiscal year 1980 guiaance USAREUR unaer-
took a complete aetailea analysis of an Essential Force (EF) to support

the M+1O (D-Day) force. Basea on this analysis , USAREUR submit tea an
M+1O EF proposal to DA, the major points of which were elimirlation of”the

MR LOGAEUR anti~?ICAL Augmentation POMCUS packages per se, :[narealign-
ing these fOr~es LntO an M-Day package; support requirements for all
POMCUS Divisic)n sets were identifies; aeletion of 115 non-a il~isionalCS

and CSS units which could not ‘be supportea in their analysis; moaulariz.-
ation of the Time Phased Force Deplo~ent List (TPFDL) .

(U) Basea upon the USAREUR plan, the POMCUS Office performed an initial
survey of the equipment that woula be available for redistribution to ~ther
units within P’OMCUS. Of the approximately 10,000 pieces of equipment
authorize, 6,500 were on hana. Most of the equipment was of the

tYee that was in fairly gOOd SUPPIY position throughout POMCUS so that
most of these excesses woula be hela for POMCUS Division Sets 5 ana

6. CEGE was advisea, however, to submit cancellations on all outstanding
requisitions for the deletes units . This was expected to result in a
savings of OMA transportation funas
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(U) During fiscal year 1981, this office was. tasked to review the

Draft fiscal year 1982 POMCUS TAADS. The purpose was to review the in-
itial PREPO (Preposition) and exclusion lists,tg detemine the appropriate
category in which each LIN (Line Item Numbered) should be placed. Approx-
imately 1,800 LINs were reviewed and responded to with the majority being
recommended for ?nclusion as PREPO items .

(U) During fiscal year 1981 there was an ovezail 17 percent average
increase in un~ts achievi>g EOH C-1 readi~ess In POMCUS. Fill of Division
Set 4 (NORTWC) was started during the,fiscal year. Enhancement/improve-

ments accomplished during fiscal year 1981 within the Associate Directorate
for POMCUS were: Data concerning CL 11 ibem requirements for POMCUS
were added to the POMCUS LIY Report. This addition provided intransit
visabllity on a greater range of POMCUS assets destfned for USAWUR.

(U) The US Army DARCOM Materiel Readiness Support Activity (~SA)
was tasked to develop a program which would project POMCUS unit readiness.
This enabled the projection of unit status to be accomplished by machine

rather than by the “stubby pencil” method.

(U) Improvements were made in conjunction with HQDA in the computer
products regarding readiness/tonnage reports for POM~S. These improve-
ments were based on realigning previous outputs into 10 different reports
which were:

Part I
Part II
Part 111
Part IV
Part V
Part VI
Part VII

Part VIII
Part IX
Part X

Executive Sumary
Tonnage Analysis
LIN Analysis
Unit Set Analysis (ERC A)
Unit Set Analysis (ERC A & B)

Unit Set Overage Analysis (ERC A, B, & C)
Unit Set Shortage Analysis (ERC A LINS

and Sets less than C-1)
LIN Overage Analysis by MRC (ERC A, B, & C)
LIN Shortage Analysis by MRC (ERC A, B, & C)
Shortage Analysis

Procurement and Production

Introduction

(U) Several key personnel changes occurred in the Procurement and
Production Directorate during fiscal year 1981. On 18 January 1981,
Mr. Georze E. Dausman acce?ted a position with the Assistant Secretar”–r
of the Amy for Research, Development
Clemens was selected to become Deputy

Ivory J. Fisher was reassigned to the

.
and Acquisition and Mr. William L.
D>rector in February 1981. Major
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research,
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Development and Acquisition and Major David ‘M, Eml~ng was appointed
Executive Officer for the Directorate on.19 April 1981. Co19nel Lewis W.
Wright retired on 31 May 1981 and was replaced by Colonel Ronald C.
Baldwin as Associ,~te Director for Programs on 10’July 1981. Upor> re-

tirement of Colon{zlWflliam F. Williams on 28 May 1981, Lieutenant Col-
onel John W. Fr?nger served as Associate D2rector for Production until

6 August 1981 whe]nhe was replaced by Colonel Robert F, Bowers. Lieu-
tenant Colonel Frlnger retired on 31 October 1981. Turnover of ]>er-
sonnel had no adverse effect on mlss?on accomplishment.

(U) On 4 December 19”80,the title of Assoc2ate Director fo~ In-
dustrial Base was changed to Associate Director for Production illorder

to more appropriately reflect the mission of the office. Althoui;h thiS
was not a new m?ss?on, it was a DireCtOTate function that previo,lsly
had not been given the requ?red emphas?s due to resource constraints.

(U) Several organizational changes whfch were anticipated during
the scheduled realignment of HQ DARCOM included: Change d Associate
Directorates to Divisions, establishment of a Procurement Management
Division, transfer of Associate Director for Programs to the Directorate
for Supply, Maintenance, and Transportation.

Program Guidance Changes in FY 1981

(U) New Legislation included the Critical Materials Act of 1981
(H.R. 4281) and National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and
Development Act ‘of 1980, which provided new guidance. In addition, the
Department of Comerce proposed Regulation: “Defense Priorities and
Allocations System (DPAS),” intended to replace the Defense Materials
System (DMS) Regulation 1 and the Defense Priorities System (DPS)
Regulation 1, both dated 1974; also DOD letter guidance “Defense Production
Act - Title I: Use of Priority Rating Authority During Contract Solici-
tation Procedures and Mandatory Extension of Priority Rating on Purchase
Order s,” changed the operations of this Directorate.

(U) Support of High Level Comittees. The National Academy, of
Sciences, National Materials Advisory Board (-), Comittee on Tech-
nical Aspects of Critical and Strategic Materials, and the .DOD/Inter-
Agency Materials Availability Steering Comittee had as DA/DARCOM liaison
representatives, Mr, Clark Winner and Mr. Charles Peterson. The DOD
Priorities and Allocations Council similarly had as DA/DARCOM liaison
representatives Mr. Charles Peterson and Mr. Clark Winner.

(U) Mr. Charles Peterson and Mr. Ray Fisher comprised the DA/DARcoM
1iaison to the DOD/Industry Standing Comittee on Diminishing Manufactur-
ing Sources and Materials Shortages (DMSMS), and were members Of the DOD/
Army/Air Force/Defense Logistics Agency Study Group on Implementation of
DOD Direct ive 40015.16,Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Materials
Shortages (DMSMS).
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(U) Mr. Manfred A. Lynch was DA/DARCOM liaison to the Junior

Program Budget Advisory Comittee (RBAC), which was part of the Program
Planning Budget Support (PPBS) at DARCOM, The Comittee was composed
of key representatives from functional directorates comptroller,
Personnel Tra2ning and Force Development, and Progr;m”klalysis and
Evaluation. This comittee was responsible for balancing program dollars

and maneower, and -king recommendations to senior PBAC.

(U) Joint Logistics Comanders (JLC) Areas of Interest. me Dir-

ectorate also provided sueport to variws JLC efforts, such as the
Manufacturing/Production Management Panel, its subpanel on Lengthening

Leadtimes, the ad hoc group on Forgings and Castings, the ad hoc groue
on DOD Priorities and Allocations Program, the subpanel on Diminishing
Manufacturing Sources and Materials Shortagea (~SMS) , the ad hoc group
on Long Fiber Chrysot ile Asbestos, and the subeanel on Emerging Tech-
nologies and the need for a large forging press .

(U) Defense Materials System (DMs), Defense Priorities System (DPS)
and Seecial Priorities Assistance (SPA), As a result of extensively
lengthened leadtimes, DARCOM emphasis was concentrated on asauring

up-to-date comand knowledge on DMS, DPS, and SpA. Briefings, train-

ing sessions and technical discussions had been held with field oper-
ations personnel on a continued basis throughout fiscal year 1981. In
addition, during 1981, DARCOM had, in conjunction with the Department
of Comerce, initiated DMS/DPS seminars for industry and staffed in-
fomation/diselay booths at industry and trade expositions.

(U) Problems existed in the maneower area d“e to retirements,
reduction-in-force, reorganizations, lack of training and inadequate
funding which had eroded DMS/DPS/SPA capabilities. DARCOM had ere-
pared a DMS officer certification instructional program for presenta-
tion to MSC designated DMS officers . mile the princieal effort was
directed toward basic familiarization with the DMS/DPS system to in-

clude Special Priorities Assistance procedures, allocations and allot-
ments, Bill of Materials computations, Controlled Materials Require-
ments, etc. , emphasis was to be elated on the attendees actively con-
ducting briefings and seminars for industry and government procurement,

program, and contracting personnel.

(U). To facilitate training in the DMS/DPS area, video tapes and
films were prepared and distributed accordingly to the MSCS and asso-
ciated activities for familiarization and training for DMS, procurement
and contractor personnel.

(U) Action was also initiated with the Defense Systems Management
College to uedate, improve and expand the presentations in the DMS/DPS
area. Separate and distinct multi-media presentations would be pre-
pared on the Maater Urgency List (NL), Special Priorities Assistance
(SPA?, Controlled ,Mater:als Requirements, etc. , in addition to,an all in-
cluslve ereaentatlOn taLlOred to the particular requirements of the
audience.



UN~ASSIFIED

Diminishing “Manufacturing ‘Sdtfces and Materials” SH02t?ge.s’(DMSMS)

(.U) The Jaint Logistics. C~manders (JLC] $ubpanel for ~SMS com-
pleted all assigned tasks and recommended termination of this eff>rt.
The Amy implementation was included in the M 700-90, Amy Industrial
Preparedness Program, which was being processed for publication, The

Defense Electronics Support Center (DESC) continued to experience

most of the DMSMS problems due to older electronics technology phase-
out . Such technology was required to support aging military equipment
and Foreign Military Sales (~S] requirements.

(U) The DOD/Industry Standing Comittee on DMSMS was established to
obtain industry thoughts and assistance in alleviating DOD DMSMS problems.
Mr. John Osterday - OUSDR&E(AP) waa the DOD representative supported by
participation from various industrial associations. Military servicel
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) personnel would also support OUSDR&E
efforts.

(U) A DOD/Army lNavy/Air Force/DLA Study Group was established to
oversee implementation of DOD Directive 4005.16, Diminishing Manufactur-
ing Sources and Materials Shortages (DMSMS). Several meetings were held
to discuss specific problems, such as lack of sources for older semi-
conductors and inability to relate requirements predictions to end item
use. These were continuing DMSMS problems which were under investigation
for resolution.

(U) Master Urgency List (W) Nominations. The revised DOD Master
Urgency List (MUL) was published 5 January 1981, superseding the fiscal
year 1978 MUL. The MUL provided the relative priority ranking for listed
programs and provided the basis for determining the assignment of R&D,
production, and test resources. There were two priority categories in

the Master Urgency List: BRICK BAT and CUE CAP. The BRICK BAT Category
consisted of programs which had ‘beendesignated by the President as the
highest national ~riority. Programs in the CUE CAP Category were desig-
nated by the Secretary of Defense to be of the highest DOD prioriq. ho

additional Army itas “were approved by the President as items of the
highest national priority , thereby qualifying for use of the DX (BRICK

BAT) industrial priority rating throughout the comercial contractor, sub-
contractor, supplier/vendor support structure. The MUL had been amended
to reflect this action,

(U) Additional technical evaluation of four DARCOM MUL nominations
were perfomed throughout fiscal year 1981. One recommendation was sub-
mitted to higher echelon relative to prioritization in the BRICK BAT (DX)
category which was still under consideration.



National Defense. StockpiLe ‘Of‘Strategic and Critical Materials

(U) AS a result of the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research
and Development Act of 1980, there had been extensive activity in the DOD
materials function$. The new administration placed emphasis in the mater-

ials area which outmoded many aspects of prev20us operations. The new
legislation assigned new responsibilities to the Secretary of Defense,
which had not been Implemented to the military Services through DOD pro-
gram guidance at the end of year fiscal par 1981.

(U) A variety of materials studies were perfomed, howwer, in
direct relation to the newly assigned DOD responsibilities. Most notable
was the DOD sponsored Institute of Defense Analysis (IDA) study of Critical
Materials which assisted the Secretary of Defense in meeting a Congres-
sionally imposed reporting requirement in October 1981. The IDA study
assessed critical materials needs related to National Security and provided
a series of policy options for consideration $n the DOD Report to Congress .

(U) Extensive analysis of stockpiling requirements was a continuous
effort. DARCOM nomally perfomed six to eight special materials studies
per year. In contrast, during fiscal year 1981, over 60 studies “ere con-
ducted as well as a serious evaluation of Army requirements methodology.

(U) ARRCOM had initiated and subsequently had been tasked by DWCOM
to develop an expanded automated Bill of Materials to include “strategic
and critical materials which would facilitate responsiveness to DA or DOD
special material inquiries in subsequent years .

(U) Most of this effort related to growing US dependency on foreign
sources for many materials, such as cobalt, titanium and chrysotile asbestos
in addition to critical shortages of domestically produced hi-purity silicon
and amonium perchlorate.

(U) On-gOing activities of major interest were: DARCOM fully
supported Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) actions to revitalize
Title III of the Defense Production Act and actively assisted the General
Services Administration (GSA)/FEMA efforts to rotate and upgrade the stock-
pile; analyses of materials utilization and availability were being con-
ducted on asbestos, chrysotile, amonium perchlorate and a variety of
other materials; reduction of National Stockpile deficits during 1982 were
achieved through the acquisition of titanium sponge and other materials,
and DARCOM personnel were involved in high level study groups concerned
with materials, as the National Materials Advisory Board (NMAB) of the
National Academy of Sciences,
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Modernization and “Expansion ‘of the “huniCion ‘Production Base

(U) Funds in the amount of $267.3 million were released in fiscal
year 1981 to continue the Amy ~s effort to modernize and expand amunition
production facilities. The available funds were divided into three major

categories: $28.3 million for the establishment of initial production
facilities, $194.g million for expanaion of the production baae and
$44.1 million for modernization of obsolete, antiquated and worn out
production facilities,

(u) -iZ~tio~ of Cannotiproduci~g Facilities ‘aeWat*rvliet
Arsenal, Pro3ect REAM, the Renovation of Armament Manufactu=a
expected to more than double Watervliet Arsenal ts production zapacity.
Construction and renovation began and was scheduled to be completed in
1984, with the third and final phase of the MCA construction to be
started in 1982. In addition to the new construction program, $155 million
was to be invested over an eight year period to rehabilitate existing equip-
ment or purchase new plant equipment; of which a total of $30.2 million waa
obligated for that purpose in fiscal year 1981.

(U) Modernization of Rock Island Ar.edal (RIA) wm. !lE~ at RI,A
was to beg=~ fiscal year 1982 with design and other preliminary efforts
which would mi]~imize the project’s disruption of production. In order to
ensure a good !~tart for the project, many briefings and much :staffwork
was done this ]?aatyear. The estimated total cost for REA~ i~tRIA was
$228 million o:Ewhich $36 million was for MCA and $142 million for the
purchase or re]~ovation of equipment. REARM was expected to reduce mobil-
ization prepar{~dness leadtimes by 10 months and provide for increased
production rat,?sof approxima~tely 43 percent.

(U) =~ction Base Support. A record amount of funds, $123.440
million, (OMA d:Lrect funds ) was obligated for Industrial Prepa]:edness
Operations (IPU) in fiscal year 1981. This funding waa sufficient to
finance high p]:iority annual maintenance at laidaway GOCOS ari(llaidaway
portions of active GOCOS. Also $25.9 million was applied to corr@ct
deferred maint(~nance deficiencies which resulted from prior yc!ar’s unde~-
funding. Throtlgh a combination of funding and validation of projects where
there were no \ralid deferred maintenance deficiencies remaining at the

GOCOS and GOGOS. There remained $23.2 million of invalidated deferred
maintenance deficiencies which would require further analysis

(U) The 1’BSprogram by appropriation was:

~LpprOpriatiOn $ Millions

1. Aircraft $21.350
2. tlissiles 37.200
3. Weapons and TCV 299.550

TCV (236.118)
Weapons ( 63.432)

4. lmunition 346.800
5. Clther 45.486

Tactical (4.674)
Corn/Electronics (21.335)
Other Support Equipment (19.477)

Total $750.386
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(.U) Redirection of IfidtistrialPreparedness ‘Planning. Fiscal year
1981 was designated as a transition year for Industrial Preparedness Plan-
ning in order to establish a credible base for planning purposes. The

proper execution of the planning function had been hapered oyer the years
by lack of valid mobilization requirements and realistic planning assump-
tions, as well as the manner in which items to be planned were selected.

In previous Years, item5.tO be planned were ~eleeted by the MSCS,
with no clear understanding of overall Amy or other Service
requirements.

(U) To alleviate these problems, DA prepared a Critical Items List of

items to be planned, using realistic ‘planning assumptions and valid mobil-
ization requirements. The MSCS submitted additional items for DA and DARCOM
to review and consider for incorporation into the Critical Items List. The
finalized list was to be published as the fiscal year 1982 Industrial Pre-
paredness Plannlng List (IPPL) and was to be the basis for subsequent
Industrial Preparedness Planning.

(U) ml Tank Production Facilities. The Amy obligated $988 million
through fiscal year 1981 for facilities to produce the Ml tank. Of this

amount, $528.1 million was utilized by production engineering and tooling,
while $459.9 million went to construction and plant equipment. The total
cost of Ml tank facilities was to be $1,026.4 million. With the facilities
in use in fiscal year 1981, Chrysler could produce 30 tanks per month.
Additional investments through fiscal year 1982 would provide added capacity
to the Lima Army Tank Plant and new capacity at the Detroit Arsenal Tank
Plant which would increase production output to 60 tanks per month using
one shfit and 150 tanks per month with three shifts.

(U) Progress in Applying Cost/Schedule Control Systems Criteria
(c/scsc). The number of accepted implementations of the DOD Cost/Schedule

Control System Criteria (C/SCSC), involving DMCOM-led reviews, increased

at the end of fiscal year 1981 to.167, with 28 accomplished during fiscal
year 1981. There were 30 more applications of C/SCSC in various stages of
the implementation process at the end of fiscal year 1981.

(U) Should Cost. The Amy’ s Should Cost program for fiscal year 1981
continued to demonstrate the effectiveness of Should Cost as a management

tool to contract negotiations that provided in-depth knowledge for establish-
ing and negotiating the Government ‘“sposition relative to contract costf
price. During fiscal year 1981, ten Should Cost studies (one per MSC)

on non-competitive procurements over $10 million were planned. However,

one procurement was cancelled and two Should Cost efforts were still in con-
tract negotiations with awards forecast for December 1981. For the seven
completed Should Cost efforts, the following results were accomplished:



Proposed Contract Cost $1,742.6 million

Negotiated Procu,rment Cost 1,321.1 million

Negotiated Reductions
Dollars/Percent 421.5 million /24,2Z

Estimated Cost/Study $150 thousand

(U) A review of 151 procurement actions under $10 million and 29
procurement actions over $10 million resulted in a 10.8 percent reduction
utilizing the traditional method of establishing and negotiating the
Goverment*s objectives.

(U) The lfiQDARCOM Procurement and Production Directorate, under re-
alig-nt, est,~blished a separate Should Cost Branch under th(:Contract
Cost Management Division to broaden the application of Should Cost as the
accepted method for establishing and neyot.iating the GoverIlment’s
position relative to contract cOst/pr?ce. At yearend 1981, rt~gulations
and procedures were under intensive review for implementation of the
expanded use of Should Cost in fiscal year 1982.

(U) Independent Assessment of Contracts in Project Managed Progxaws.
The personnel shortage was alleviated during the year, enablitlg the Dir--
ectorate to fulfill the added contract performance analysis rc!sulting from
headquarters realignment. The DCGMU was presented the results of their
independent ana!lysis of cost/schedule performance and projections six
times during the year, and he received the same type of infom[ation an
additional four times as a result of the quarterly review of Selected
Acquisition Reports on seventeen programs.

(U) Significant progress toward achieving an in-house automated
analysis and briefing chart preparation capability was made. The depth
of analysis and timeliness of output would improve considerably. The pro-

gram was to run on the COPPER IMPACT time sharing computer system, which
was also being used in other divisions of the Directorate.

Amy
(U) In fiscal year 1981, DARCOM accomplished 100.3 percent of its
Procurement Appropriation execution goal.

Total Available Program $14,358,9 million4
Obligation Goal 11,683.5 million5
Oblig,~tion Performance 11,714.5 million6

4
APARS CSCFA-:108 Status of Allocations /FY-end 81 Report as o:E30 Sep 81.

5
DMCOM Procu]:ement Execution Monthly Variance Report as of 30 Sep 81.

6
Ibid.



uNc~sSIFIED

(U) Time-Sharing TechfloI~gy “Applied “to“COPPER ~ACT ~r~gram. This

program was designed to improve the AT~yt$ pricing capability thrOugh
the application of c~mputer technology to the procurement/pricing process.

(U) T.eminal capabilities in the D~COM subordinate cownda were up-

graded from the original fiscal year 1977 installation with equi~ent that
operated at four times the speed of the initial equipment in fiscal year 1981.
The cost for rental equipment was eesenttally the Same as the rates charged
for the initial equipment. Also, a terminal was installed during fiscal
year 1981 for HQ DARCOM~e use.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, the three major subordinate commands’
usage increaeed by 100 percent over the previous fiscal year, Even greater

use of the COPPER I~ACT eyetem was anticipated for fiscal year 1982 for
the evaluation of contractor proposale, financing decisions, management
tracking and should-coet efforts.

(U) Secretarial Determination and Findings (D&Fs). The Office Of the
Aesistant for Policy of the Directorate for Procurement and Production,
during fiscal year 1981, received and staffed for Secretarial Approval, 386
RDT&E D&Fa under 10 U.S.C. 2304 (a)(n), having an estimated value of

$3,315,742,497 and 49 procurement appropriation D&Fs under 10 U.S.C. 2304
(a)(13); (14) and (16) having an estimated value of $12,109,342,089.

(U) procurement Automated Data and DOc~ment system (P~DS). Pmns was
our mini-computer based system designed to automate the procurement solici-

tation proce~s, the contract award =nd modification prOcess, and prOduce
selected mnagement reports. This system was scheduled to be installed at
our ~Cs by October 1980. Due to delays, the first phase was not imple-
mented until 9 March 1981 for creation of purchase orders. PAnDS fol10W-On
was implemented in September 1981,

(u) Acquisition Planning and Tracking System (APATS). The CCSS was

not programed to accept the entry of data pertinent to acquisition plan-
ning and tracking prior to the issuance of a procurement work directive
(Pm), funding document. Modification of the CCSS to accept planning and
statistical data prior to the issuance of funding docments would provide
the ~Cs with the ability to develop planning milestone schedules and re-
porting procedures for use of mnagement for selected items and also satisfy
the varioue forecasting and report needs of the MRCS. This system was sched-

uled for installation at the ~Cs by May 1981, but was delayed until November
1983.

(U) Procurement Automated Manpower “Utilization and Projection System
(PAMUPS) . As a by-product of PADnS and APATS, PWPS was expected to pro-
~automated procurement personnel productivity meaauring system for
managing and justifying resources. The key aspect of this work measure-
ment system was that <t required no direct input to attain manpower pro-
jections on a uniform work measurement basis predicted on engineered and
statistical standards. The targeted date for implementation of PMUPS
was April 1980 but it was delayed until June 1983.



procurement Suppo]:tto PM; ‘Saudi Arabian Natiofial‘Guard (SANG)

(U) The Offf,ceof the Assistant for Operations (DRCPP-SS) during

fiscal year 1981, provided procurement support to the Office of Project
Manager, Saudi Ar:lbian NatiOnal Guard (S~G). ~ese effOrts incj-udedthe
participation in two Program Reviews. NOtewOrthy events, as resllltOf this
participation, we]re: The resol~~lng of a long standing acquisition problem
leading to delive]ry of TA-1/PT telephone; and initiation and mOnitOring Of
a project to idenltifyalternate sources of supply for V-150 Comando Amored
Car repair parts. bring FY 1981 a ~eview and approval of award \zascon-
ducted of a major training contract to support the SANG through ~iscal year
1986 in the ceilil~gamount of $371,839,975, under a cost plus fi:<edfee/
award feefbase fe{acontract. An on-site review of Project “Manage)cSANG

procurement operations was accomplished which resulted in the iml?lement-
ation of a number of procurement efficiencies and offered a pote]>tial for
an increase in pr<>ductivity. ksistance was provided on the SANG Medical
Program including a review and analysis of a proposal to staff al]dmanage
a 200-bed hospital center plus ancillary activities at a cost in excess

of $400,000,000.

(U) Automatic Data Processing (ADP) Agreement. An interdi:rectorate
agreement between the Management Information Systems Directorate (DRCNS)
and the Procurement and Production Directorate (DRCPP) was acco~plished
on 19 March 1981. This agreement established close coordination between
the procurement a]~dautomation personnel in an attempt to minimize pro-
curement problems in the automation area. The acquisition guida!~ce function
included the Office of the General Counsel when appropriate. K<f topics
covered were replies to IG, GAO and AAA criticism in addition to special

reviews for multi-co-rid ADP purchases. A careful review was also mde
before any informal agreements were completed between a contractor and

Government automation personnel.

(U) Productivity Study of DAHCOM HCA Activities. A study ,Ofthe
productive-he procurement activities for which DARCOM was tbe Head
of Contracting Activity (HCA) was made with emphasis on the procurement
activities at the depots under DESCOM. The analysis showed, wit:l the
exception of Sacramento, there was not a significant difference in the
complexity of procurement mission; a wide difference in the nmber of pro-
curement actions processed per person (from a low of 240 to a hi,,ghof 743);
the number of productive man hours per procurement action varied from 2.3
hours to 7.3 hours; and the average cost per procurement action ranged

from $19.92 to $?5.97.

(U) AS a result of this analysis, a standard average procurement lead
time was established for all depot purchasing activities to be measured
against. A workflow diagram was requested from each office with feedback
provided on identified bottlenecks and areas of less efficient operations.
Additional assistance was also provided during the staff surveillance visits .



(U) Fiscal year 1981 was a very full and productive year for Plans,
Doctrine and Systems. DARCOM’s ability to complete its wartime mission
was the major emphasis for fiscal year 19.81.,The Directorate for Plans,
Doctrine and Systems was then disestablished at the beginning of fiscal
year 1982, with the implementation of the HQ Realignment.

(U) The three areaa of notable progress included the publication
of DARCOM LOGPLAN 4102, the establishment of the Mobilization Automation
Work Group, and the signing of the DARCOM-E ighth US Army Memorandum of
Agreement.

(C) DARCOM LOGPLAN 4102, published after extensive coordination,
provided for supply, maintenance, TMDE, and logistics assistance support
for US Army forces deployed in the defense of Europe. This LOGPLAN estab-
lished specifics for support which had never been previously worked out
and waa a major step forward in DARCOM’S ability to perfom its wartime
mission.

(U) The Mobilization Automation Work Group was established by the
Logistics Systems Review Comittee to specifically work to mke DARCOM’S
automted systems more capable to support the mission during mobilization.

(U) DARCOM negotiated an umbrella Memorandum of Understanding to
establish the exact relationship between DARCOM as the Wholesale Supplier
and the Theater Army Comander. This MOU also provided general policy
guidance for all DARCOM subordinate elements when negotiating support
agreements with OCONUS WCOMS or elements thereof.

(U) Although the Directorate for Plans, Doctrine and SYstems was
disestablished in the HQ Realignment, all divisions were transferred with
missions and functions to other major directorates within the Headquarters.
The Associate Directorate for Systems and the War Reserve Office were moved
to the Directorate for Supply, Maintenance and Transportation; and the
Associate Directorate for Concepts and Doctrine and the Associate Direct-
orate for Military Plans and Operations were moved to the Directorate for
Readiness.

LOGEX 81

(U) LOGEX 81 was a JCS directed, CPX, free-play exercise, ~ond”cted
at CamP Pickett, Virginia, from g-22 August 1981, to train COSCOM/BattaliOn
Comanders and their staffs in wartime logistics actions and procedures, to
emphasize the interface between combat, combat support and combat services

suppOrt organization, functions, and procedures and to emphasize Army
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Logistics Doctrine, Participation included 110 uni~s of the actxve AtmY; ‘.-.-#,

Amy Reserve, the National Guard, the US Marine Reserve 4th Division and
members of the USAF Tactical Air Co-rid, the USAF Military Airlift Comand,
the Air Weather Service and the Military Sealift Comand. Headquarters,
DARCOM provided a four-man liaison team to LOGEX 81, whose mission was to

familiarize DARCOM with LOGEX procedures in anticipation of an expanded
wholesale logistics role in future exercises.

(C) =Deployment Torte-Army (RDF-A) Class V Requirements. During
fiscal year 1981, FORSCOM and DARCOM continued efforts regarding the evalua-
tion and consolidation by depots of Class V basic loads of amunition as
requested by FORSCOM in March 1980. ARRCOM and MICOM developed procedures
and provided data to FORSCOM enabling FORSCOM to evaluate its upload and
transport capability. The data provided by ARRCOM and MICOM allowed FORSCOM
to determine the additional transportation assets needed to simultaneously
mve both the unit and its accompanying basic load. In June 1981, by mutual
agreement between the Directorates for Supply and Maintenance and Plans,
Doctrine and Systms, the Associate Directorates for Military Plans and
Operations transferred the Basic Load (Class V) Mission responsibilities
to the Associate Directorate for Supply and Distribution as outlined by
DARCOM Regulation 10-2.

(U) TP~ Phased Force Deplovent Data @PFDD) Conference. During
fiscal year 1981,DARCOM planners participated in development conferences
on OPLANS 4102, 1003, 5027, and 5000/5001 at the Joint Deployment Agency,
MacDill AFB, Florida. These conferences served to refine the TPFDD data
utilized to plan. force deplo~ents to specified theaters of potential
conflict or to m~eet requirements of specific deplopent scenarios. Refined
TPFDDs then became the basis for composition and computation of require-
ments of.DARCOM Logistics Support Plans.

(U) DARCOM[LOGPLAN 1003-81, in support of the Rapid Deployment Forcc!-
Army (RDF-A), wa,s published in ,draft on 31 August 1981 and authorized for

use for planning purposes. With tbe draft plan as basis, DARCCM subordin-.
ate co-rids coutputed and provided initial preplanned supply support re-
quirements to Comander, RDF-A. The Comander RDF-A was scrubbing the
computations of all but combat essential items which would be prepared
by the RDF-A and.propositioned ready for release to the wholesale supply
system on plan execution.

(C) DARCON[/USAWUR Logistics Support Concept. DARCOM planners in
coordinati=h US~UR DESLOG planners developed a Logistics Support
Concept for support of USAREUR/Seventh Army OPLAN 4102-82. The Concept
provided a statement of types of logistics support whfch would be furnished
US~UR by D~CCIM upon execution of OPLAN 4102. This concept would be used
as the basis fox DARCOM LOGPLAN 4102-82. The most significant change fron~
prior support cc,ncepts,was in the area of preplanned supply support. Under
the new concept US~UR would identify critical items of supply in all
classes and preF,are requisitions to be propositioned at appropriate DARCOli
NICPS/SICCS for release upon instructions from the theat~r camlander ....
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(C) DARCOM LOGPLN ‘4102, DARCOM LOGPLAN 4102 supported USA~UR/Seventh
Army OPLAN 4102, Defense. of Europe. LOGPLAN 4102 was published on 14 October
1981, and proYided for supply, maintenance, TMDE and.logistics assistance
support for US Army Forces employed in defense of Europe. supply support
would be provided through a combination of USAREUR developed propositioned

requisitions, operational project stocks and a precomputed ASL package.
Maintenance support would basically consist of au~enting theater maintenance
assets with AVCRAD capability. DARCOM’s Theater TMDE support was to be
augmented by deploying DARCOM~s CONUS based ~DE support teams . DARCOM ‘S
Logistics Assistance capability in-theater would be supplemented by the
addition of approximately 43 Logistics Assistance Details (LADs) .

(U) DARCOM War Emergency Plan (DARCOM-kmP ). The DARCOM-WEP wa. ex-
tensively revised, based upon the Headquarters DARCOM realignment during
fiscal year 1981. This plan implemented the DA Continuity of Operations
Plan, the Emergency Action Proc~dures, and other plans of fiigher and lateral
headquarters .

(U) Exercise ‘PROUD SPIRIT/MOBEX 80. During the period 6 through 26

November 1980, Headquarters, DARCOM and its major subordinate comands,
installations and activities participated in Exer~i~e PROUD SpIRIT/MOBEX go,
a JCS/DA exercise designed to test the capability of JCS, DA, and other
Services to respond to mobilization requirements . One of the most valu-
able benefits derived from the exercise was the ~“aluation of installation
planning at Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, one of DARCOM’s four designated
mobilization stations . The Installation Mobilization Plan was thoroughly
evaluated through the simulation of troop units reporting to the post dur-
ing mobilization. The exercise was also instrwental in identifying in-
house shortfalls in such areas as depth of staffing, ADP support, and fill
of technical MOBTDA positions, as well as other areas.

(C) Nuclear Weapons Accident Exercise (NUWAX) 81. During the period
21-23 April 1981, the Associate Director for Militarv Plans and Operations
and other DARCOM elements participated in the joint DOD/Department of
Energy NUWAX 81. NUWAX 81 was conducted in the Nevada test site and in-
volved Federal agencies, state and local organizations, other Services,
comand S, and DARCOM elements. During this period, the DARCOM Operations
Center was activated and augmented by involved DARCOM staff elements .
DARCOM’s role primarily included execution of planning guidance as provided
in Annex D, Nuclear Accident/Incident Control Plan, and DARCO”M disaster control
Plan. This involved the alert and dispatching of a DMCOM General Officer
On-Scene Comander and his staff to the accident site, and providing air
transportation for the On-Scene Comander and other responsive operational
elements tasked to respond to the accident scene,. The DARC~ Operat ions
Center also responded and coordinated on logistics support tasking from DA
and the accident site.
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(U) President’s Tnauguratfon Support.
-,

In Nmember 1980, the Military

plans and Operations Office responded to a request from DA Directoq Of
Military Support to release fOUT commercial ~ radio packets fr~m the Lex-
ington and Sacramento Army Depots to the Military District of Washington
Inauguration Comit tee. Also, as requested b.yDA, the Plans Office made
the necessary arrangements to h~~veCECOM Provide 200 pRC-77 radios frOm
wholesale stocks to the Inaugur<~t20n Com2,ttee. The radio packets and

seDarate radios were used a9 part of the overall communications operations,
supporting the President ‘“sinau~3uration ceremonies.

(U) DARCOM’S ‘Disaster Control Plan. A new DMCOM Disaster Control
Plan, dated 17 August 1981, waa published and distributed to all DARCOM
subordinate comands, separate installations, and activities repOrting

directly to DARCOM. The plan was also distributed to other commands and
agencies supporting Army disaster relief operations. The DARCOM. plan

implemented the new AR 500-60, “Disaster Relief, ” dated 1 August lg81. In
addition, it up~ated Federal organization, symbols and planning guidance
on disaster relief. The plan also included revisions relating to search

and rescue operations, crisis emergency relocation, comunications-electronics
and logistics support.

(U) Cuban Refugee Support. During the Cuban Refugee Suppcrt period,

the Military Plans and Operations Office was tasked by DA, Director of
Military Support to furnish wholesale resources and portable commercial FM
radio packets to US Army elments and the Federal Emergency Management
Agency in support of the existing DOD Cuban Refugee Support Program. Radio
packets were released from DA controlled propositioned stocks lc,catedat
Lexington, Sacramento, and Tobyhanna Army DepOts where these cOnmercial
radio packets were stored as civil disturbarice/disaster relief :lPeratiOnal
project resources. The radio packets wero released to support c,perations
in Miami, Florids~; Indiantown Gap Military Reservation, Pennsyl\rania; and

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas. TWO packets were still in use at Fort Chaffee, at yearend,
which were to be retained until operations were teminated at that location.
AIso, during the initial processing and housing of Cuban refugec:s through-
out CONUS, the Military Plans and Operations Office was the interface with
DA and subordinate DARCOM commands and depots to coordinate the loan or
release of wholesale resources for Cuban support operations.

(C) Exercise POLL STATION 81. Exercise POLL STATION 81 W:ISa 13-day
JCS-sponsored connand post exercise, which cO~enced On g March lg81 and
teminated on 21 March 1981. Ike POLL STATION 81 exercise inte::facedwith

the NATO Exercis(~WINTEX/CIMEX 81 scheduled for the same period The

exercise implemented appropriate plans and tested crisis manageIlent Pro-
cedures during a simulated period of deteriorating worldwide p~:litico-
military relatiOIls. The conflict escalated into a conventional war between

USSR and Western forces, and teminated with the limited use Of tactical
nuclear weapons. During exercise play, the DARCOM Operat ions Center was
staffed on a 24-hour day basis, The Materiel Readiness commands, the
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Depot Systems Command, and New Cumberland Army Depot also participated
on a 24-hour per day basis, The raaining major subordinate, co~ands
played on an as-nee.de.dbasis during regular d“tY hours. me oyeral 1 Value
of the exercise to the DMCOM comunity was minimal due to pre-exercise
assumptions and artificiality which effectively limited meahingf”l 10g-
istics play.

(C) Exercise POTENT PUNCH “81. Exercise POTENT PUNCH 81 was one of
a series of annual regionally oriented CPXS conducted” by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. The exercise commenced on 13 September 1981 and continued with
around-the-clock play through 18 September 1981. Exercise POTENT PUNCH 81
was integrated with the ROK/US COmbined Forces c-and annual CpX ULCH1/
FOCUS-LENS, which was conducted from 8-26 September 1981. The broad scen-
ario depicted North Korean forces preparing for an attack along traditional
invasion corridors. Plans were implemented for the defense of South Korea,
and ROK National Comand Authorities requested US military assistance. The

CO~Odity Comands, Materiel Readiness Commands, us ArmY Sec”ritY As~i~tance
Center, US Army Depot Systems Command, and selected depots participated in
exercise play. Major DARCOM lessons learned from the exercise concerned
the Worldwide Security Assistance program and the control/management of
War Reserve Stocks for Allies (~SA) .

(U) The mission of the Associate Director for SYstems was to insure
optimum application of the state-of-the-art in technology for the automation

of new logistics systems and improvements to systems which enhanced the
materiel readiness of the Army in support of the user; to insure that ADP
systems in support of wholesale logistics were designed and maintained with
the capacity of making a smooth transition from peace to war mobilization;
to provide secretariat support to Logistics Systems Review Committee and
serve as proponent for DARCOM Regulation 15-23; and coordinate the inte-
gration of functional requirements with resources available for DAHCOM
system development, thus guiding D~COM central system design agencies in
the development and implementation of new automated wholesale logistics
management systems and mjor revisions to existing systems.

Major Mission Program Acti”itie~

(U) War Reserve AOP SYstem,. The War Reserve ADP Systems project
was established by Headquarters DARCOM on 13 June 1980. The purpose of
theproject was to develop a standard automated capability to compute
secondary item war reserve requirements and produce outP”t products for
the full range of war reserve and mobilization planning actions . Uuring
fiscal year 1981, AMSAA developed a concept f~r the computation of second-
ary item war reserve requirements for DODI 4140.47, LOGPLANS and TLR/S.
The concept was approved by the Logistics Syst~s Review Comittee in April
1981. Development of the Functional Description for Class IX items was
initiated in June 1981 and action continued- through the remainder of
fiscal year 1981.
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(U) Standard AtiY ‘“Ma~ntenancQSyS~~rnS (Sins) t

Functional System Requirement (.DFSR)was $ubmitted
Julv 1979. The SAMS functional coordinating zroup

The SMS Detailed
to DA and was approved
completed the Functional

Des~ription (FD) for sub-cell 3E02-1, Equi~e~t a~d Maintenance Perfor-

manceData in December 1979. The FD was staffed with the Readiness Com-
mnds and Headquarters DMCOM dvring January 1980; and the SMS FCG was
scheduled to meet during April 1982 to write the ‘FD for sub-cell 3E02-2
to complete the remaining portion.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, design and development was completed

on the Selected Ttem Management System - Expanded (.SIMS-X), As designed,

SIMS-X was essentially an asset reporting system only; the retail asset
redistribution r[odulewas suppressed at HQDA and HQ DARCOM direction.
In the first quarter, a DA Interface Test was conducted to confirm the
SIMS-X compatibility with the communications system, Defense Automatic
Address System (DAAS), and with the retail ADP system, Standard Army

Intermediate Level Supply Subsystem - Expanded (SAILS-ABX) . SIMS-X became
operational in November 1980 with inclusion in CCSS Release 60 and the
SAILS-ABX and DS4 retail systems.

(U) Logistics Systems Review Comittee (LSRC). The Logistics Syste~~s
Review Corn= (LsRC) conducted four In Process Reviews (IPR) of CCSS

Releases during the fiscal year. IPR I for Release 60 was conducted at

Automated Logistics Management Systems Agency (ALMSA) on 1-2 October 1980 ~~
The results of ~livision Level Tests were presented by the Functional Co-
ordinating Group Chairmen (FCG) and recommendations made for prototyping.
At this IPR the LSRC established the following policies: The comittee

agreed to try scheduling release IPR meeting one full calendar year in
advance. The comittee approved a procedure which permitted recognition of
individuals who made outstanding contributions to the LSRC effort. The

firm 70/30 allocation of design to minor modification and maintenance for
utilization of ALMSA resources was changed to a goal of 70/30. IPR II
for release 60 w,asconducted at the US Amy Communications and Electronics
Materiel Readiness Comand (CERCOM), 21 November 1980 for the purpose of
reviewing prototype results. The results were briefed to the LSRC by the
FCGS and the release was approved for proliferateion. At this I,pRthe

LSRC established. the following policies: It was decided to retain the

1 May - 1 November, two per year schedule. The comittee decided that
meeting length w,ould be dependent upon business to be conducted.. The com--
mittee approved the reconciliation of the CCSS Work Plan and Master Plan
as presented. Specific recommended changes to the planning documents

were also approved.

(U) IPR fcr Release 61 was conducted at ALMSA on 22-23 April 1981,

and IPR II was conducted at US Army Tank-Automotive Cowand (TACOM) on
28 May 1981. Tk[isrelease was also approved for proliferation upon com-
pletion of IPR 11. At IPR II the LSRC agreed that the policy of the com-
mittee was that only the Comander or his deputy and the HQ DARCOM Director
or his deputy were permitted to vote at LSRC meetings.
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(U) There was a Special Meeting on “Mobilization held at AEMsA on
25 February 19S0 to dia.cuss items that could not adequately be discussed
during IPR II, Those items were MOB~ After-Action Report; ADP Systems
Readiness Coordination; Logistics Network (LOGNET); Measuring Secondary
Item Readiness; INFODETICS; Army Materiel Plan (AMP) .Modernization; In-
crease in DARCOM Spaces; and War Reserve ADP System Design Project .

(U) Mobilization “Automation Working “Group”(MAWG) , The Logistics
System Review Comittee (LSRC) established the WWG at their special
mobilization meeting on 25 February 1981. The MAWG Charter was approved
by the LSRC and published, officially dated 1“7April 1981, and signed by
the ADMR.

(U) Mobilization Standard Schedule (MSS) . The MSS was approved by
the Logistics Systems Review Comittee (LSRC) and was provided to all

appropriate DARCOM activities on 18 May 1981. The MSS was the official

schedule to be used by the Materiel Readiness Command during mobilization.
This schedule was expected to also support the Continuity of Operation
Plan (COOP).

Concepts and Doctrine

(U) Fiscal year 1981 was a time of transition for the Associate
Directorate for Concepts and Doctrine, with a change in leadership, and
preparation for a change in parent organizat ion. On 3 August 1981,
Colonel Robert W. Gruen, Associate Director of Concepts and Doctrine
since i979, reported to a new assignment with the Technology Office,
Office of the Secretary of Defense. Coionei Mark L.Reese, Jr. , assumed
the role of Associate Director on 3i August i98i, having been formeriy
commander of the 7th SUBCOM in Gemany.

(U) As the result of DARCOM Realignment, effective 15 October i98i,
the Associate Directorate for Concepts and Doctrine evoived into the
Concepts and Doctrine Division of the Directorate for Readiness . As pian-
ned, the office transitioned with missions and functions unchanged.

(U) Army Whoiesale Logistics Literature Program (AWLL). AWLL was
designed to be the singie body of documentation which doctrinally described
the operation of th@ Army whoiesaie iogistics system, and its interfaces
with other logistic systems . The li6 publications in the AWLL Program

consisted of field manuals, non-equipment technicai manuais, suppiy bui-
ietins, and DA pamphlets.

(U) The AWLL Program had been aiiowed to drift for keverai years,
without firm direction or comnd emphasis. A staff study which addressed
this pr6biem was compieted on 23 Juiy i98i, citing a iack of dedicated
resources for management of the AwLL program. The study recommended desig-
nation of the Army Logistics Management Center (.ALMC)as the DARCOM Centrai
Field Agency (CFA) to manage the program.
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(U) Follc~wing Comand approval of the staff study, a letter dated
30 July 1981 clarifying DARCOM’s role in the preparation and promulgation
of Army Whole s:lleLogistics, Doctrine was sent to DARCOM mjoF subordinate
comands, schoc~ls, and selected other activities . A questionnaire was
inclosed to determine resources being expended on the AWLL prc,gram and
to establish PC}CS.

(U) The AWLL CFA mission was incorporated into ALNC’s “X[issions
and Major Functions’. ?rograming was initiated to provide tk,eadditional
manpower resources required by UC to effectively perfom the.CFA role.

Mobilization “Base Requirements Model (MOBREM)

(U) The NIOBREMwas a computer-assisted methodology to detemine the
manpower required in the CONUS base to mobilize, deploy, train.,and sustain
the total Amy during war. The Concepts Analysis Agency (CAA) was resporl-
sible for the development of this model. The DARCOM mdul e of MOBRSM
was to simulate the issue of assets against mobilization requirements

and convert the tonnages distributed to personnel requirements .

(U) As the DARCOM proponent for MOBRSM, Concepts and Doctrine par-
ticipated in several stages of the model development . Output requirements
were defined. The best sources of requirements and asset data to feed the
model were identified, and development of MOBREM manpower staffing relation-
ships were initiated. Assistance was also provided to CAA in technical
review and evaluation of contractor progress and products. Work was started

On majOr module programing, which was completed in December lg81. The
MOBREM was scheduled for full implementation in March 1983.

Rationalization, Standardization, and InterOperabilitY (RSI)

(U) The RSI goal of enhanced “battlefield” interoperability of
fielded materiel was pursued along several fronts during fiscal year 1981.
On 12 February 1981, LTG Hardin, DARCOM DCGMR, was briefed on RSI mission.
and functions, As directed by the DCGMR, letters were prepared for his

signature to DCSOPS, TWOC, and MRC Comanders to solicit support for
RSI goals. A TSARCOM Interoperability Item Booklet was distributed to
NATO nations for review and evaluation. This resulted in a NATO request
for the US to develop similar TSARCOM type data booklets for other com-
modities . MRCS were tasked to explore this area. Act ion was initiated
to produce an RSI Handbook for materiel acquisition and logistics support
managers to cover the entire acquisition and logistics support process.
This effort was expected to extend into fiscal year 1982.

(U) The Logistics Studies Office, AMSAA, was tasked to explore
the feasibility of structuring a methodology to provide a cross-reference
capability for relating STANAGS to specific weapons/materiel s:ystems, and
vice versa. As the HQ, DARCOM observer at the WFORGER ‘B1 Exercise,
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Concepts and Doctrine $,dentified a number of
enhancements @872 bproved Trailer ConceDt. ,

significant interoperability

., Mobile Loading Ramp, Family

of Generators, Tank R~fueling Concept, etc.) “for further development,

EUSA/DARCOM Urnbre11a MOU

(U) Concept 19 of the Phase 11 Study, L~gi,stics Operations in th,e
CO~Z, detemined that the relationship betwe,en the.wholesaler and the
Theater Amy Comander could best be defined by MOU. In response to that
concept, DAHCOM had negotiated a logistics mbrella memorandw of under-.

standing with EUSA, and it was finalized on 29 Qctober 19gl.

(U) In addition to strengthening wholesaler/ theate~ Amy support
relationships, the umbrella MOU provided general pblicy guidance to be
followed by DARCOM subordinate elements when negotiating support agreements
with OCONUS MACOMS or elements thereof. The MOU also provided a basis for
centralized control of all major support agreements and the establishment
of a central data repository for those agreement within Headquarters,
DARCOM .

(U) After having negotiated the MOU, Headquarters, DARCOM was expected
to look at the entire Pacific Theater in terms of DARCOM’s commitments,
and attempt to ascertain the need for a comand and control element there.

War Reserves

(U) Efforts initiated in 1979 to increase the fill of USAMUR war
reserves continued with slow but sure progress. Comand emphasis on the
war reserve function was increased by establishing a separate War Reserve
Office under the Director for Plans, Doctrine, and SYstems . The major
effort to establish a Comodity Cowa,nd Standard System to compute war

reserve requirements resulted in an approved concept. System design and
development was initiated with a tentative date for implementation estab-
lished as May 1984. The Headquarters, DARCOM Realignment Study deter-
mined that the war reserve function should be more closely aligned with the
overall mateii el management function. Effective 15 October 1981, the War
Reserve Office was disbanded and the function transferred to the Director-

ate for Supply, Maintenance and Transportation.

Small and Disadvantaged Business “Utilization

(U) Effective 1 October 1980, the Office of Small and Disadvantaged
Business Utilization, (.SAD5U) was remoyed from the Directorate for Pro-
curement and Production and placed directly under the Deputy Co~anding
General for Materiel Readiness. This action was necessitated by Public
Law 95-507, “hendments to the Small Business Investment Act of 1958,”
dated 24 October 1978, which established an Office of tiall and Dis-
advantaged Business Utilization in each Federal agency, DAC 76-19, 27 July
1979, required this office to report directly to the c~ander or deputy
comander.
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(U) Mr. Joh~lShepard, Chief Of the Office, transfeFTed tO a.pOsit ion
with the Department of E,nergy in October 1980. Colonel William Moore was

Acting Chief until the position could be filled, Mr. Paul Kittle was
selected, and served as Chief from January through May 1981, when he
accepted a position with the Defe?ae Intelligence Agency. Mr. Frank Brda
was selected for the Chief’s position in July 1981, and occupied the post
at the end of fiscal year 1981.

(U) DARCOM received final fiscal year 1981 SW1l and Disadvantaged
Business goals, rlegotiated by the Department of Defense and Small Business
Administration, on 25 March 1981. These ,were distributed to the.MSCS,
Depots, and other Activities on 3 April 1981.

(U) In fiscal year 1981 a total of $2,093.3 million was av,arded to
Small Business. This was $374.2 million over the assigned goal of $1,719.1.
million and $589,0 million above the fiscal year 1980 Small Business total
awarded. In addition, Small Business Set-Aside Awards in fiscal year 1981
totaled $847.7 million, $261.7 million over the fiscal year 1981 goal of

$586.0 million a,ld$329.5 million over the fiscal year 1980 total.

(U) In fiscal year 1981 the category of Small Disadvantaged Business
was created. Thi,scategory included Section 8(a) awards and direct min-
ority business awards, which had previously been reported separe~t,ely. The
fiscal year 1981 awards to Small Disadvantaged Business firms totaled
$346.1 million. This was $85.6 million over the fiscal year 1981 goal

and $167.5 million above the fiscal year 1980 awards. It should be noted
that even though the fiscal year 1981 goals were higher than the!fiscal
year 1980 goals, DARCOM exceeded the fiscal year 1981 goals for Small
Business, Smll IIusiness Set-Aside, and Small Disadvantaged Business
Awards.
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121.9
89.9
5a.6

155.4

17.2
63.1
lo.a
5.3

1.5
11.0

1..5

4.4

1.1
1.1
? ,,:

2.9
3.0
2.1
6.3

1.0.0

1.3
0
.7

8.a

s5a6.o

SD1:ll.I Dis-
advclltaged
Btlsin.ess—..- —-—

37 .(+‘

63.4

33.5
22.2
9.6

38.5

9.3
.2

~.g

18.6
1.4

.6

.4
1.6
.?

.8
g.~

.3

.9

1.7

0
0
.3

3..0

$260.5
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CWTER VII

SECURITY ASSISTANCE

Introduction

(U) The mz~gnitude of the Security Assistance Program could be
measured in bros~d terms. At the end of fiscal year 1981, USASAC was
concerned with $!6countries, for which 7,519 Foreign Military Sales
cases were still.open. The total dollar value of material invclved
was $42.3 billion, of which $21.5 billion was undelivered as of 30
September 1981. USASAC was also concerned with co-production projects
in several countries.

(U) The Directorate’s organization was relatively free from tur-
bulence during the year, and reflected the mission and major fc[nctions
stated in DARCOM-R 10-60, 18 August 1981. MG T. F. Healy served as
Director for Security Assistance and Comander, US Army Security Assist-
ance Center. The Deputy Director, Deputy for Plans and Managen!ent,
Mr. R. E. Bean continued throughout the fiscal year. me Deputy for
Operations, Colc~nelR. H. Lucas, also served throughout the fiscal year.

(U) Most nlajor offices at Headquarters, USASAC reflected continu-
ation for the etltire fiscal year. These included, Colonel G. Jones,
Europe; Colonel C. Marshall, Asia-Pacific; Colonel G. K. Todd, Mideast,
Africa, bericas. The Chief, Republic of Korea Indigenous Tank:Office
(ROKIT) continuc!d to be Mr. J. C. Thorns, Sr. Plans and Systems Analysis
continued to be directed by Mr. F. F. Brett during the entire fiscal year,
The Programs Marlagement Directorate was headed by Colonel J. H. McAllister]:
during the fisc:llyear.

(U) -,nment of USASAC Comptroller. On 1 July 1981, USASAC
established a Rc!sources Team within the USASAC Comptroller’s office.
This internal rt!alignment established the USASAC Comptroller as a second
line supervisor. The primary responsibilities of the Resources Team
related to audits, ACOCS, billing, nonrecurring costs, travel, financial
procedures, FMS administrative fee funds, Program 10 (P1O) programs
director and ottlerrelated functions. The office symbol for the
Resources Team !~as designated DRSAC-CR.

(U) Detailed coverage of the several activities will be examined
in turn, with first a description of general developments at H~!adquarters,,
DARCOM and then for the three Major Directorates--Asia; Europe; the
hericas, Afric:I and the Mideast. In regard to Saudi Arabia, treatment
of the Security Assistance Program will be followed by an accot~ntof
activities relating to the Program Manager for the Saudi Arabi>~n National
Guard (SANG) Moilernization Program.



General

(U) Establishment of USASAC Data Processing Installation. A study
“Future Profile of Depot Directorate for Management Information Systms
(DMIS)”, March 1980, recommended that all services perfomed by the New
Cumberland Army Depot DMIS be transferred to USASAC. The study identi-
fied 46 computer support spaces, their associated functions and the
computer hardware used to support USASAC. Tb@ transfer was effected
without disruption to either NCAD operations or to USASAC in two phases--
personnel in July 1981 and equipment in October 1981.

(U) The transfer resulted in a savings to Army and benefits to
USASAC in the management and control of the computer operations facility
which included direct supervisory control of Automated Data Processing

(ADP) operations; control of priority assignrients; direct contact with
DARCOM, DMIS for hardware acquisition; control of computer operations
costs; control of personnel hiring.

(U) DARCOM Architecture Plan of the 1980s. DMIS actively partici-
pated in the first stages of the DARCOM Architecture Plan of the 1980s.
This involved the upgrading of computer equipment and the trend toward
mini-computer Plug Compatible Machines (PCM). This concept enabled
mini-computers to be plugged into an operating system regardless of manu-
facturer. This greatly reduced the cost of subsequent upgrading of
equipment as technology changed. USASAC was converting the entire
Centralized Integrated System - International Logistics (CIS-IL) system
to operate on the ITEL mini PCMS received in fiscal year 1981. DHIS
also upgraded the remote terminals and implemented three processes using
direct functional input via Cathode Ray Tubes (CRT). Office automation
was initiated with the installation of a Word Processor computer.
Feasibility of direct foreign country input to the CIS-IL data base
was being explored by the use of data phones along with on-line micro-
fiche processing.

(U) These improvements enabled USASAC to better accomplish its
mission using the concepts of Reshape of doing more with Lese by keeping
current with the Automated Data Processing (DP ) state-of-the-art.

(U) Equal Emplowent Opportunity (EEO). During fiscal year 1981,
the Upward Mobility (GS 5-9) Program was used to hire qualified trainee
programmers. The Directorate for Management Information Systems acquired

five computer programer trainees through the Upward Mobility Program
with two of these positions filled by minority (female) personnel. Formal
training and continuing on the job training enabled these employees
to be assigned specific programing tasks supervised by lead analysts.
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(U) USAS.AC Security Assistance Brochure and USASAC Lexi~. A
brochure was published in November 1980 that outlined the US Amy Security
Assistance Center (USASAC) role in security assistance, as reflected in
AR 12-2. The “us).sACmission, objective, and functiOns were described

and placed in cotltextof the overall DOD program. Explanations were
included of the various phases of the Army prOgram, ~S, SSA, CO-OP LOgi
Grant Aid, and Munitions Control. The USASACS organizational structure
and basic responsibilities were described in both visual and narrative
formats. Special emphasis was given to the size and scope of the progrelm;
and its benefits to the US defense effort. Graphic displays of partici-,
pating countries, dollar amounts, cOntracts, requisitions, and Other
statistics were included.

(u) The USASAC LexicOn, a dictionary Of securitY assistance te~-
inolosy, was published in December 1980 by USASAC. This 38 page pamphlet
provided the reader with a baaic understanding of the terminology used

in the planning, development, and executiOn Of the SecuritY ~ssistance
Program. Part One presented an overview of the Program by providing
brief discussions regarding the legislative background, prOgram develop-
ment, life cycles, and descriptions Of OrganizatiOns invOlved. Part ho,
Security Assistance Terminology, defined te~s that were cO~~On through-
out the security assistance logistics and financial managemer:t communities.

(U) =.try Program Status Report (CPSR) . A Country Program Statlls
Report was developed for use by the Saudi Arabia National Guard (SANG)
Project Manager to provide the total country program for review. wile
an adequate review could be accomplished for standard materie!l and
service cases at the sumary level, information for non-standard cases
like off-shore! procurement cases and Corps of Engineer cases were not
incorporated in previous Country Progra Reviews. Thus the CPSR was
developed. The CPSR (pronounced CAPSIR) prOvided cOmPlete ~’isibility
of sumary. anildetailed information for country programs.

(U) PlaIiAccomplishments. USASAC-O published its ADP Continuity
of OPerati~ Plan (ADP COOP) to all activities involved. USASAC-O DMIS

personnel comEJleted the first annual testing at the ADP Alternate Site
and filed the results in accordance with AR 18-7. Also, USA:;AC-O plan-
ned to expand the ADP COOP by requesting that the DARCOM DMIS assign an
additional ADP alternate site or relocation site adjacent to USASAC-O.
This concept c)foperations would apply in the event USASAC-O became
involved in a~zyof the first four contingencies cited in Chapter 4 of
AR 18-7. It !~ould also permit functional and DMIS personnel to comute
on a daily baf;is, and elimirjate overnight travel. This initiative would
provide more options to asst[re the USASAC mission could continue without
noticeable de:lays.
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(U) Security Assistance Distributive Data processing System (SADDpS) .
In November 1978 at the International Logistics Functional Coordinating

Group (ILFCG) meeting at Automated Logistics Management Systems Agency
(ALMSA), St. Louis, Missouri, initial action was taken to begin develop-

ment of the SADDPS.

(U) The Security Assistance Distributive Data Processing System
provided the Security Assistance Comunity with a data processing system
and supporting master files necessary for more @ffective management con-
trol and instant visibility of FMS Case and Grant Aid Data. The system

was designed to mechanize most manual operations and would provide func-
tional managers with imediate data access and file update capability by
placing desk-top video terminals within each selected working area. The
data teminals and data bases would be linked by the Security Assistance
Integrated Network (SAIN) to enable all Army Security Assistance functional
managers with near realtime access capability. Mailing of hardcopy docu-
ments would be significantly reduced and word processors would be tied
co computers to further reduce manual operations.

(U) The system would encompass all aspects of logistics and fin-
ancial data including supply, procurement, maintenance, and transportation
information. A General Functional System Requirement (GFSR) and Detailed

Functional System Requirement (DFSR) to develop the SADDPS had been pre-
pared and the related Economic Analysis approved at HQ DARCOM in early

1981. Approval request was in DA staffing channels at the end of fiscal
year 1981.

(U) Transportation and Traffic Operations. During fiscal year 1981,
Transportation and Traffic Operations Division’s significant milestones
were highlighted by a number of major actions , This Division was

instrumental in the coordination of expedited materiel movements by
Special Assigment Airlift Missions (S~), inlandlocean transportation
modes and Freight Forwarders for the following countries: Saudi Arabia,
El Salvador, United Kingdom, Man, Tunisia, Turkey, Egypt, Morocco,

Thailand, Zaire, Cameroon, Philippines, Liberia, Barbados, Fiji, Indonesia,
Sudan, Canada, Austria, Ecuador, South Korea, Lebanon, New Zealand, Jordan,
Colombia, Bahrain and Yemen.

(U) Cost savings/avoidance of $899,530 (representing 453 shipments)
was realized through actions taken to redirecting frustrated Grant Aid
(GA) and FMS materiel in the hands of .ar~iers, Freight Forwarders, MAAGs/
missions and foreign customers. A total of 263 visits were made by the

Freight Forwarder Offices East/West and the Transportation Division of this
Center to Freight Forwarders and Country Representative activities. Also,
41 visits were made to DCAS, MTMC and other DOD representative activities.



.UNCMSSIFIED

(U) Foreign Military Sales Case Closeout. The fiscal year 1981 US
Army Foreign Military Sales (~S) Case Closeout Program was developed by

the US Amy Security Assistance Center, Deputy for Operations in execution
of the Comanding General, DARCOM’ s Executive Agent role for the Security

Assistance Program. The US Army Security Assistance Center fomed a Case
Closeout Management Assistance Tem which was chartered to expedite and

facilitate closure of cases.

(U) The fiscal year 1981 Case Closeout Program consisted of 3,298
cases identified as being candidates for closure. An 85 percent goal of
2,805 cases was established for fiscal year 1981. The Case Closeout
Management Assistance Team visited each perfoming activity and reviewed
each candidate case based upon an analysis of actions required to prepare
the case for certification and closua mere appropriate, fOllOw-uP visits
were made and extraordinary actions taken to close cases.

(U) menty-six case closure policy or systems inhibitors were
identified and referred to the appropriate activities for action. As a

result of the intense efforts at the perfoming activities and USASAC,
2,035 cases were certified to the Security Assistance Accounting Center

(SAAC) for closure. This total represented the largest number of cases
closed since the Case Closeout Program began in fiscal year 1974 and the
largest single increase to date (406 over fiscal year 1980 total of 1,629).

(U) Benefits from the fiscal year 1981 intensive management program
included the development of an automted Case Closeout Data Review Sheet,
improved interfaces with performing activities and SAAC, and a more
thorough job in screening candidate cases which would be on the 1982
program. k additional change in the 1982 program was the conversion
from a fiscal year program to a calendar year program to avoid competing
with Comptroller year end closure. More intense concentration on the
closeout process ‘hadby necessity forced case managers/initiators to
better management of cases throughout the FMS case life cycle.

(U) The ultimate goal was to plan caae closure as soon as a case
was implemented rather than several years later after all materiel/
services had been delivered and billing was cmplete.

(U) FormatiDn of the Program Budget Advisory Comittee (PBAC).
The USASAC Prograln Budget Advisory Comittee (PBAC) was fomed during
fiscal year 1981 to assist in managing the comand’s financial resources
beginning 1 October 1981. The comittee consisted of representatives of
all major elements of the comalld, and it was their task to recomend
to the comander how the comand’s financial resources were to be allocated.
The organization consisted of a junior working body and a senior level
that provided guidance and resolved major issues.
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(U) Establishment of US Amy and “Foreign Goverment Lease Procedures/
Controls. Effective 17 October “1980, DARCOM Comptroller implemented USASAC
developed procedures/controls for the lease of US Army defense articles to
foreign governments. This effort marked the initial ~stablishment of guide-
lines covering lease agreements within DOD. The new procedures were appli-
cable to USASAC and DARCOM MRCS for DARCOM managed materie1 and services
and to USASAC and other DA WCOMS for non-DARCOM leases. The new proced-
ures offered, for the first time , centralized control of all US Army to
foreign goverment leased mteriel/services at USASAC.

(U) Mechanization of the Foreign Military Sales (~s) Expenditure
Authority EA Process.~ler
of the Amy for Finance and Accounting ACOA (F&A) implemented an Expend-
iture Authority (,EA)Module within the Army Customer Order.Control System

(ACOCS) . The module was designed to replace the existing method of ob-

taining cash advances from the Security Assistance Accounting Center
(SAAC) to finance the USASAC FMS Program. Comptroller personnel accessed
the ACOCS, a real-time distributive data processing network, to mechan-
ically obtain EA necessary to effect a disbursement from the SAAC mnaged
FMS Trust Fund and a collection into the Army Account. The new EA process
eliminated previous lengthy delays in obtaining cash advances from the
SAAC . USASAC Comptroller personnel could then forecast EA as needed to

satisfy imediate requirements .

(U) Expansion of Management Review and Analysis Division’ s Respon-
sibilities in Administering DARCOM Productivity Improvement Programs (PIP).
The Management Review and Analysis Division (MEAD) administered the DARCOM
Product ivity Improvement Program. Effective 1 September 1981, the divis-
ion’s responsibilities were expanded to include administration of the
Quick Return on Investment Program (QRIP), Productivity Enhancing Capital
Investment (PECI) and Productivity Investment Funding (PIF).

(U) Joint Logistics Comanders (JLC) FMS Panel. The Director for
Security Assistance acted for the CGDARCOM as the Office of Primarv
Responsibility (OPR) for the Army in JLC FMS matters. Other OPRS ~ere
the Naval Supply Comnd (NAVSUP), Air Force Systems Comands (AFSC), and
the Air Force Logistics Comand (AFLC). In fiscal year 1981 the JLC
~S Panel finalized a joint Service agreement on Cooperative Logistics
Supply Support Arrangements (CLSSA) and initiated joint efforts on several
comon interest financial initiatives. The results were expected to
eliminate longstanding, complicated and costly interactions among the
Services when developing support packages for FMS customers.

(U) Logistic Systems Review Comittee (LSRC). During fiscal year
1981, the Security Assistance Functional Coordinating Group (FCG) con-
vened four times
and prioritizing
Cownd Standard

to perform their basic function of reviewing, approving
all systems change requests submitted to the Comodity
System (CCSS) .
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(U) The L!3RCprovided mnagement level overview, direction and
...+.

stability to thl:automated logistics systems which performed DARCOM’ a
day-to-day busilless. The Security Assistance Systems Review Comittee

(SASRC) met onc,sa month during fiscal year 1981 to assist the Director
of the Security Assistance Management Information Systems by providing
a unified mnaglement priority for system change requea ts and workloading
efforts.

(u) Security Assistance Policy Implementing Regulations. Four
12-series =ity Assistance regulations were published in fiseal year
1981. These new regulations were a compilation of twelve 795-series
regulations previously used within the International Logistics Comunity
fOr guidance on Foreign Military sales (~s) and Grant Aid pro%rams. All
FMS guidance was incorporated into AR 12-8 and used by all agenciee and
comands having a Security Assistance function.

(U) -C Studies. Several studies were either conducted, spOn-
sored or results implemented by the Plans and Systeme Analysis Director-
ate,which enhanced future mnagement of Security Aasiatance programs.
HQDA, DCSLOG directed a study to determine the coat effectiveneaa of
adopting a higher limit for writing-off discrepancy claims submitted by
foreign customers. A study, sponsored by DRSAC-MS and conducted by the
Logistics Studies Office, ALMC, was completed and resulted in the

development of a Security Assistance Data Element Catalog (SADEC). The
Logistics Studies Office alao completed a study eponsored by USASAC
which investigated the suitability of using the Army’s DSS procedure
in FMS and GA programa.

Asia/Pacific

(C) mile not as large as some activities in other areaa, the
attention accorded specific Asia/Pacific customers remained nOnthelesa
crucial. Japan.and Korea provided the focus for much of the effort;
Pakistan also gained during the year as increasing amounts of economic/
military assistance pemitted more attention to price and availability
data and the development of ~S cases. General operations covered the
contacts with Australia, Fiji Islands, India, Indonesia, New Zealand,
Philippines, Taiwan, and Thailand.

(U) Durir~g fiscal year 1981, USASAC negotiations with Jauan cOn-
cerned mainly the possible Japaneee coproduction of
system and the M1102 Howitzers.
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H?,; ,< *-. .: , Missile system Coproduction. A meeting was held bY

> ,,,. DSU on 26 Febr~ry 1981 to discuss the coproduction of the PATRIOT Missile

,?,m .#w*,t,* by v~w. The alternative of meeting the Japanese requirement
through FNS was also discussed. h Army posit?on on coproduction versus
FMS sale would be established only after appropriate staffing within HQDA
and DARCOM .

(U) On 11 March 1981, a Goverment of Japan (GOJ) delegation visited
USASAC to discuss GOJ’s interest in procurement or possible coproduction

of the PATRIOT Missile System. The delegation included MG Toru Shimizu,
Director, Defense Department Air Staff Office and nine GOJ staff members.
They met with MG Healy, Mr. Bean, and USASAC staff members for preliminary
discussions on possible procurement of PATRIOT by GOJ. The delegation’s
itinerary included DOD, DA and DARCOM. They were also scheduled t,Ovisit
MICOM, PATRIOT PM, Ft. Bliss, and mite Sands Miss ile Range prior to their
return to Japan. There were a number of questions relative to a joint
study program, similar to NATO’s, leading to a procurement decision and

the time required to obtain hardware under both FMS and coproduction
options.

(U) PM PATRIOT and team worked with Japanese Defense Agency to
develop plans for a joint study effort to enable Japan to mke a final
evaluation of PATRIOT to replace I-8ANK (Ground Defense Force) and
NIKE-J (Air Defense Force) .

(U) M11OA2 Howitzer Copioduction. In January 1981, the MOU for
Japanese coproduction of the M11OA2 SP Howitzer was still being coordin-
ated within DA. A representative in Japan was advised that a production
TDP could be made available within about 1 month after ~S case imple-
mentation. The draft MOU for coproduction of the M11OA2 Howitzer with
Japan remained in the DA General Counsel’s office in February 1981.
Coordination with that office, the last stop in HQDA for the IIOU,was
expected to be completed by 3 March 1981. ODCSLOG fowarded the MOU for
coproduction of the M11OA2 with Japan to DOD for coordination on 10 March
1981. There were no significant changes made to the terns and conditions
of the MOU by DA.

(U) Fifteen Letters of Request were received from Japan on 22 Feb-
ruary 1981 for NIKE-~RC and HAM Service Practice. MICOM was preparing
the LOA in February 1981.

(U) Japan requested 24 STINGER Missile Systas. DSAA approval to
release LOA was delayed.

(U) On 13-14 August 1981, a Government of Japan Helicopter Team

visited USASAC enroute to TSARCOM. The purpose of the visit was to pay
a cOurte SY Cal1 on the Comander, USASAC and receive general briefings
on operational concept of the armed helicopter. The Government of Japan
was interested in coproduction of the AH-IS in Japan.



(C) With the coproduction of the HAWK Missile
,j~~RaU

battery” sets of groun~ equipment and 72 missiles--at a ‘c=~~. ,
“ere delivered to the Goverment of JaDan durinx fiscal Year lg80. No. . .
Phase 111 ground sets were delivered to the GOJ-in Septe~ber and November
1981. The Phase 111 Missile Flight Test Program was conducted in August

1981, with 100 percent success.

Korea

(U) Transactions with the Republic of Korea involved a wide variet],
of materiel and.readiness operations with a major amount of attention
given to the proposed Korean coproduction of the thick wall gun tubes
or a component of tbe M68 cannofi.

(U) M68 Cannon. The Memorandum for Record (MFR) of the US Thick-_-
Walled Gun Tube!sbriefing was signed by the ADCSLOG on 5 Febrt~ary 1981 aI}d
sent to vCSA. A second, shorter version of this MFR was signed by the

VCSA on 6 Febrtlary 1981 and provided to the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Ager~cy (DSAA). Both MFRs clearly reaffimed US Arn!ypolicy

prohibiting foreign manufacture of cannon assemblies for Howitzers and
the dissemination of certain cannon manufacturing technology c!nique to
Watervliet Arsc!nal. Also, support was given for authorizing the Koreans
to produce the M68, ,105m tank tube, pending an Amy assessmc!ntof theijr

capabilities tc)do so, which would be made by a D~COM team traveling tO
Korea on 28 February 1981.

(u) The planned trip by a DARCOM assessment team was hc!ld in

abeyance until reaction could be received from Congressman Stratton
on the SECDEF nlemoon thick walled cannon technology transfer. Vice

Chief of Staff of the Amy (VCSA) concurred in the visit, and the team
briefed Genera]. Guthrie on their findings on 30 March 1981.

(U) The fiscal year 1982-1986 projected procurement pla,ls for
selected items submitted to DA at their request on 6 March 19[11,were

apprOved fOr r(>lease to the Korea (ROKA), but USASAC’s request to re-

lease this data to other countries in the same format was not approved
by DA. USASAC was advised that such information should be re!.eaaed

under survey procedures.

(U) A briefing was given to the Vice Chief of Staff on ;]April
1981 on the re:jults of a gun tube team visit to Korea. The bl:iefing

provided facts on Korean capability and capacity to manufactu]:e the
M68 tank gun illKorea.

(u) .*-. The third US-ROK Amy Security Assistance Rt?view (SAK)

was held In Seoul, Korea during 6-1o October 1980. Attendees included
representative!> from DA, USASAC, each DARCOM MRC, CiNCPAC, WSTCOM,

JUSMAG-K, and OSAA. A total of 42 new topics were discussed ~?ith 26
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.~d~bt~~,s”;~re,$ol.ved, 14 topics to be continuously reviewed until resolved and

.,two topics remaining open. It was agreed that a third MINI-S~ would be

held in CONUS in early 1981.

(C) ROK requested that they be permitted to coproduce the M109A2
self-propelled Howitzer. In an 11 September 1980 SECDEF message, the
ROK was advised that they could not manufacture the gun tube or the gun
mount for the M109A2. A 21 October 1980 message from the herican

Embassy, Seoul, to DSAA, requested that the decision be reconsidered.
The DARCOM position was consistently to deny manufacture of both com-
ponents to protect che production base at Watervliet and Rock Island
Arsenals . This position was re-affirmed to DA on 28 October 1980.

(C) USASAC-NCAD received approximately 16,000 propositioned re-
quisitions in support of the WRSA/FAST FILL Program for RO~. Actions
were initiated to prepare propositioned LOAS so as to enable imediate
processing if required.

(U) ROKA requested authority for third country sales of Korean-
produced US defense items. USASAC, with ARRCOM and P&P coordination,
provided recommended DARCOM positions in agreement with the Production
Base Study to DALO-SAC. A request was included to sell 155 and 105
Towed Howitzers . Recommendation was to allow third country sales, pro-
vided tube assemblies and recoil mechanisms were US produced. In the
event an affirmative decision was made by DOD, an 8 percent royalty
recoupment was also recommended.

(U) On 20 June 1981, DSAA directed the preparation of an FMS case
for 40 106m Recoilless Rifles for the ROK. The LOA with a value of
$992 thousand was provided to DSAA on 23 June 1981 and had an expiration
date of 31 July 1981.

(C) On 10 June 1981, DALO-SAA directed USASAC to prepare an LOA
for laboratory fatigue testing of two Korean made ~199Al 155m gun
tubes. The test was to be conducted at the Benet Laboratory. The DA
endorsement also stated that the LoA should exclude any data pertaining

to the M185 Cannon as well as cannon manufacturing processes previously
identified by AKRCOM as critical. The DA endorsement referred to the
~ 199A1 as a Korean developed item.

(U) USASAC was tasked by DSAA/DA on 20 July 1981 to expedite LOA
preparation for the conversion of ROK amunition and M16 facilities

from GOGO to COCO status .

.+--_, ......



(C) DSAA message forwarded to CJUSMAGK on 20 August l~8T-ih718f@~: .-~’
“Wartime support for Republic of Korea Forces will be conducted under

accelerated FMS procedures; DsQ is going to congress with a 36(b) noti-
fication for $2.0 E,illion after which MOA can be negotiated with R.OK
government, if Congress approves; until such t>me as MOA is consun,ated
or new legislation is passed, WHSA and other support (e.g. FAST FILL) can
only be transferreil by FMS procedures; all materiel except the in-theater
WKSA will require full procurement lead times; title transfer of all U.S.
omed stocks will be at point of origin.”

(C) DSAA helil a tri-Service meeting to discuss a USG-ROK Me.!orandum
of Agreement concerning wartime supply support. The mjor issue dfscussed

involved the method of pricing to be used. An initial DS@ proposal tO

use reduced, excess prices was considered unacceptable. A determination

then had to be mad<: as to whether acquisition or replacement pricc!swould
be used.

(C) The coproduction of the M16A1 rifle was projected to se(!pro-
duction costs of about $100,000 in calendar year 1981, with compl[!tion
of the project to [:omprise about 4,000,000 rifles produced during the
period 1974-1982 with a final agreement on the MOU amendment to cover
1982 production pe]~ding at the end of calendar year 1981.

(C) Another ]?rogramwas the production of training amuniti[)n
(5.56~ and 7.62m) from 1974 through 1981, whose estimated total was
774 million rounds, (174 million 5.56m and 30 million rounds in calendar
year 1981).

Australia

(C) The Government of Australia requested planning and revi,~wdata
fOr the BLACK HAWK UH60A WeapOn System, configured fOr battle fiel’isuPPOrt
role. Necessary approvals were obtained and action was undeway to pro-
vide requested data in mid-June 1981.

Fiji Islands

(C) As authorized by State/Defense, FMS cases were being prapared
to provide specific equipment to the Government of Fiji for in-country
training and deployment. Fiji Island troops were designated to bs members
of the multi-national peace keeping force for the Sinai. All materiel
was to be delivered in Fiji by 1 November 1981, using OTS air lift.

(U) Five FMS cases were received in support of th@ Government of
Fiji’s role in the multi-national force observer team to be stationed
in the Sinai. Requested items included three vehicles, 470 rifles, 46
machine guns, 35 grenade launchers, and other associated equipment and
amunit ion. The total value of the program was $1.5 million.



(U) “viSit‘CO US by ‘Indian Delegation. In o~~ober 1980, briefings
were conducted by DSAA, DA and USASAC for a visiting Indian Delegat ion.
Heading the Indian delegates were LTG K. S. Singh and MG K. K. Hassari,
together with a party of nine. Subjects discussed were the TOW Missile
System to include TOW training, MTT, etc. , testing for the M109A2 How-

itzer and .50 caliber machine gun, Night vision De”ices, M198 HOwitzer,
VULCAN, I-HAWK and the C~PARREL. As result of the discussions on
7-17 October, concerning the TOW Missile System ~S case, the delegation
requested additional time to study the case. The original expiration
date of 17 October 1980 was extended to 10 November 1980.

(C) Subsequently DARCOM received a message from the kerican
Embassy, New Delhi, on 21 April 1981 which stated that the Indian ~ba~~ador
was instructed to accept LOAa for 60 TOW Missile Systems, 3,724 Attack
Missiles and 230 M198 Howitzers. The message also indicated that the
Indians realized price and availability (P&A) had to be revalidated and
that the Indians desired some items ‘Ioffthe shelf!r.

(U) Five FMS cases, with a
were forwarded to the Government
cases were not accepted before 3
Defense authorized cancellation.

total dollar value of $280.4 million,
of India on 12 September 1980. These
September 1982, thus the Secretary of

Indonesia

(C) USASAC received a request for planning and review (P&R) data
on amunition, fire direction sets, and all items ancillary for a possible
buy of 120 M101A1 105m Howitzers.

(U) The Government of Indonesia, through diplomatic channels, ~d-
v+sed US of a desire to standardize with US 105m Howitzers. Based on
planning data received, the Government of India (GoI) requested firm
Letters of Offer for the purchase of 121 105m M101A1 and 12 105m M102

Howitzers, plus associated amunition, SECDEF/DSAA prepared data for
advance notification to Congress in early June 1981.

(C) Secretary Of State approved a request from Government Of
Indolesia for a Letter of Offer for 121 M1OIA1 Howitzers, 12 M102
Howitzers, related amunition and supporting equipment . Section 36(b)
Statutory Notification was due at DSAA on or before 10 August 1981.
Estimated value of the caae W3S $20 million.

New Zealand

(U) The New Zealand Defense and Procurement Attache ‘ visited USASAC
Headquarters on 8 April 1981. Discussions were held on FMS procurements
and the USASAC case closure program.
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Pakistan

(c) On 29 May 1981, DSAA tasked the Amy for diversion impact
statements for seven items Of equipment which were being considered tO
be expeditiously delivered to Pakistan. The itms were 24 UHIH Heli-

copters; 18-20 M109 SP Howitzers; 39 M198 Howitzers; SIX AHIS Helicopters
with TOW; 12 VULCANS (Sp Or TOwed), and 800-1200 LAW rOckets. ‘e ‘A
position, based on,inputs frOm USASAC , was that, with the exception of the
UHIHS and LAW rockets, diversion would result in significant adverse im-
pact on the combat. readiness of the US Amy. Divers iOn O; the ~lHs and
LAW rockets would have a negative impact on the Amy but it would not be
significant.

(C) AS result of a State/DOD team visit to Pakistan, a list.of
short and long term military equipment requirements was developeii. Arq

items included M4[IA5 tanks, M88 tank recOvery vehicles, M10gA3 s~’HOwit-
zers, M198 Towed Howitzers, M113A1 AFCS, SP VULCAW, AH.lSHelicopters and

amunition. USASAC developed impact data and validating price aridavail-
ability informatic)nin June 1981.

(C) In July 1981, the Department of the Army directed preparation
of three FMS cases for the Goverment of Pakistan. Advance Congress ional
notification was submitted to DSAA on 8 July 1981 for 144 M109A2 Howitzers
($112.4 million) , 144 M548 Cargo Carriers ($27.7 million) and 46:,000

rounds of 155m ammunition ($21.4 million) .

(U) During the period 13-16 July 1981, Colonel C. M. Marsh<ill and
LTC R. E. Dyer, USASAC, participated in meetings at the pentagOn between
a high level Paki:~tani Defense delegation and US Defense Departmfznt per-
sonnel reviewing Ithefuture FMS program. A list of military equipment
desired by Pakist:~nwas discussed and price and availability (P&A) data
provided. The Government of Pakistan (GOP) accepted an FMS caatlfor
1550 I-TOW missiltss on 17 August 1981 with a value of $15.1 mill~Lon.

(U) In mid-September, the GOP accepted the $3.2 billion economic
and military pack~ge offered to them by the US Government. Credits were
to be extended in October 1982. The dollar value of Army component of the
total package, holrever,was not know. A follow-up team from Pakistan
was scheduled to arrive in early October to work out the details of
requirements for :FMScases for the items which had been discus se,iduring
the July conference.

(C) Requirements which totaled approximately $551 million were re-
ceived from the GDP. Items requested included M48A5 tanks, M88A Recovery
Vehicles, M113A2 APC, M198, M109A2 and M11O Howitzers, AH-IS Helicopters,

Ribbon Bridges, I-TOW Missiles, communication equipment, and tan”kand
Howitzer amunit iOn. Most of the 19 cases required Congressional notifi-
cation
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(c) Ady.aoce notification was submitted to DSAA on 10 October

1981 for 12 FMS cases with a total dollar value of approxiwtely $462
million. Items included in the Advance Notification were N4aA5 tanks, MaaAl

recovery vehicles, M109A2, M11OA2, and M19a Howitzers, AH-lS helicopters,
ribbon bridges, M901 ITV, I-TOW missiles and amunition for tanks and
Howitzers.

Philippines

(U) The Republic of the Philippines (ROP)
Review (SAR) was held in Manila 2-6 March 19al.
US Nwy,.USAF, CINCPAC and SAAC attended. Reviews of the 19a0 and 19al
NAP programs were conducted. Possible termination of ROP Grant Aid

Security Assistance
Representatives from USASAC.

Program was discussed along with FMS implementation procedures .

(U) In early September 19al, the Republic of the Philippines re-
quested an expedited delivery of MAP engineer equipment. Expedited
procurement action resulted in the following: eight SCOOp loaders (cat
950), 10 dozers (Cat D7G) , three road grad@rs (Cat 120G) , and 22 dump
trucks (M342A2) departed from Bayonne, New Jersey on 27 September 19al,
with an ETA of 24 October 19al in Manila.

(C) The coproduction of M-16 rifles,begun in fiscal year 1972, was
delayed in calendar year 19al due to the non-arrival of critical tools
and lack of production supplies with about 6200 rifles due for completion
of the planned production of about 166~00 by the end of calendar year 19al.

Taiwan

(U) The Comnd Control and Communication Corporation requested
an export license to furnish Taiwan with one mobile communication system.
The ,mterial was tailored to the needs of Taiwan and was to be used in
support of the I-HAM sold to Taiwan by ~S. The total estimted value
was $7.5 million. The DA position recommending approval was forwarded
to USDR&E on 10 October 19a0. The position was coordinated with CERCOM,
MICOM, and HQDA staff.

(U) On 17 December 1980, DA directed that an FMS case be prepared
fOr Taiwan for 24 M48A1 tanks, “As-Is, mere-Is,ll lo~ated at A~ni~t~~
Army Depot. At the time that DA made the request, they were reminded
that all M4aAl assets located at Anniston AD had been set aside for the
US Army DIVADS Program; however, DA still directed that the case be
prepared and presented. SECDEF (USDP) directed that a base price of
$109,354 should be charged for each DIVADS asset diverted to ~S. An
LOA was prepared at this center (USASAC) and countersigned by DSAA on
21 January 1981. The case was hand carried to the local office of the
berican Insrit”uteof Taiwan. The total case value was $2,732,056.
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(U) Statutory notification was ‘receiyed in early August 19B1 for.-
the sale to Taiwan of various tank and artillery aunition, including
105m APFSDS-T, 155m ~, and 8-in HE, The total value of this sale was

approximately $89 million.

‘Thailand

(U) A GAO representative visited USASAC on 12 March 1981 ts discuss
the Army Security Assistance Program for Thailand. The GAO was respond-
ing to a Congressional request by Senator S. 1. Hayakawa; California,
concerning US Defense programs involving Thailand.

(U) The 1981 Thailand Security Assistance Review (SAR) was held in
Bangkok during the week of 11 May 1981. The consensus among participants
was that”this review was the most successful of the three SASS held up to
the. Royal Thai Army personnel gained substantial knowledge of PMS pro-
cedures over the preceding three yers. The 1981 SM featured a special

General Office Executive Session where Chiefs of Logistics for each
technical service were briefed by Colonel Marshall. The major c~ncern
was continued slippage and long leadtimes for radios, particularly the
AN/PRC-77 . With the exception of radios, the Thais expressed a nigh
degree of satisfaction with the overall Amy FMS program.

(U) In June 1981, the Government of Thailand requested P&R data
for 320 155m, M712 COPPERHEAD rounds, and 10 AN/TVQ-2 Ground Laser
Locater Designator (GLLD). Both items contained sensitive technology.

(C) In response to a SECDEF request for the Army position, DA
advised that it was not prepared to mke cements regarding the ~ltimte
transfer of this system to Thailand and was not prepared in July 1981 to
sponsor an exception to the NDP which would enable provision of the re-
quested P&R data to Thailand.

(C) Colonel Richard Weaver, Chief, JUSMG Thai, visited P,acific
South Asia Directorate 29 September 1981 to discuss Thailandb Se,:urity
Assistance Progra]ms. He stated there were no major problems. H{?also
provided the information that Prime Minister Prem was to request that
SECDEF release the RSDEYE to Thailand. RSDEYE was denied Thaila~d on
at least three prior occasions.

that

%

(C) USASAC activities with European nations covered a broad range
of needs and demands and required significant attention. The size of

programs differed widely, with Germany, Greece, and Switzerland ;gener-
ating the most substantial action. Attention was given Austria in pro-
viding materiel fsr on-going military needs--such is artillery m,Jnitions--
and supplying particular items in critical shortage. Fundamental questions



of technology sharing and proper procurement channels and long-term
service needs dominated USASAC contact with Belgium. Denmark activities

focused minly on the purchase of the TOW system and the continuation of
I-~W negotiations. Much of the USASAC contact with Spain came in the
establishment of a Territorial Comand Network mediation of issues in
cases between the two countries. Turkey concentrated on a tank modern-

ization program.

(C) Coproduction with NATo. Coproduction with NATO countries--

Belgim, Demark, France, Federal Republic Of Germany, Greece, ItalY
and the Netherlands--involved first th@ AN/TSQ73 m?ss<le minder based
upon February 1981 MOVS with some problems still being resolved by the
end of fiscal year 1981. A second project was the HA~ European limited
improvement program (HELIP). This included conversion of the Basic to
Improved MWR System, completed in October 1980. Production of the
I-HA~ began in March 1980, with installation of PIP started in November
1981. The operator trainer simulator (OTS) for I-~~ saw production
for FRG beginning in July 1980 and the main contract integration stage
in October 1981. Other related production projects began in September
1981.

(U) The MW coproduction project with Norway saw delivery of
98,600 LAW M72A2 to the USA from January to 26 June 1981, and approxi-
mately 60,000 to the USA from July to December 1981.

(C) With regard to the coproduction of the M483W projectile,
the Netherlands was given exclusive rights to produce it and the M577
fuze for NATO countries and non-NATO countries as approved by the US in
=MOU signed 22 October 1980 between the United States and the Nether-
lands. In 1981 the CON Project Officer and GON team visited MRCOM
22-23 September and discussed several aspects of this project.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, Germny sought the addition of new
items of materiel to their arsenal, the modification and conversion of
older items to improved or US configurations, and the norml follow-on
support for previous acquisitions. Gemany also proceeded on the in-

itial efforts to secure coproduction of specific systems. Their country
represented a very active account for USASAC.

(U) On 3 February 1981, Germany accepted a Letter of Offer (LOA)
for the conversion of two M88 (German Version) to M88A1 (US configur-
ation) . The case required that two medium recovery vehicles be avail-

able by 1 July 1981 so that German tests/evaluation could be completed
prior to ordering conversion kits for 123 additional German M88s by



1 November 1981. This date was critical for procuring converei~n kite.
To assist in meeting this time frame, DA approved the diversion of two

US M88A1s to be replaced by upgrading two Geman M88s. The two M88A1s
were scheduled to depart from Baltimore on German Flag Vessel K~eln
Express, 30 April 1981.

(U) At the same time, the Office of Defense Cooperation, “Bonn,
Germany, advised that the German Foreign Ministry of Defense hai accepted
an FMS case for the overhaul/conversion of two Howitzer 155m, :U109G

(German Version), to US M109A3 configurateion. The purpose of t!niscaee

was for Germany to test/evaluate the results of the conversion and deter-
mine the feasibility of potential conversion of the entire Germsn fleet
of 586 M109Gs.

(C) Advance and statutory notification of possible eection 36(b)
Foreign Military Sale to Ge-ny was forwarded to DSAA in February. The
proposed saie was for 35,000 155m M48A3 projectiles and Fuze M“rSQM577.
The estimted value of this case was $26.8 million.

(C) During 1980 and early 1981, several meetinge were held between
USASAC, PERSHING Project Manager, and the Germn Air Force (GAF) relative
to the modernization of the PERSHING PII reduced range equipment. ODC
Bonn advised by message that they had been unofficially informed that
Foreign Ministry of Defense (~OD) budget approval had been given to GAF
to modernize their PERSHING Missile System. This message also advised
that exact time frame for the modernization aa well as the amount of
equipment to be purchased would be provided.

(U) During August 1980, the PERSHING Project Manager’s Office, MICOMl,
briefed Geman Air Force (GAF) staff personnel on engineering services
support for th@ PERSHING Missile System. This briefing outlined the

tYPe of services provided and Gemny ’s prorata cost share beginning with
fiscal year 1981. On 16 March 1981, Gemany accepted an FMS case which
covered the GAF prorata cost sltarewhich wae $1.47 million.

(U) In March, ODC Bonn, Germany, requested a Letter of Offer for
226 Modification Kits for Howitzer 8“ M110A2 with a three-year CSP
package. The estimated value of this case was $4.75 million.

(U) The DARCOM coordinated draft MOU for coproduction of the
STINGER Weapon System by Gemany was forwarded to ODCSLOG on 25 March
1981 for review and delegation of authority to initiate fomal negot-
iations .

(U) On 10 October 1977, an agreement was signed between the United
States, Germany, Denmark, Netherlands, and Norway, providing for heli-
copter training of students from these NATO countries at Fort Rucker,
Alabama. The cost of this training was funded on an annual German FNS

case. The fiscal year 1981 value of the case was $4.85 million, which
included the training of ?7 students (Gemany-32, Denmrk-8, Netherlands-
17 and Norway-20).

“-~—=z ~



,,”. ,

,, .,.::,.”,

(U) On 15 August 1979, an ~S case authorizing the licensed pro-
duction of ribbon bridge components (84 ramp bays, 224 interior bays, and
308 vehicle mount ing kits) for in-country use was accepted and implemented.
In February 1979, the Federal Ministry of Defense (~OD) requested author-
ity to extend the license to permit production for th2rd-country sales to
NATO countries, Sweden and Switzerland. In November 1980, DSAA approved

this request and In March 1981 an amendment to the ~S case authorized it.
Guidance on the appropriate royalty fees to be assessed was forwarded to
Gemany for acceptance. ~n a 3 June 1981. message, ODC Bonn advised that this
amendment would not be accepted since Gemany had no additional demnds

for production for either in-country uae or for third-country sales.

(U) The FMS case, which covered Geman Amy Depot Maintenance
Requirements for calendar year 1982, was fowarded to ODC, Bonn on 15
June 1981 for release to Germn FMOD for acceptance. The total dollar
value of the case was $23.0 million.

(U) A total of six FMS cases covering fiscal year 1982 training at
CONUS Army training schools was forwarded to Germany for acceptance.
The value of these cases was $10.2 million. The value of German Air

Force training at Redstone Arsenal, and US Amy Air Defense School, Fort
Bliss, Texas, decreased approximately $.60 million. ‘Thisreduction
resulted from the fact that the German Air Force was receiving a signifi-
cant portion of their NI~ training from NATO NI~ Training Center at
Fort Bliss, Texas. In addition to the above cases, an FMS case, which
covered the support of the German Air Force Air Defense School at Fort
Bliss for the total value of $3.6 million was in process . Therefore,
the total value of Gemany ’s fiscal year 1982 training program was $13.8
million.

(U) Each year Germany requested LOAS to provide follow-on support
for the following fiscal year or calendar year for previously purchased
equipment andjor for training in US Army schools . As of 24 June 1981,
a total of 44 FMS cases covering fiscal year 1982 or calendar year 1982
requirements had been submitted to ODC, Bonn to obtain the German
Federal Ministry of Defense’s acceptance. Total value of these 44 cases
was $65.7 million.

(U) The thirty day forml Congressional notification period for
35,000 projectiles, 155m, M4S3Al, and 35,000 fuzes , MTSQ, M577, with
a total value of $27.4 million ended on 9 July 1981. This case, which
was countersigned by DSAA on 13 July 1981 was forwarded to ODC, Bonn

for release to the German Federal Ministry of Defense.

(U) On 17 September 1981, the Government of Germany accepted three
FMS cases totaling $4.2 million for the fiscal year 1982 support of the
PERSHING Missile System.
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(U) At the same time, Gemany accepted six fiscal year 1982 training

cases with a total value of $13.6 million. Five cases, valued at $g.5

million were for fomal training at Twoc schOOls; One case Yalued at
$4.1 million was for support of the Geman Air Force Air Defense School
at Fort Bliss, Texas.

(U) During June 1981, advance information was provided to Germany

relative to a new Modification Work Order (~0) for the loader ramer of
the N11OAZ 8“ Howitzer. Coordination was effected by DRSAC-~/NE with

ARRCOM and USASAC-NCAD to obtain authority to utilize available funds on
an existing BOE case. ODC, Bonn message DTG 151433Z September 1981, ad-

vised that Gemany would requisition 226 NO kits against this case.
The total value of this requisition was $971,000.

(U) In the area of coproduction, technology tranafer and coproductior,
Of Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) cO~On mOdules and their integration
into development and production of German systems continued in 1981. The
draft of an expanded MOU covering second generation focal plane technology
was fomarded to the Ministry of Defense for review and staffing in June
1981, but action had not been completed by the end of calendar year 1981.
A series of tests were also conducted during calendar year 1981.

Greece

(U) The security assistance provided Greece in fiscal year 1981
by USASAC was typical of that provided to many countries in that it
covered a broad ~rariety of equipment, munitiOns, and cOnversiOn kits.

(U) Greece declined an LOA for six tank chassis launchers and
six A~B bridges, per JUS~G message, 9 October 1980. Therefore, the
case was cancelle!d 15 October 1980. The total value for this proposed

sale was $5,820,081.

(U) An LOA for eight AH-lS Helicopters was forwarded to DSAA for
countersignature on 21 October 1980. The 30-day statutory Congressional

notification perj.od ended 15 October 1980. Total case value fO~ this
proposed sale was $34,173,255. Source of supply was procurement with

lead time of 29 through 32 months (delivery at the rate of 2 per month
over this period:1.

(U) In a m(!ssage dated 27 October 1980, DSAA advised that statutory
Congressional notification for FNS case DA Greece WIT was effected on
27 October 1980 and authorized the release of an unsigned copy of the LOA.

In compliance th<:reto, an unsigned copy of the LOA for 20,004 p]:oje~ff1@
eight inch W M106 was forwarded to Greece on

value for the proposed sal@ was $12,075,572.
procurement with a lead time of 13 months.

29 October 1980. T~tal
The source of supply was
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~~(U) Gre”ecerequested a LOA for $4.1 million for 12 M113A2 TOW carriers,
15 M106A2 mortar carriers, and ancillary equipment. It was accepted by the
Government of Greece on 28 January 1981, Implementation was held awaiting

required obligation authority.

(C) JUSMAG Greece forwarded a request to SECSTATE/DSAA for two
Letters of Offer (LOAS) for M48 tank conversion. The first covered 102
conversion kits for M48Al tanks to the K48A3 c<~nfiguration. The second
covered 102 conversion kits for the M48A1 tanks to the M48A5 configuration.
The request waa approved by DSAA on 13 March 1981, and USASAC was taaked to
prepare advanced notification of Section 36(b) statements - Foreign Military
8ales. These were prepared and forwarded to DSU through DA DCSLOG on 30
March 1981. The firet LOA would have an estimated value of $31 million,
the second $55 million.

(C) A message from the berican Embassy, 7 April 1981, forwarded
a Greek Amy request to SECSTATE/DSAA for a total package apprcach (TPA)
Letter of Offer (LOA) for the following items to be funded through
fiscal year 1981 credit sales: Twelve AN/TVQ2 Ground Laser Locater Design-

ator (GLLD); M-712 Cannon Launched Laser Guided Projectile, 155m
COPPERHEAD, with specific quantity to be established at the time of case

preparation, so that LOA would not exceed a total case value of $16 million.
Requested LOA fell under the reporting provision of Section 36(b) Advance
Notification to Congress. Interim authority to comence LOA preparation was
furnished by DSAA on 14 April 1981.

(U) Eleven M109A1B, SP, Howitzers, arrived at the port of discharge,

Tessaloniki, Greece, on 9 April 1981. In accordance with the LOA, a five
man Quality Assurance Team (QAT) and a BMY contractor representative met

the vessel at port, obeerved offloading and assisted in reprocessing and
reassembly operations . Interim QAT report indicated that no significant

deficiencies in delivery or in vehicle operations were observed.

(C) An American Embassy message of 16 April 1981 forwarded a
Hellenic Army request to SECSTATE and DsAA for a LOA covering 50 TOW
Launchers, 1480 TOW Guided Missiles (GMs), and 12 Improved TOW vehicles.
On 23 April 1981, DSAA authorized preparation of LOA for TOW GMs and
advised the American Embassy that other items had been declared commercially
available. This LOA fell under reporting requirements of Section 36(b),

Export Control Act and required advance Congressional notification. It
was fowarded to DSAA on 28 May 1981.

(U) The sale of 10,000 155m projectiles, HE, M549A1 and 5,000 M119AI
propelling charges for Greece were fowarded to DSAA for Congressional
notification. The estimated case value was $9.4 million,.
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(U) ~LOA for 48 155m SP M109A2 Howitzers for Greece was f~rwarded-..

to DSAA. The case value was $37 million and required advance Congressional
notification.

(C) On 25 June 1981, a Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LoA) for 270
projectiles, 155-, M712 Cannon Launched Laser Guided (COPPERHEAD) for
Greece was forwarded to DSAA for required statutory Congressional notifi-
cation under Section 36(.B),MCA. Total case value was $15.6 million
with leadtime of 24 months from procurement .

(U) In response to Hellenic Amy (W) request for LOA covering
three UH-lH Helicopters, DSAA advised JUSNAG Greece on 22 May 1981 that
Augusta Bell had exclusive licensing arrangements with Bell Helicopter
for the production and sale of AB205 Helicopters in Greece (UH-lH equivalent).
On 16 July 1981, justification was provided for purchasing the UH-1 Heli-
copters through YMS versus comercial procurement. SEESTATE/ SECDEF author-
ity to prepare the requested LOA was not issued at that time.

(U) The Government of Greece (GOG) requested Letters of Offer (LOAS)
for 102 kits to convert M48A1 tanks to M48A3 and 102 kits to convert M48A1
tanks to M48A5S. DSAA authorized release of unsigned LOAS to GOG since
Congress was notified on 24 July 1981 of this proposed sale. The value
of these cases was approximately $112.8 million.

(U) h advance unsigned Section 36(b) AECA Letter of Offer (LOA)
was released to CJUS~G Greece on 7 August 1981 and received in-country
on 11 August 1981. Cases included 102 M48A3 conversion kits at.a value

of $39.4 million and 102 M48A5 conversion kits with a case value of $45.6
million. Both offers had an imposed expiration date of 8 Septe!nber 1981

due to the requirement to go to contract NLT 30 September 1981.

(U) The 30 day Congressional notification period for two FMS cases
for Greece for 204 M48A3/M48A5 tank conversion kits with a total value of
$85 million ende,ion 22 August 1981 without Congressional objection to
the proposed sal(~. The offers were subsequently countersigned by DSAA
on 24 August 1981 and released to the Embaasy of Greece on 25 Al~gust 1981.

(U) A Lettfsr of Offer for 102 each tank conversion kits (Ii48Alto
M48A3) was accep{:ed by Greece and implemented 10 September 1981. Total
case value was $30.4 million.

(C) Requirf:d Advance Notification and Statutory Notifit:ation of
proposed $10 mil:lion sale of 155m projectiles and propelling charges

(under Section 36(b) of the ASCA) were fowarded to DSAA on 19 June and
6 July 1981, respectively. DSAA advised that Congress received advance
notification on jlSeptember 1981.
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proposed $15.3 million sale of AN/VRC-12, 46, 47, 48, 49, and 64, and AN{

GRC-160 radio sets (under section 36(.b) of the ASCA) were forwarded to
DSAA on 10 and 29 July 1981 respectively, DSAA advised that Congress

received advance notification on 16 September 1981.

(U) Greece requeeted an LOA for 10,000 M549A1 RAP projectiles and
5,000 M119A1 propelling charges. By message dated 24 September 1981, DSAA

authorized release of unsigned copies of the LOA, and advised that Congress
had been provided thirty day fomal notification of the proposed sale.

Value of the case was approximately $10 million.

(U) Greece requested an LOA for central office telephone equipment,
telephone sets, switchboards, and installation kits. Signed copies of
the LOA were released to Greece on 28 September 1981. Value of the case
was approximately $19 million.

(U) Greece requested an LOA for 48 M109A2 SP 155m Howitzers. By
message dated 24 September 1981, DSAA authorized
copies of the LOA, and advised that Congress had

fomal notification of the proposed sale. Value
imately ~37 million.

Switzerland

release of unsigned
been provided thirty day

of the case was approx-

(U) USASAC worked with the Government of Switzerland most intently
in four areas: the development of a Statement of Accord on Swiss testing
of the Ml tank; Swiss coproduction of the DRAGON; Swiss coproduction of

M109A1B Howitzer; and acquisition of the STINGER. In addition, a variety
of miscellaneous actions were handled.

(U) ml Tank Testin~. DA staffing of the US/Swiss Statement of

Accord supporting the Swiss evaluation of the ml Tank was completed on
7 November 1980 and the document was forwarded to DSAA. In March, DOD
staffing was completed on the draft US/Swiss Statement of Accord cover-
ing the Swiss evaluation of the Ml Tank. A USASAC representative was
in Bern, Switzerland, aa part of a US team participating in the working
group meet ing.

(U) The Statement of Accord (SOA) for the Government of Switzerland
(GOS) evaluation of the Ml Tank System was presented to the Swiss during
this meeting, 10-13 March 1981. The SOA was accepted by the Swiss with
only minor changes to the text. PMO Ml was tasked to provide legal and
fiscal memoranda to support final review of the SOA,
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(U) A briefing on the Swiss interests in the Ml tank was presented ~~
27 March 1981 to M[G Sharp, ADCSLOG, and the DA staff at the reque:st of DA.
fie briefing WaS given by MO Ml (.International Operations) and.covered

background infoma!tion, ‘SW?*S objectiveslrequirements /capabi13tles, impact
of coproduction or~the US production base, and the relationship c,fthe
parties participating in the program. USASAC representatives attended

the prebrief giverlat HQ D~COM on 26 March and the DA brief On 27 March.

(U) The Statement of Accord (SOA) for Swiss evaluation of t:heMl
Tank was staffed v~ithin HQ DARCOM and forwarded to HQDA (DALO-SAC ) on
24 April 1981 with a concurrent request for delegation of authority to
conclude the agre[~ment. A draft program management plan support;.ng this
SOA was received from the PM, Ml. It was reviewed prior to forw:lrding to
DA for informatiozl.

(U) The fin[~ldraft Statement of Accord for Swiss evaluation of the
Ml Tank was signed by MG Sharp on 19 June 1981, and forwarded tO the
Swiss Embassy for pouch transmittal to Bern, Switzerland, fOr cOunter-

signature.

(U) On 17 Jl,ne1981, representatives from OSD/DA and the PliOMl
met with Mr. Justljsmite, WSC staff, to discuss the Swiss eval~ation
of the Ml Tank. lir.mite’s position was that the US Government and
Chrysler should w{ork in a team effort to aggressively market an attractive
Ml package to win the Swiss competition. He felt that the US should
comit to compensatory offsets where we would have Congressional support,

and if necessary tO Offer a winning Package. He suggested that it should
be possible for the US to guarantee the Swiss manufacture of US Army Ml
Tank spares, depot level maintenance at Mainz, and pOssibly even ‘inal
assembly of some tanks. Mr. Nhite suggested that the Amy publicly
announce that the 12ti gun program had slipped by one year and that
DOD issue a “Nhite Paper” about the Ml Tank to refute some of the adverse

publicity. The DOD representatives explained the Swiss program, to
include the OSD position on offsets. Mr. mite appeared satisfied with
the discussion and did not ask for further details.

(C) DRAGON Coproduct ion. A representative from USASAC was scheduled
to visit MICOM during the week of 3-7 November 1980. Purpose Of the visit

was to participate in the Semi-annual Review of the DRAGON Coproduction
Program. This was the sixth meeting at that time. The Swiss coproduced
the tracker, pedestal to the transmitter, trainer, test equipment and
monitor set which were approved for coproduction in 1976. In 1279, approval

was granted the Swiss to coproduce the heat and practice DUGON missiles.
One review was held in Switzerland and one in the USA each year. cost of

the meeting was financed by the Swiss.
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(C] Planning and Review Data (P&R) was furnished the Government of
Switzerland for 11,000 heat and 6,400 practice DRAGON missiles, 1,300

trackers and associated ,test, monitoring and transmitting sets, rocket
motors, propellant and fly-before-ky miaslles. This was the 4th Swiss
buy of the DRAGON system items. Switzerland had approval to coproduce
DRAGONS, had been producing trackers, and would begin to produce missiles.

The P&R value totaled approximately $230,0 million.

(U) A reply to outstanding issues that came out of the second round
of negotiations on the MOU for Swiss coproduction of the DRAGON was

received from DSAA. DSAA approved the expansion of the MOU to allow co-
production of additional quantities of DRAGON trackers, training, and
test equipment; reduction of royalty fees (5 percent of US sale price
less nonrecurring RDTE charges) for additional quantities to match fees
previously approved.

(U) The MOU for coproduction of the DRAGON with Switzerland was
signed by Mr. Von Narbod, DSAA, and Mr. Grossenbacher, Switzerland, on
5 August 1981.

(U) M109A1B Howitzer Coproduction. Meetings were held between
the USG and Government of Switzerland [GOS) at Watervliet Arsenal. on
25 February 1981; Bowen-McLaughlin (B~) Co., York, Pennsylvania, ”4-11
March 1981; and LISASAC, 12-13 March 1981. The purpose of the meetings

was to discuss progress, actions and general status of the GOS copro-
duction program involving manufacture and assemblage of components
for 207 M109A1B Howitzers. Agreement was reached on the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) for the coproduction program. The MOU was fomarded
to HQDA for authority to conclude it. The following meeting was to be
held in Switzerland in late sumer or early fall of 1981.

(U) USASAC received authority on 1 May 1981 from DA to conclude
the Memorandu of Understanding for coproduction of the M109A1B Howitzer
with Switzerland.

(U) The Swiss stated in May that they understood why the US Govern-
ment had to exercise discretionary restraint in the type of technical
assistance which could be made available to them in their production of
the M185 cannon as part of the M109 coproduction program. They asked for
a statement in writing regarding the decision not to provide Watervliet
Arsenal’s chrome plating process to them.

(U) On 26 May 1981, USASAC forwarded a draft letter to DA which
recommended that the Swiss be officially informed that Watervliet Arsenal’s

chrome process would not be released to them as part of the M109 Howitzer
coproduction program.
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(C) The Mmorandum of Understanding was signed
207 chassis, and catlnonparts from Watervliet Arsenal, with scheduled
delivery occurring ;:nfiscal years 1982 and 1983. A fifth progress review
meeting was held on 24-28 August 1981 in Switzerland. In September,

Switzerland was prowided a prfce and availability for chrome platirlg of
Swiss produced M1S5 gun tubes by Watervliet Arsenal but no decision was
reached on the mattczr by the end of calendar year 1981.

(C) STINGER. In November 1980, the SWISS received approval ::ora
briefing in Switzerland on the STINGER Missile System. This was sllbject
to approved exception to the National Disclosure Policy. The NDP Com-
mittee acted on thf~sexception on 21 November 19S0. The Swiss had
requested the briefing to be held from 1-5 December 19S0 in Bern. An
~S case was in preparation to cov,erthis and subsequent travel re:lating
to the STINGER. Th(~Swiss had been attempting for almost three ye~~rs to
obtain this approva:l, including P6LA.

(C) The Defen!se Technology and Procurement Group (DTPG) of the Swiss
Defense Department had conducted tests of the STINGER Tracking Head Trainex
in 1975. Results w(~re satisfactory. In December 1980, a classifi(?d
briefing was given ltothe Swiss by the STINGER PMO. In a Letter to State
Department, dated ItlJune 1981, the Swiss requested the lease of s(:rvice

and equipment requi:red for additional technical and troop tests in-country.
The lease was to be for six months (May through November 1982), and in-
cluded three STINGEllTracking Head Trainers, support equipment, spares,
technical assistanc,~ and training. The Swiss were impressed with the
STINGER System and lrere expected to request a Letter of Offer at a later
date.

(U) Miscellan{20us. In February 19S1, the Swiss formally req~ested
briefings, demons tr=ns, orientations, discussions, data reports, and
a lease for evaluation of both the AN/TPQ-36 and 37 Mortar/Artillery
Locating Radars. AI.exception to the National Disclosure Policy (NDP)
was initiated. Action was then under way to arrange visits and itinerary

for Swiss delegation, determining level of information that could “be
disclosed, and acti,onon Swiss request for lease.

(U) During 25-27 May 1981, the US Army/Switzerland Management Review
was conducted at the Defense Technology Procurement Group Headquarters,
Berne, Switzerland. Representatives from the Swiss Ministry of Defense,
Swiss Army, ““HQUSAS,AC, USASAC (NCAD) and SAAC participated in this review.
During the review, supply, ROD, billing, and case closeout status were

provided for 135 FMS cases.
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(.C) DA was sponsoring an,exception to the National Disclosure Policy
(NDP) at the request of State/OSD for the PATRIOT Missile System on be-
half of the Government of Switzerland. The NDP exception was required

to release information on this system in furtherance of a possible sale.
DA had also been requested to arrange a briefing for the Swiss and this
would be presented on 5 August 1981 to members of the US/Swiss Steering
Group. It was expected that the Swiss would detemine later the suit-
ability of the PATRIOT as a replacement for their BLOODHOUND System
in the late 1980s .

Austria

(U) Austria was offered 50 ID-1351A ~ndlcators for AB-212 Helicop-
ters which were purchased from Bell Helicopter of Italy. These indicators

were to be procured in 22 months from’date of case impl~entat ion. Due
to shortage of Funded Reimbursable Authority (FRA), indicators were
delayed in being placed on contract, and Austria developed a critical
requirement for the items to prevent grounding of their new helicopters .
Therefore, with their concurrence, a total of 20 were delivered from
Army rebuild during January-June 1980. men their critical require-

ment continued to exist, Austria requested sole source procurement of
the remaining 30 from Aeronautic Company of Chicago, Illinois. This

contract was awarded on 1 April 1981.

(C) Fifty M60A3 Tanks purchased by Austria were made available
for delivery in early July. On 29 June 1981, DSAA directed the PM
M60 Office to hold all tanks destined for Austria pending a decision
for possible diversion to Egypt.

(C) As a result of the diversion to Egypt of 25 tanks, PM60 message
161231z July 1981 advised that the slippage schedule for 50 each M60A3
Tanks purchased by Austria would be revised.

(U) The decision by SECSTATE/DOD to divert Austrian tanks, and the
resultant delay in delivery of 50 M60A3 Tanks caused considerable concern
in Austria. As a result of expedited shipping efforts initiated/ coordin–

ated by USASAC, the first shipment of 14 was scheduled to depart Bayonne,
New Jersey on 13 September, with an estimated arrival in Bremerhaven on
23 September 1981. USDAO, Vienna was so advised by a USASAC message
dated 20 August 1981.

(U) Fundamental questions of technology sharing and proper procure-
ment channels and long-term service needs dominated USASAC contact with
Belgium.
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(U) In coordination with HQ ARRCOM, USASAC submitted to DALO-SQ, iri
Noyember 1980, a recmendation against a DSAA proposal to offer the Govern-

ment of Belgium (GOB) thick walled cannon manufacturing technology as a
quid pro for the GOB procurement of 124 M109A2 SPH under FMS. The GOB

proposal did contain caveats inltended to extend some degree of USG con-
trol over the type and number of tubes which could be produced and sold.
ARRCOM felt the proposal gave inadequate long term protection to the pro-
duction base and future manufacturing technology advances to the Army’s

investment in Manufacturing Methods and Technology Programs (MMT) at
Watervliet Arsenal.

(U) DSAA advised the Belgian Government in February 1981, through
the American Embassy, Brussels, that it preferred Belgian interest in
the purchase of the Ribbon Bridge remain in commercial channels . The

Belgians were negotiating with a US supplier (Condec) as well as a Geman
firm. The Belgian Embassy was notified to pursue commercial channels.

(U) In March, the Belgian Government also expressed interest in the
M809 series vehicles which supported the ribbon bridge . The M809 was
being replaced by the M939 as production of the M809 ended in March 1981.

In this regard the Belgians were concerned as to the period the ‘M809would
be supported. The Belgian Embassy was advised by HQDA that follow-on
logistical support for the M809 series vehicles could be provided for
over 20 years. The Belgians were also informed that there was a 70
percent commonality of repair parts between the M809 and M939 series
vehicles.

Denmark

(C) During fiscal year 1981 the Government of Denmark arranged,

through USASAC , the purchase of the TOW System and subsequently requested
an amendment to modify the missiles to the I-TOW configuration. Also the
I-HAWR negotiations continued and were clarified.

(C) HQDA (DALO-SAC) advised the Office of Defense Cooperation in
Denmark on 25 August 1980 of the costs and availability for refurbishing

and leasing four batteries of I-~WR missiles. An informal DSAA memorandum.
dated 3 November 1980 requested some clarification of this infor,mtion.

USASAC confimed that the quantity of four batteries was covered in the
lease fee and advised that it represented 35 percent of the fiscal year
1980 contract cost. Estimated sales cost of $65.2 million was provided
for the same equipment. Other questions regarding refurbishment, main-
tenance and the lease fee were also answered.

(U) On 25 June 1981, Denmark
TOW case to modify 840 missiles to

case value was $1.8 million.

requested an amendment to their basic
the I-TOW configuration. The estimted



(C) Italy was concerned with two items in fiscal year 1981, one
of which could be supplied quickly because of an urgent need and the
other which required nomal LOA procedures.

(C) The Government of Italy (GO~) requested on 9 January 1981 the
Elbow, Passive, Night Vis?on, M32 Periscope, on the M60 Tank under ~S
procedures with the shortest possible delivery lead time. Due to the
urgency of this requirement the Elbow was loaned to the GOI under the
Data Exchange Agreement in lieu of FMS procedures, The loan was for 180
days and was signed by the Italian Military Attache on 15 January 1981.

(C) Following USASAC’s recommendation against diversion of 300
TOW practice missiles for Italy, an unsigned LOA for 2,200 I-TOW missiles

with an estimated case value of $21 million was forwarded to DSAA on
3 June 1981 for Congressional Review. DSAA then authorized release of
advance unsigned copies to the Government of Ttaly pending approval by
Congress, which was notified of their proposed sale on 24 July 1981.
Final action had not been completed by yearend 1981.

(U) Coproduction and acceptance of 110 Italian version models of
the M113A1 vehicle was accomplished in 1981, based upon the terms of

the original MOU signed in 1963.

Netherlands

(U) On 8 October 1980, it was learned that the Government of the
Netherlands (GON) had signed a contract with Consolidated Diesel for the
purchase of 99 interior bays and 33 ramp bays of ribbon bridge. Deliv-
ery was expected to begin in mid-1981. The GON intended to use Dutch
Transporters. However, since the transporters would not be available
at the time needed, the GON was expected to request the lease of three
transporters from the US for a period of 1 year, begi~~ning in June 1981.

(C) On 3 February 1981, the proposed sale of STINGER missiles to
the Netherlands was forwarded to DSAA for advanced notification to Con-
gress. The proposed sale was for 464 complete systems and 182 spare
missiles. The estimated value was $25 million.

(C) In 1980, a Letter of Offer had been provided to the Government
of the Netherlands for 144 Howitzers, M198, valued at $67.7 million. This
Letter of Offer expired on 8 January 1981 without action. USASAC learned
in March 1981 that the Netherlands planned to make a decision by mid-1981
as to which Howitzer candidate they would place in their inventory. They
were also considering Howitzers from Germany, Israel, and France.

372



(.U) A meeting was held on 14 April 1981 with””WS”XSA~, DSAA “and
the Netherlands limbassypersonnel to discuss the fourth supplement to
the General Arral~gement supporting Dutch coproduction of the M109 Howit-
zer. Specifically, this supplement addressed installations of the Mid-
Life PIP and Ext{~nded Range Kits to upgrade the “Dutch M109Als to M109A3s.

(U) In .onllectionwith the Government of the Netherlands (GON)
purchase of the ribbon bridge from Consolidated Diesel, they requested

lease of three t:rucktransporters for a one-year period. In Ma!7 the
lease agreement ~~as approved by the Secreta~y of the Army. The GON paid ““a
rental charge of $36.8 thousand and a refurbishment charge of $20.4 thousa]~d
for the transporters.

(U) On lg .June 1981, amendments to FMS cases to add modification kits
to convert the TOW missiles , which were on cont~act to the I-TOW config-
uration,were fomrarded to the Royal Netherlands Embassy.

(U) On 23 ,?uly 1981, an advanced copy of an LOA for a 464 STINGER
Missile System \ras released to the Government of the Netherlands (GON)
with a value of 1!51.3million. The countersigned LOA was expected to
be released to GON by 31 July 1981.

(U) The Netherlands Program Manager for the M483A1 dual p]!oduction
notified USASAC !thatthey desired to do acceptance testing for the Europea]m-
produced rounds in the United States, using US Army facilities ;indsupport.
Work had begun t{>assess the impact of this proposal and to estimate the
costs which the (consortium would incur. Some of the potential ]>roblems
which the US and Dutch may have expected to encounter were gene]:ally
addressed at the last US-Dutch meeting in February 1981. Parti(:ular
concern existed in the areas of transportation and scheduling. Unfortunately,
the consortium wiisbeing forced to take this approach since no i]dequate
test facilities t~xisted in Europe which could accommodate the a(:ceptance

test requirement:~ of this round.

(u)
forwarded

was $51.3
24 August

(u)

On 4 A{lgust 1981, an LOA for the 464 STINGER Missile S!rstemwas
to Gov<:rnment of Netherlands (GON). The value of the offer

mill ion. A Netherlands team visited the US during th(~week of
1981 to discuss the offer.

Coprod,lction of the M109SP Howitzer involved deliverv of 38
chassis and ~ab, and 49 cann~ns from the United States in fisc~l.year 1981
which were combined with the cannon mount and cab interior components
produced in the Netherlands. There were visits to ARRCOM 2-4 M:!rch and
13 October 1981 1:0discuss technical matters of concern.’
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(U) The Nomegian Army had 38 M48 Tanks obtained under NAP, which
were old and difficult to mintain. The GON submitted a request to DSAA
to obtain a quantity of 38 M48A5 Tanks from *tock for those M48 Tanks

on hand in Novmber 1980. They were w~lling to pay the US the cost of
conversion for the tanks.

(U) In response to the request from the Government of Norway, to
modify 38 M48 Tanks to M48A5S, the DSAA plan was to divert 38 M48A1 Tanks
from the DIVAD program for modification. Payback waa to be made from 38
M48 Tanks to be turned in by Nomay. MLOA was being prepared for this
purpose in flebruary 1981.

(U) A request was received in April from the Goverment of Norway
(GON) for a Letter of Offer for the ROLAND Missile System. The GON
request was for three different alternatives. The alternative selected
was to be based on coat and funds available to the Nomegian Air Force.

(U) On 16 April 1981, three separate Letters of Offer (LOA) were
hand carried to the Norwegian Embasay for overhaul and conversion of 3S
Norwegian M48 Tanks to the M48A5 configuration. Availability of the

n48A5 Tanks was to be 24 months at a total cost of $1.2 million. The

LOAS also included overhaul and conversion of two Vehicle Tank Recovery
M88 to n88Al . Availability was to be 10 months at a total cost of $682,000.
Also included was the purchase of one Vehicle Tank Recovery M88A1 with
availability of 30 months at a total cost of $1.2 million.

(U) On 27 April 1981, the Government of Norway accepted a Letter
of Offer (LOA) for overhaul and conversion of two M88 Recovery Vehicles
to the n88Al configurateion. Also accepted waa m LOA for the purchase of
one n88A1. Total value of both LOAS was $1.8 million.

(U) On 13 May 1981, the Goverment of Noway accepted the Letter
of Offer for overhaul and conversion of 38 Tank H48S to the n48A5 con-
figuration. The value of the case was $23.8 million.

(U) Nomay received planning and review (P&R) data for possible
new production line procurement of the I-RAWK System. in July 1981.

For decision making purposes, they then requested P&R data for six I-RAWK
btteries to be delivered from US stocks in fiscal year 1986, after US

fielding of the PATRIOT System.

(C) The final notification to Congress for the proposed sale of the
32 ROLAND nissile Syst@ to Norway was expected to be released during
the week of 17 August 1981. Value of the sale waa $530 million.



(.U) On 24 Augws,t 1981, the final notification for the proposed

sale of the ROLAND Missi,le System was released to Congress, There were

three alternatiyee; fi,rstfor 24 fire unit$ valued at $388.6 milljOn;

the second for 20 ffL~eunits valued at $346.8 m$llion; and third fcjr32
fire unite “ith a V:ilueof $529,2 m~llion. Advanced copses of the LOA

were provided to No]:way for their reyiew. The US offered to provide a
team to the Norwegi{]n Air Force to respond to questions during their
review of the LOA. Actfon was not completed, however, at the end of
fiscal year 1981.

Portugal

(U) The Annual Portugal Grant Aid Review was conducted on 9-13
February 1981. Representatives from USASAC visited MAAG Portugal {:0
reconcile supply records review programs.

(U) In April 1981, DA approved diversion of one fire control purging

kit for Portugal with payback from fiscal year 1983 procurement.

(U) Six M109A2 Howitzers were enroute to ~ortuga~ in early Jun~
and arrived in-country on 13 June 1981. kunltlon (FMS) for the ‘Rowltzers

was aleo released to the Portugese freight forwarder and was scheduled to
depart for Portugal on 11 June 1981. ~o AVLBS were also scheduled for
this same shipment.

(U) In response to a telephone request from DSAA, planning data were
developed for 24 additional M48A5 Tanks to the Government of Portugal. It
was Drovided to the Portugese Minister of Defense in an 8 June 1981 meeting
at O~D.

*

(U) Much of the
ment of a Territorial

USASAC contact with Spain came with the establieh-
Command Network (TCN) and the mediation of issues

on cases between tkle two countries. In addition to this association,
normal mteriel acc[uisition exocedurea required su~stantia~ attention.

(C) After relriewing the Joint US/Spanish written statement c,nthe TCN
ia~ue, Dr. Wiederkehr accepted without qualification the Terms Of Reference

for the mediator iIlOctober. In turn, he proposed a -ximun feeihonorarium
for himself of sore<,$65,000.00, to which would be added out-of-pocket expensf,s

and costs of technical studies. The US/Spanish representatives aclvised
Dr. Wiederkehr that they would have a response regarding his term:;within
the coming weeks.

(U) In March 1981, the US Arti TCN Operation and Maintenance? Assist-
ance Team was in its 5th month of operation in Spain. Their Febr,lary 1981

report stated that the outlook for successful completion of the team’s
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mission was good. I.fthe TCN continued to function in compliance with the

performance standards, which the team thought it should and with the mutual
agreement of all parties, the team was expected to be able to depart Spain
earlier than their scheduled termination date of September 1981.

(U) The wording of the Joint Contract for the TCN-Spain between the
US, Spain, and the prospective TCN mediator was finalized. It was antici-
pated that US and Spanish representatives would present the contract to
the mediator for his signature in early Apr<l . The contract called for

a mediator’s fee of $67.4 thousand plus reimbursable fees not to exceed
$500 thousand. The US and Spain would each pay one half of the total
mediation costs.

(U) The TCN Mediation Contract was signed by US/Spanish officials
and mediator (Dr. Wiederkehr ). The con~ract went into effect 1 May )981.
By 1 June 1981, the USG and GOS would submit a list of special issues on
which mediation was sought. The two goveTments would then meet to narrow
the problems to be submitted to the wdiator by 1 July 1981. By 1 August
1981, each government was to submit to the mediator a written document

summarizing their position on each issue for which mediation was sought.
The mediator had seven months from the date of these suhissions to

produce his written recommendations.

(U) The first phase of the Territorial Co~nd Network (TCN) Spain
mediation, which would be an exchange/discussion of issues between USG

and the Government of Spain, was scheduled in Madrid during the week of
8 June 1981. Continuation of meetings, if necessary, would be at Fort
Monmouth starting 15 June 1981. The US team had six members.

(U) The first phase of Territorial Comand Network (TCN) Spain
mediation, exchange and discussion of issues had been completed. This
was a two-week effort, 6-19 June 1981, with little success in eliminating
any of Spain’ s lengthy list of issues . The USG had only one issue which

was forwarded along with Spain’ s list on 1 July 1981 to the mediator.

(U) The TCN mediator, Dr. Wiederkeh=, had received the issues from
both sides (GOS and USG) and identified two possible candidates for pro-

viding expert assistance. These were Mr. Lecher, formerly in charge of
the Swiss Telecommunications Network, and Mr. Bollinger, who was involved
with Swiss Military Communications . Dr. Wiederkehr was advised that any
candidate had to be agreed upon by bath sides (GOS/USG).

(U) Spain reported continuing difficulties in effectively using its

I-WWW System, A FMS hendment was quickly prepared and implanted pro-
viding for a visit by US representatives expert in all logistical aspects
of I-BAW Support. The team departed CONUS beginning 23 October 1980,
analyzed problm areas and planned to return to CONUS to study findings
and propose solutions.
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(U) The Team Chief arrived in Madrid 27 October 1980 and was follotred
by arriyal of team members on 1 Noyembe.r1980. Most tea members were irl-
country through.November 1980. 7his technical inspection visit was a

result of Spanish complaints concerning I-WA~ Program. Upon return to

US, Team Chief submitted his report on findings and recommendations to
the Comnder, SAC.

(U) Spair[requested that the AN/TSQ-73 Air Defense Coma.nd Control
System (ADCCS ) be provided and modified tO interface with the S~A system],

a jOint USAF- SE’anishAir FOrce Air Defense CO~nd and COntrOl SYstem.
A meeting was scheduled for 26-27 February 1981 between. the US Amy and
USAF to discuss the proposed hybrid
MOU .

, non-standazd system and a.possible

(U) The Spanish Navy requested planning and review (P&R) data for
conversion of f!xisting TOW Missile assets to the improved wart,ead (I-TOW:)
configuration. Necessary approvals were obtained and action %,as under

way to provide requested data in May 1981.

Sweden

(U) The n,ajor concern of tiSASAC for Sweden focused on the procure-
ment of the I-TOW Missile System.

(U) In F<,bruary 1981, DA authorized the substitution of 1900 I-TOW

Missiles for b;lsicTOW Missiles as requested by the Swedish Government.
Amendment to the FMS case was processed in conjunction with the total
NATO requiremer]ts for the I-TOW.

(U) On 7 July 1981, Sweden advised that the amended LOA for 1,900
I-TOW Missiles would be accepted and also requested a new LOA for an
additional 750,,with an estimated value of $6.8 million.

(U) On 3 August 1981, the Government of Sweden (GOS) accepted the
two cases for t>total quantity of 2,850 Improved TOW Missiles. The

total value of the cases was $27 million.

(U) On 6 July 1981, Sweden requested a Letter of Offer :Zorup to
30 I-WAm Missiles and containers, plus training missiles. Final quan-
tities were limited by the $5.3 million as specifi@d by SwedeIl.

=

(U) Tank Modernization program. The location/ inspectio]l fixtures
to be used=~upport of the Turkish tank modernization progr,~mwere
being prepared for shipments under a lease agreement.

(U) A drift proposed reply to the Acting Chief JUSWT (Turkey)
concerning Turl{ish coproduction of 9ti and 105m tank gun tubes was
forwarded to DA for concurrence prior to dispatch. The recommended
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position was that the production TDPs not be released and that coproduction
not be authorized. The proposed reply also stressed the apparent economic
unfeasibility of such a p,roject in Tu~key and proyided rationale tO SuP-

port purchase rather than coproduction.

(U) The Security Assistance Center implemented two Turkish FMS
cases which provided a total of 54 M48AI to N48A5 Tank Conversion Kits
which were to be used for Turkey”s in-country conversion program, The
total value of these cases was approximately $16,2 million.

(U) Congress was later p~ovided the 20-day advance notification on
29 June 1981 for the proposed additional Turkish buy of 348 M48A1 to A5
Tank Conversion Kits at an estimated cost of $115 million.

(u) USASAC received, in early JuIY, Turkish requests for LoA~
under the fiscal year 1982 Credit Program, Case preparation was pending
DSAA approval, as majo~ emphasis in the Amy portion of this program
was on the )f48Al to M48A5 tank conversion.

(U) On 7 July 1981, Turkey accepted a Letter of offer (LOA) for
the REDEYE Missile System for a total value of $7.4 million.

(U) ho Letters of Offer totaling $130.7 million were fomarded
to DSAA on 4 August 1981 for Congressional presentation. The cases were
for M48A1 to M48A5 Tank Conversion Kits .

(U) USASAC was informally advised on 27 August 1981, by JUSfiT
that Turkey would definitely accept the two FMS cases for the 348 M48Al-
A5 Tank Co~lversion Kits with a total value of $130.5 million.

(U) A meeting of the Executive Comittee of the Defense Industrial
Cooperation Program was held in Ankara 16-17 October 1980. MG Thomas F.

Healy, Commander, USASAC, attended as the senior US Amy representative.
Actions to implement five major programs were discussed: anti-tank

a~unition, fuze, propellants, rockets, and the tank conversion program.

(U) AS part Of the Turkish FMS Management Review, a meeting was
held at HQ USASAC on 27 April 1981 to discuss/evaluate the status of the
Turkish NIKE Support Program. USASAC, NAMSA, MICOM, Turkish Embassy,

and JUSMMAT representatives participated. The program was designed to
assure continuing support by N~SA of the Turkish NIKE System.

(U) The Executive Comittee which administe~ the Turkish Defense
Industrial Cooperation Program met 8 June 1981 at ,the.Pentagon. The
purpose of the meeting was to evaluate the status of the program since
the last meeting held in Ankara in October 1980. The Turkish delegation
was headed by LTG Ragiu Ulugbay, Deputy Undersecretary of the Ministry
of National Defense. - hive programs managed by the US”
Tank Up-grade, Anti-Armor Ammunition, Fuzes, Rockets,

a.

3?8

Army were discussed:
Powder/explosives .

UNC!.ASSIFIED
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(C) Advance and statutory n~tifications were #o=arded ,on15 June

1981 to DSAA @n Turkish requests to buy three.”different configurati~ns
of the UH-lH Helicopter. The total requirement was for 27 helicopters.

(U) On 24 July 1981, the Security Assistance Centex received

authority to begin preparation of Letters of Offer requested ‘3YTurkey
under the fiscal year 1982 Credit ?rogram.

(U) USASAC WaS requested by N~SA to prepare a Letter of
Offer (LOA) for NI~ engineering seTvices for calendar year 1982. The
caae was to be funded with Turkish FMS credfts as a quid-pro-quo entry

into the NAMSA/NI~ support plan.

(U) Advance notice was submitted to Cong~ess on 1 September 1981
for the sale of 15 UH-lH Helicopters to the Turkish Army. The esti-
mated case value waa $31.6 million.

(U) Based on a DA-approved allocation of excess NIKE assets in
Europe, two LOAS for Turkey ,#ere submitted to DSAA on 17 September 1981
for countersignature, were countersigned and were returned On 24 September
1981. The LOAS, valued at about $60 thousand were to be forwarded for
Turkish approval by 30 September 1981.

(U) During fiscal year 1981, chemicals and supplies were air
shipped to Turkey for the manufacture of 2.75 inch rockets in February

and September 1981, but no production schedule had been established
at yearend FY 1981.

United Kingdom.

(U) Transactions with the United Kingdom involved exclusively 155nm
Howitzers and their amunition.

(U) A meeting was held at DSAA on 16 March 1981 concerning the
US-UK patent rights agreement on the 105m APDS round and related train-
ing amunition.. Representatives from DA, USASAC, DARCOM’s Comand
Counsel, ARRCCIM and Flinchbough were also in attendance. The meet ing

was requested by Flinchbo.ugh Products, producer of the 105m M737
training round., to determine DSAA(s position on the patent rights
agreement. The 1965 patent rights agreement precluded the US frOm
negotiating sa[leson licenses to third countries without first notifying

the UK, and provided for royalties on actual sales of the 105m APDS and
related training amunition. On 22 July 1980, DSAA advised the UK that
all provisions of the agreaent had expired on 31 December 1975. This
determination was in support of an Amy recommendation. After the
determinantion was announced, Flinchbough marketed the M737 Training RouIld
and conducted direct sales with Canada and Gemany. The UK T,rotested the

DSAA determin:~tion and subsequent Flinchbough marketing efforts. DsAA
reaffirmed its 22 July 1980 determination and so informed the UK in
March 1981.

.,...—-—— ——--
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(U) The UK FMS ky of 18 Kowitzers, M109A2, 155m, SP was at
the delivery stage; in March 1981 14 Howitzers were expected to be shipped
to Germany and four to Canada (for UK training in that country) . The
fourteen were offered to the freight fomarder on 19 March 1981 and a
Quality Assurance Team (QAT) proceeded to Antwerp for unloading and then
to Moengladbach, Germany, for reprocessing o,fthe Howitzers . The four
Howitzers destined for Canada were offered on 19 March 1981.

(U) The UK purchased 51 M109A2 Howitzers to be produced by end of
April 1981. The UK QAT would observe the proofing at Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Maryland * DeliveTy of the 51 Howitzers to the UK was scheduled
during the 4th quarter of fiscal year 1981,

(U) Advance notification to Congress was being prepared in April
1981 for a United Kingdom purchase of 18,000 rounds, projectile, 15ti,
HE, M549A1 (KAP) . Total estimated value of case was $15.8 mfllion.
The case would be forwarded through DA/DSM channels to the State Depart-
ment for presentation to Congress.

(U) There were 51 Howitzers, M109, 155m, SP scheduled for delivery
to the UK in 4th quarter fiscal year 1981. Eighteen would be shipped to
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland for proof firing in May, 19 in June,
and 14 in July. Delivery was to be as originally forecast in the LOA.
These 51 Howitzers were in addition to 18 already shipped in April 1981
on another FMS case.

(U) The formal notification to Congress for 18,000 155m, M549A1
projectiles (WP) was forwarded to DSAA on ‘3 June 1981. Total case
value was $15.8 million. The UK was contemplating a total purchase of
81,000 rounds. Del<very leadtime was to be 25 months from procurement.

(U) The status of 51 M109A2 Howitzers, 155m SP for UK in August
1981 WSS: 19 cannons had been successfully proofed at AFG and shipped
to Bowen-McLaughlin-York (B~) for assembly; 22 were to be proofed at
APG beginning 24 August 1981. The UK QAT was at APG during the proofings,

which called for all 51 cannons to undergo this testing.

(U) The amendment covering the r@trofit of 115 basic TOW Missiles
was accepted on 31 July 1981 and implemented on 21 August 1981.

(U) On 27 August 1981, it was learned that the LOA for 18,000
rounds, projectile, 155m, HE, M549A1, would not be accepted due to
financial reasons. The value of the case was $15.8 million.

(U) Coproduction involved the procurement of the TOW helicopter,
launched ant~-tank guided missile weapon system and the manufacture in
UK of a roof-mounted sight and associated missile control system. Three
experimental and 12 preproduction articles were completed and accepted
in September 1980, and the first two product ion models delivered in
November/December. Flight and firin~ tests had demonstrated a 90 uercent
success rate at the time of

‘@

test. -



(C) On 13 March 1981, Goverment Of Yugoslavia (GOY).,thrOugh the
USDAO, Belgrade, requested a 2-month extension of the 28 February lg81
expiration date which at that time appeared on nine ~S cases. The

extension was requested because DmGON Nissile Prices were higher, than
GOY anticipated and answers t~ technical questions were des~red, 1.e.,
systems reliability, guidance data, and destrucCiOn data. SECDEF approved

the extension and advised USDAO, Belgrade, that this extension would re-

sult in price increases. Upon GOY acceptance of the nine cases (which
was doubtful ), action would be initiated to obtain new estimated prices.

Mideast/Africa/Americas

(C) In temls of the number of countries involved and in size of

some of the programs for these cOuntries, this directorate serviced a
crucial portion c)fthe entire security assistance program. The largest

country programs were those for Egypt, Morocco, and Saudi Arab i=i. The

emergency program for assistance to El Salvador, however, also came
within the jurisdiction of this directorate. In other actions concern-
ing other countries , the Government of Jordan accepted a Foreigr[Mil-

itary Sale package for delivery of Cobra/TOW Helicopters and support
materiel and training; a Presidential determination authorized furnishing
imediate defens(:articles to I,iberia and was implemented by US#kSAC;
Tunisia negotiatt!d for equipment including Howitzers (SP), ArmO~ed per-
sonnel Carriers, and M60A3 Tanks. Other significant actions involved
Botswana, Cameroon, Gabon, Israe1, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, han: Somalia,
Sudan, United Ar<~bEmirates, Yemen, and Zaire in Africa and the.
Mideast and Argentina, Canada, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ec!lador,

Nicaragua, and Peru in the hericas.

El Salvador

(U) Assistance to El Salvador in fiscal year 1981 was based upon
a drawdom authority steming from Presidential determinations to make
that country a high priority customer.

(C) A presidential determination, dated 16 January 1981, :!uthorized
drawdow of Amy stocks within a $5.0 million Grant Aid ceiling for ex-
pedited security assistance to the Government of El Salvador (GOE).
Extraordinary expedited actions accomplished delivery of the following:

D~li~ery Datea Unit Price _Total

16, 20 and
6 UH-l?i Helicopter Z2 Jan 1981 No fee leasl?

100 M79 (GrenadeLauncher 19 Jan 1981 $ 388.00 $ 38,800

5,000 Rounis M79 ~, 4b 19 Jan 1981 ,,10.41 52,050
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2,000

20,000

1,000,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

* 30,000

M16 Rifles

Magazines” for N16

Rounds 5,56m

Sets of Body Armor

Steel Helmets

Liner, Ground Troop
Helmet

Neckband, Helmet Liner

Headband, Helmet Liner

C-Ration Meals

(2,500 boxes)

TOTAL

Delivery ‘Dates

19 Jan 1981

19 Jan 1981

19 Jan 1981

18 Jan 1981

18 Jan 1981

18 Jan 1981

18 Jan 1981

18 Jan 1981

17 Jan 1981

UfiicPrice Total

$ 467.00 $ 934,000

2.75 55,000

.23 230,000

36.09 180,450

7.71 38,550

6.88 34,400

.33 1,650

1,23 6,150

23.71 ,59,275

$1,630,325

CSP for M79 Launcher Being processed for shipment $ 5,872

CSP for M16 Rifle Being processed for shipment 37,100

CSP for UH-1H
Helicopter Being processed for shipment 205,000

Radio & Avionics

Float for Helicopter Being processed for shipment 51,282

TOTAL $ 299,254

GRAND TOTAL $1,929,579

* Being shipped as replacement to Panama for materiel supplied from CINCSO
to El Salvador.

(C) In addition to assistance provided the Government of E1 Salvador

(GOE) during the period 14-21
materiel was airlifted via 21
31 January - 5 February 1981.

January 1981, a second increment of defense
special air missions during the period
Items provided were:

\tllEtlsslRg~
( ..-,._ ._.,-...... . ,-._.___ =
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AMOUWT

6

38,340

1,000,000

14,800

100

2,000

10

300

4,500,000

ITEM

M23 Defense Weapon Systems (for use with
UH-lH Helicopters)

supporting CSP

l.inkeadun ition Rounas

]]allmunition Rounds (5.56)

f+h m ROunas

11-79Grenaae Launcher

l?ra~entation Grenaaes

TIRC-46Radio ~nstallation Kits

!j7m ROunas

,tiunition Rounds (7.62)

(Marine Corps Stocks )

TOTAL

-.*, ., . a.___ )

TOTAL

$ 51,276

10,000

13,419

2!22,000

1.54,000

38,800

18,000

3,000

12,813

‘%080,000

$1,503,308

All support as of yearena fiscal year 1981 was provided within B $5.0
million Grant Aid ceiling. Army items were provides from stock as
authorized by the Presidential Determination, dated 16 January 1981.

(U) Under Presidential/Congressional Grant Aid authority, four
additional UH-lH Helicopters and accompanying support se~icea were
provided to the Government of El Salvador as follows:

16 March - One C-130 Aircraft transported a Quality Assurance
Team (QAT) and aviation gupport iteme.

17 and 18 March - ho aircraft transported two helicopters
each day. All missions were successfully com-
pletes on 18 March.
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(C) On 2 April 1981, SECDEF directed shipment of the following

amunition:

1,250,000
12,500
10,000

500

2,000
700

12,500
10,000
5,000

54h ,320
1,760

340

This materiel, valued at
comencinz 9 Anril 1981.

Rounds 5.56 Ball @unition
Rounds 40m, HE

Rounds 81m , HE
Rounds 81m, 11luq
Rounds 105m
Rounds 57m, HE
Hand Grenades, Fragmentation
Rounds 60m, Mortar, HE
Rounds 6ti, Mortar Yllnm
Ttems for cleaning M16A1 Rifles

Rounds 30 Cal. Ball ~unition
Fuze, PD, M557 for 105m
Fuze, Proximity M728 for 105m

over $33 million was scheduled to be airlifted
by c130 aircraft to meet an in-country delivery

date of l; April 1981. ‘As a result, over 267 tons of amunition items
were airlifted to El Salvador and met the delivery deadline date of
15 April 1981, imposed by SECDEF. Materiel valued at over $3.3 million
was flom out of Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas, and Whiteman Air

Force Base, Missouri, via 26 C-130 flights.

(C) On 6 May 1981, SECDEF directed another air shipment of the
following materiel for delivery in-country no later than 21 May 1981:

ITEM QU~TITY VALUE

Recoilless Rifle 90m with CSP 4 $12,510
Grenade Launcher M79 with CSP 28 12,979
Machine Gun M60 with CSP 27 94,829
Cartridge 90m ~AT k32 31,510
Cartridge 9h Canister 204 10,163
Mortar 60m M19 with CSP 20 20,900

182,891
Authority for this action was the Presidential Determination 81-4, signed
5 March 1981.

(C) On 15 May 1981, SECDEF directed an additional shipment of the
following materiel to arrive in El Salvador by 25 May 1981:

8 Mortar, 81m CSP
268,800 Rounds 7.62 Linked tiunit ion
2,000 Batteries (BA 4386)

300 Antennas AT 271A/PRC
500 Antennas AT 892/PRC-25
300 Bags, cotton duck, CW 503, PRC-25
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(c) 15 May 1981

500 Headset, H-250
500 Harness, Elec Equip ST-138

300 Support Antenna AB 591A
100 Cable Assembly Radar 1127/~c

100 Ca61e Assmbly CG 1773 BfU
100 Cable Assembly Radio Power CG 47211VRC
20 Cable Assembly Wdio Power CX 4722fVRC
20 Cable Assembly Radio Power CX 4720/VRC

50 Antenna Elements AS 1730fVRC
50 Antenna Elements AT 1095 f VRC
50 Alttenna RC-292
18 AWjPRC-J7 Radios ana CSP
6 Antenna AS 1129

This materiel valued at approximately $256 thousand was provided under
Section 506 (Presidential Determination) of the Security Assist,~nce Act.
This was the fourth impact shipment of materiel to El Salvador.

(C) LTC Harola W. Melander, newly designated Chief of the Logis-
tics Technical Assistance Team for El Salvador, visited USASAC on 21 May
1981, and was briefed on El Salvador *s program which included FMS and a
$25 million President ial Determination drawdown authority.

(C) BY DSAA/DA direction. the following additional materiel for
El Salvador-was assembled at tie Port of New-Orleans for anticipated
surface shipment on 25 July 1981:

ITEM

Battery

Wire reels (1 mile)
Multimeter AW/USM 223
Generator 10kW
Generator 1.5 kW
Gener:~tor 30kW
Gener/itor 15kW

~bul<snce 1/4 ton
Trail,zr,water tank M149A1
Truck, tank fuel servicing

1,200 gal,
Drinking cup
Entrenching tool
Flashlights
Suspenders

Frame, field pack
Shoulder strap
Field pack

QUWTITY

10,000

450
20

1
1
3
2

6
6

5
15,000
2,500
2,500
5,000
2,500
5,000
2,500



fijrrwj~i*“*’* “
‘—m~ Total value of the abo,7e iist-d materiel, including CSP, “as

approximately $1.2 mill ion. Source of mteriel/ funding continued under
authority of Section 506 in the Security Assistance Act, as directed by
Presidential Determination 81-4, dated 5 March 1981.

(U) On 21 July 1981, Panam submitted an urgent request for medical
items to support a Medical Military Training Team being deployed from

Panama to El Salvador. Thirty-one line items of medical equipment were
expedited for Channel Air shipment to meet required delivery date of
1 August 1981 in El Salvador. Items valued at approximately $10,000 were
being supplied per Presidential Detemlnation 81-4 under authority of
Section 506 of the Security Assistance Act.

(C) On 21 August 1981, DSAA/DA requested USASAC to ship four UH-lH
Helicopters with M23 Armament Systems to El Salvador during the week of

25 August 1981. One C-130 deearted CONUS on 26 August 1981 carrying one
UH-lH Helicopter and a Quality Assurance Team. The second c-130 left
27 August 1981, carrying a UE-lU and four crucially needed fuel tanks.
The remining two c-130s were scheduled to depart 28 August 1981 and
would carry an aviation mteriel management specialist who would develop
an in-country program to solve logistical and maintenance problems with the
UH-lH Helicopter fleet.

(C) The QAT arrived in-country on 27 August 1981 and completed their
check-out mission. Aircraft were determined to be operationally ready.
The team returned to CONUS on 2 September 1981.

(C) The SS herican Chieftan departed on 16
El Salvador. Cargo consisted of 10,032 rounds of

amunition, 5010 rounds of 105m amunition, and
Rifles.

(C) At this time El Salvador also reauested

September 1981 for
9ti Recoilless Rifle
36 each 90m Recoil less

exuedited deliverv of
3,114 each M16 rifles and 3.2 million rounds of 5.56m amunition. -The
value of materiel was approximately $2.4 million at the end of fiscal
year 1981. The mode of shipment and additional guidance was pending
from DSM.

‘Thekericas

Argentina

(U) Colonel Manuel Lopez, Comander (Designee) , US Military Group,
Argentina. visited USASAC on 14 Auril 1981. He was briefed on the
Ar~ent ine”FMS program by program ;anagers
Office representative.
on 28 April 1981.

Colonel Lopez was
and by the TMOC Liaison

expected to assume his duties



(U) Due to a critical supply shortage of explosives and propellants,
the Canadian Government requested a Letter of Offer on a priority basis.
MRCOM was furnished a request by telephone conversation and message, and
mLOA was to be submitted to USASAC by 23 March 1981.

(U) During 2-,4March 1981, representatives from USASAC, TSARCOM, the
Canadian Department. of Defense, Yuma Proving Ground and US Army Electronic

Proving Ground participated in a program review of tests being conducted
at Yuma Proving Grcbundon the Canadian ~/USD-502 Long Range Surveillance
System (DRONE). Dtlr?ng this rev<ew additional test requirements ~,ere
determined which increased the value of this test program to apprc,ximatel-
$8,5 million.

(U) Planning and review (P&R) data for 100 Truck Utility, li4 ton,
M151A2, was releas<?d to the Canaaian Government on 22 July 1981. The
estimated value of this case was $1.6 million. Availability was <]sti-
mated to be six w]~ths after acceptance of the LOA.

(U) On 13 August 1981, tbe Government of Canada accepted an ~S

case fOr I-TOW Retrofit Kits for 1,890 TOW Missiles. The total c,~se
value was $3.8 million. Canada had initially deposited $1.7 million with
SAAC, and implemental ion of case was expected shortly after the e!tdof
fiscal year 1981.

(u) On 3 August 1981, Major General Belzile, Chief, Canadian
Land Forces Doctrine and Operations called the Comnder, DARCOM to
request hia assistance in the upgrading of fifty M109A1 Howitzers to the
M109A3 configuration. USASAC was tasked to look into the actions that
would be required to satisfy this requirement. Through coordination

with Co-rider, W.RCOM, DESCOM, and HQ DARCOM staff, it was determined
that the request could be satisfied with minimal effect upon the US
Army. A letter was sent to DA recommending approval. The production
lead time was estimated to be six months after acceptance of the LOA

at an estimated cc,st of $2.2 million.

Colombia

(U) A letter of Offer on October 1981, cmprising a system buy
out of components and repair parts for UH-lB Helicopters was released

to the GOC for consideration/accept ance. Items were made available
from Army stock aIldnew procurement. Case value was estimated at:

$424,356.

(U) Letters of Offer for 14 rebuilt M101A1, 105m Howitzers and
minimum essential quantities of amunition were presented to the Govern-
ment of Colombia ,~bout30 June 1981. Total cost of the Howitzer:> and
associated equipm,?nt was approximately $800 thousand.
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~*- M ~June 1981, Colonel Albara Samiento, Air Attache’ , and

-lOnel Nester COrtes, Assistant Military Attache’ , visited USASAC to
discuss the Colmblan FMS program. A four hour review was conducted to
the complete satisfaction of the visitors.

(U) An LOA for 29,274 field jackets to be supplied from stock was
presented to the Government of Colombia on 23 June 1981. Total case
value was $1.1 million.

(U) Major Charles S. Mahan, Logistics Officer (Designee) US
Military Group, Colombia, visited USASAC on 29 June 1981. He was briefed
on the Colombian FMS prog~am by the program manager. Major Mahan assumed
his duties on 27 July 1981.

(C) DSAA/DA decided to cffer 12 UH-lH Helicopters with the
M23 Armment System (7.62m Machine Cun) to the Government of Colombia
instead of Leasing them as requested 6y USCINCSO. Total value of the
sale including helicopters, repair parts, spare engines, amament systems,
amunition and air transportation was expected to be ap~roximatelv $11
million.

(U) On 17 July 1981, DSAA tasked USASAC
Letter of Offer for 12 UH-LH Helicopters with
DA authorized diversion of both items from US

. .

to prepare an expedited
the M23 A~ment System.
Army stocks .

(U) On 6 August 1981, Brigadier General Carlos A. Pedro, Military
Attache’ and Colonel Nester Cortes, Assistant Military Attache’ , visited
the Comander, USASAC. The purpose of the visit was to introduce the
newly assigned Air Attache’ , Brigadier General Gilberto France, and to
discuss two items of high-level interest: purchase of 12 UH-LH Heli-
copters with the M23 Ar~ment System and 14 MLOIAL Howitzers .

Dominican Republic

(U) Colonel Joseph R. TrdLa, Chief (Designee), US Military Assist-
ance Advisory Group, Dominican Republic, visited USASAC on 11 August 1981.
He was briefed on the fiscal year FMS programs. Colonel Trdla assumed

his duties on 4 September 1981.

Ecuador

(U) QAT completed actions on 19 February 1981 for seven Ma13, 5T
trucks, which were reprocessed; and 40 previously delivered vehicles were
inspected for cracked spring condition. No problems were noted.

(U) Under SECDEF direction, LOAS for a Helicopter Observer Team
to monitor the Ecuador/Peru border area for 30 days were extend@d for 14
additional days and were presented to DSM on LO March 1981. Due to the
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previous disappearance of

in Equador on 17 Vebruarv,

one UH-lH Helicopter and its th,f~e-~, ~S creW

US Air Force helicopters had been sent’‘“irito”“
.

Ecuador to contintle th,emission under Air Forc~ FNS cases . The remining
UH-lH was held in reserve so that the mission could still be flo~m in
pairs in event one:USAF helicopter became disabled. NO further inform-
ation had been received on the dewed helicopter or crew by mid-March
1981, so all search efforts were cancelled.

(U) At the Latin herican Military Group Comanders ‘ Conference
in April, the Chic:f,US Military Liaison Office, Ecuador requested the
Comander, USASAC”s assistance in expediting delivery of mortar ammuni-
tion and weapons c~nseveral Ecuadorian FMS cases, At the request:of
USASAC, HQDA unde]:took extraordinary efforts to divert 3,400 4.2 inch mortar

rounds, an item iIlcritical short supply within the US Amy. Approximately
600 measurement tons of amunition was available for Ecuador in Clctober
19s1.

Honduras

(U) A two m:,n quick reaction team was deployed to Tegucigalpa from
Corpus Christi Arn]yDepot (CCAD) on 8 September 1981 to repair tt[rbine
engines on four UH-lH Helicopters . It was anticipated that the team
mission would be completed within 10 days .

Nicaragua

(U) LTC Jam(!sM. Kelly, USA, Chief (Designee), US Military Liaison
Office, Nicaragua:, visited USASAC on 13 April 1981. He was briefed on
the Nicaraguan FMS program by the program managers and by the TWDOC
Liaison Office re~]resentative. LTC Kelly assumed his duties on 14 May
1981.

Paraguay

(U) LTC Ramc)nFerrer-Mena, Chief (Designee), US Office of [,efense
Cooperation, Paraguay, visited USASAC on 13 March 1981. He was t,riefed
on the Paraguayan FMS Program by the program mnager and the TRADOC Liai-

son Office Represc;ntative.

Peru

(U) LTC Paul.A. Scharf, newly assigned as Acting Chief, US Military
Assistance Adviso]:y Group,.Peru , visited USASAC on 11 August 1981. He
was briefed on thf!Peruvian FMS program. Colonel Scharf assumed his
duties on 20 August 1981.
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Africa

Botswana

(U) The Governwnt of Botswana (GOB), previously an inactive ~S
customer, received ~S credit for the first time in fiscal year 1981.
The GOB submitted a request for price and availability (.P&A)data for
training aids and mnuals. This request waa under review by Defense/
State at the end of fiscal year 1981,

Cameroon

(U) Major Clifford L. Fields, nwly asskgned Defense Attache t,
Cameroon, visited USASAC on 5 and 8 June 1981. He was briefed on
country programs, and provided guidance relative to processing customer

requests for materiel/services. Major Fields assumed duties on 1 July

1981.

(U) A Hughes Model 500D (comercial version) Helicopter crashed
in Kenya on 15 July, killing two Kenyan pilots; no Hughes Helicopter,
US Army or other US personnel were involved. This helicopter, delivered
in 1979, wae one of 32 Hughes Helicopters that were being sold to Kenya

o? an ~S case: 2 Models 500D; 15 Models 500MD; and 15 Modele 500~
w%th TOW. The accident, resulting in Kenya’s first helicopter assoc-
iated fatality, apparently occurred when the aircraft, reportedly oper-
ating at high speed and at a LOO foot altitude, struck a steel cable

(not a power line). A Kenya Army accident investigation was initiated
with one of our in-country US~TT instructor pilots assigned tn assist

as an adviser.

(U) COlOnel ~OmaS A. O ‘Rourke, Jr. , newly assigned Chief, Kenya,
US Liaison Office (KUSLO), visited USASAC on 12 April 1981. CnloneL

O‘Rourke received detailed briefings on the Kenyan Security Assistance
programs.

(C) Planning data for potential Kenya requirements were furnished
to DSAA on 22 September 1981. Data included requirements for 30 MLL3A2
APCe ($7.2 million), 18 I-SAW Systems ($570.8 million), 24 CHAPARRAL
Systems ($94.9 million) , and 24 VULCN Systems ($37.7 million). The total
estimated cost was alm~st $711 million. Soltrcenf Dotential fund-
ing was unknow.
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Liberia
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(C) A Presidential determination, dated 9 December 1980, author-

ized furnishing $1.0 million in defenee articles/services to tl~eGovern-

ment of Liberia (GOL). Imediate action was taken to ship 20 2% ton

vehicles from Anniston Amy Depot, which arrived at the POrt 0f BaltimOre
on 23-24 December 1980 for subsequent water shipment to Liberis, The

vehicles were loaded on the WEL CUTLASS which departed 9 January, with
estimted arrival in Monrovia on”24 January. A supporting Quality
Aseurance/Technical Assistance Team departed COWS on 22 January with

estimated time of arrival in Liberia on 23 January.

(C) The 20 vehicles shil~pedto Liberia in January 1981 w2re re-
processed by the Quality Assistance Teanl (.QAT)and “handed off” to
Government of Liberia (GOL) and were then operational. A Technical
Assistance Team (.TAT)was in-country in February, ana established
supply/maintenance capabilities ana a motor pool to conduct repairs to
the non-operational fleet. Repair work continued on the non-operational

fleet and repair parts to place these vehicles into serviceable status
were being requisitioned.

(U) On 7 February 1981, DSAA airected preparation of a Letter of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) for engineering support requirements totaling
$S00 thousand for Liberia. The LOA was accepted by Liberia on 12 Feb-
ruary 1981, and ~terial was air lifted by a MAC flight scheduled to
depart 24 February. In addition, off-shore procurement valued at $478
thousand was authorized for purchase of construction materials in
Liberia.

(U) The QAT/TAT completed action in-country on 19 February 1981.
The team deprocesaed 20 M35A2, 2% ton trucks, and repaired deadlined
vehicles.

(U) TWO construction-related Letters of Offer for Liberia were
implemented in September 1981. The case value was approxi~tely $3
million.

Rwanda

(U) The Government of Rwanda signed a fiscal year 1981 FMS Credit
Agreement for $1.5 million in September 1981. Rwanaa had so far re-
quested engineer equipment and training teams valued at $.96 million.

(U) Representatives of USASAC, DSAA and State Department met with

hbassador Ubalijoro of the Government of Rwanaa on 29 September 1981
to discuss Rwanda’ e equipent and training requirements. The bbassador

signed two ~S cases valuea at $1.9 million for engineer equiFment and
associated training.
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Somalia

(U) The FMS case for 12 M16741, Towd VULCAN Systems, valued at
$12.6 million was forwarded for Congressional review in February 1981.

(U) The Goverment of Somalia accepted two Letters of Offer
(LOA) for ,12 Towed YULCAN Air Defense Systems and a VULCAN Training
Survey Team in April 1981. The LOAS were valued at approximately $12.6
million and were the first US ‘Amy FMS cases for Somalia.

Sudan

(C) A DSAA/DA/USASAC meeting was held 15 January 1981 to d?scuss
options available to accelerate deliveries of materiel to Sudan. Mater-
iel on 19 FMS cases for Sudan was studied for accelerated deliveries.
Some of the materiel which could be supplied earlier included: Six 2%
tOn trucks, M35A2 (four from Zaire, two from Amy Code B stock) ; 12
ST, M817, dump trucks (frm Amy unless coded 8DF) ; 24 demo sets (divert
from Thailand); two auto maintenance shop equipment (payback to Peru);
eight generators, two compressors (from Army stock) ; and 600 demo block
charges (divert from Thailand) .

(C) Impact/diversion data was being assemblea in January. In
addition, 36 M113A2 vehicles were to be aivertea from production for
Egypt with payback from future Susan production. Supporting CSP, tools
ana list equipment were to be aiverted from Army stocks. Decision to
accelerate aelivery of the above materiel was still penaing SECDEF/DA
resolution in January.

(U) The 36 M113A2 AFCS which Egypt agreea to proviae Sudan were
released to Susan’s freight forwarder 20 March 1981. The vehicles were
scheauled to depart New Orleans on 25 March 1981. Their estimated
arrival at Port Susan was late April or early May. These were actually
loaaea on the SS William Hooper about 3 April 1981 with ETA Port Susan

approximately 19 April 1981.

(U) The thirty-six Ml13s arrivea at Port Sudan on 19 April 1981
ana were Unloaaea on 21 April 1981. On 22 April, a train transported
them to Khartoum-Shagara Armor Corps Headquarters, where a Quality
Assistance Team (QAT), alreaay in country, completes reprocessing. Ship-
ment was expedites so that the vehicles coula participate in a 25 May
1981 paraae celebrating the anniversary of their May Revolution,

(U) In a 26 May 1981 message to SECSTATE (info to USASAC) , the
US hbassaaor to Susan expressed Sudanese appreciation for the impressive

appearance Of 36 M113A2 APCS in the 25 May Revolution Anniversary paraae.
Colonel Toad attenaea the paraae as the DAKCOM/USASAC representative .



,UNCMSSIFIED

(U) In anticipation of a proposed yi,eit to OSD by Yi,ce.president
Magid of Sudan duTi,n,g25-.31July 1981, DS4 ?equested infomati~n papers
on pertinent subjects. Fact sheets were p~~ided on 8 July 1981 on FMS

cases inVOIVing V~LCNs ? ~Ca, water purification units, IMT Grant Aid,
and the need for EOE~CLSSA type support cases.

(.U) A US Amy Country Program Review for Sudan was p,reaentedby
USASAC at DSAA on :30july “1981. The Sudaneae V?ce Pres2dent/Minil$ter
of Defense, Lieuteltant General Magid, was in attendance along witk six
key Sudanese gener;~lofficers and the Sudanese hbassadQr, In eurmary,
for the ueriod fiscal year 1979 to 1981, there were 46 actiye FMS caaea valued
at $49.6”million, :3$1:7 million Grant ‘Aid Program and $1 million IMET
program. The viail:lng delegation

review,

Zaire

(U) The
M151A2 and 25
1981.

Goveq:nment of Zaire
M35AZ trucks valued

Lett<:rof Offer for

appeared pleased with the progrom

requested a Letter of Offer
at approximately $2 million

for 35
on :!9May

25 Z%-ton cargo trucks and 35 %-ton(U) The
utility trucks, spare parts and ancillary equipment was subitted to
the Government of iiaire 31 July 1981. The case value waa approximately
$2.1 million. If accep=ed, ~S credit financing would apply, but no
reaction resulted I>ythe end of fiscal year 1981.

Egypt

(U) Egypt’s position was
the high priority (right after

of transactions and a broad range of coverage in various materiel items.

Mid East

one of USASAC’s biggest customers :Lnd
NATO) given Egypt assured a large rlmber

(U) On 20 October 1980, the Government of Egypt accepted FNS cases
offering 52 M901 In]provedTOW vehicles (ITVS), additional TOW support to

equip the ITVS, ammunition and training with a total value of $32.1
million. The admirtistrative actions required by USASAC prior to initia-

tion of supply action were completed on 24 October 1980.

(U) Deliveri<!a of M113A2s for Egypt scheduled to start on 2 January
19S1, were delayed until 16 January 1981 pending receipt of the RT-524
radios. henty-eight M113A2s were offered to the Government of Egypt
freight forwarder on 19 January 1981. The freight forwarder woulc~ try

to move the M-113s to the East Coast Port of Embarkation to coincide with
shipment of M60A3 Tanks.
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(U) Eight M88A1 Recovery Vehicles arrived at the freight forwarder
for shipment to Egypt with the 20 M60A3 Tanks alreaay on hana. Shipment

was scheauled (tentatively) to load 30 January 1981 and aepart on 31
January 1981.

(U) The Government of Egypt (GOE) adyisea WC Cairo in writing
that the availability of engines ana engine parts from Agusta Bell was
not satisfactory to support their programed start date of 1 July 1981.
As a result they dla not intena tp sign either the COWS training or
TAFT cases. Delay in signing either case would impact on start dates

and delay the reminaer of the program, Case expfrat;on date was 13 Feb-
ruary 1981. OMC passea the GOE message to DSAA. DSAA responded with
a message to GOE that: (a) explainea options with respect to the engine
problem, and (b) infomed GOE of jeoparay to the rest of the program

created by not signing the training cases on time.

(U) During the week of 13 February 1981, the Government of Egypt
(GOE) representatives inaicatea to OMC that Emerson Electronics haa
submitted a airect proposal to GOE to sell 139 TOW Launchers at $67,656
each as opposed to the $103,000 estfmted cost of the launchers stated
on two ~S cases then in country for signature. Attempts to resolve
cost differences revealea that the airect Emerson proposal was valid
with a delivery of 10-15 launchers within two months of contract sign-
ing and ten per month beginning In May 1982 until completion of the total

quantity. MICOM’S case was based on a proposal which had to be under
contract by 1 December 1981 and was a “stand alone” buy of 100 launchers
for imediate aelivery by diversions. On 11 February 1981, the GOE told
OMC Cairo that they intenaea to buy the launchers and all support equip-

ment from Emerson and Hughes respectively by direct contract. The
missiles ana blast simulators were to be brought unaer proposed FMS cases
in-country.

(U) ~enty M60A3 Tanks, 28 M113A2 Personnel Carriers and eight M88A1
Recovery Vehicles with quantities of supporting special tools, tool sets,
test equipment, major assemblies, set assemblies and more than 70 percent
fill of concurrent spare parts were loaaed at Baltimore during the week
of 2-6 February 1981 aboara the SS Lash-Pacifico. The ship then proceedea
to Sunny Point, North Carolina, to loaa amunition for these vehicles.
The estimated departure date from Sunny Point was 17 February 1981, with
a tentative arrival sate in Alexandria, Egypt, of 3 March 1981. A Quality

Assistance Team (QAT) woula deploy for Alexandria when a firm ETA was
established.

(U) On 17 February 1981, E-Systas MEMCOR advised that they h.a
signea a contract with the Government of Egypt to proviae VRC-12 Family
raaios on the various equipment cases in the silicone configuration.
The E-Systems call was aesigned to advise USASAC that the GOE should be
canceling radio requirements on sales cases.
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(U) The SS Lash-Pacifico departed Sunny Point, North Carolina, on
16 February 1981 jforAlexandria, Egypt. Its estimat@d arrival d:ltewas
3 March 1981., This shi,pwas carrying 20 M60A3 Tanks, eight M88AI.s and
28 M113A1s with associated weapons, radios, spare parts, tools aI]dtest

equipment. The QAT advance party was scheduled to be in Egypt OILor
about 1 March 198:1.

(U) On 13 l?ebruary 1981 the GOE signed the FMS cases for CONUS
training and fox I:heTAFT to support the integration of 15 CH-47 Heli-
copters (manufactllredby Agusta Bell-Italy) into the Egyptian Amled
Forces. A meeting was scheduled for the first week in March in Cairo to
review the status of predeplo~ent planning/actions. Draft copi[:sof the

scope of work werf? furnished to the GOE on 9 February 1981. Act~.ons taken
to improve availal>ility of engine, engine parts, ground support c!quip-
ment and tools we]ce also examined. The status of facilities improvement
by the GOE was al:;obeing discussed later in the fiscal year.

(U) On 19 ]?ebruary 1981, General Guthrie was briefed on the status
of the Egyptian Foreign Military Sales Programs, to include imiILent
delivery of the first significant quantities of major items (M601~3 Tanks,

M881 recovery vehicles and M113A2 personnel carriers) under that program.
Major General Hea:ly suggested that a visit by senior Army officixls
would be appropriate to lend emphasis to the Egyptian FMS prograr~.
Specifically, itiajorGeneral Healy proposed that he visit Egypt dtlring

the arrival and d~~processing phase (6-12 March 1981) and that GeIIeral
Guthrie visit Egyl>t the first part of April shortly after trainiIlgon
the new equipment was begun. General Guthrie approved MG Healey”s
proposed visit an{istated he would discuss his visit with the VCSA.

(U) Represf?ntatives of Emerson visited USASAC to discuss their
negotiated contrat:twith the GOE for TOW Launchers, support and training
packages. The GO13had signed a direct contract with Emerson for 100
launchers (27 to be delivered within 2 months and the reminder xt a
rate of 10 per month beginning 12 months after the contract went into
effect). The Eme]rson contract also included some tools, battery chargers
and z ton vehicle launcher mounts. Emerson indicated that the GOE had
not yet concluded a contract with Hughes for the remainder of th(?
support equipment, nor had they addressed the TOW Missile mount iI~gracks
for tbe % ton com]?anion vehicle. Both Hughes and Emerson agreed to pro-
vide USASAC with ,:ontentsof their contract to review for any shortfall
in the total prog]ram. GOE still desired to buy missiles , blast simu-
lators and practi,?e rounds through FMS.

(U) The QAr/TAT was scheduled to arrive in-country on 26 February
1981 and was to deprocess and “hand off” 20 M60A3, 28 M113A2, ei[;htM88A2 ,

36 M151A1, and 20 M35A2 I-HAWK system vehicles in early March.
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(U) On 9 March 198L, a delegation of seven general officers of the
Egytian Supply Department started a 9 day tour of military supply instal-
lations. They were hosted at USASAC on 9 March,by Major General Healy.

(U) AS Of 11 March 1981, 31 M60A3 Tanks were relea,ed to the Govern-
ment of Egypt. Nenty of the 31 tanks were unloaded at Alexandria, Egypt,
on 1 March 1981 and moved to Cairo where they were being reprocessed

under supervision of a “USASAC QAT team. The r~maining 11 tanks were in
transit from Detroit to the freight forwarder In Baltimore, Maryland.

(U) On 13 March 1981, the Government of Egypt (GOE) signed two
cases that provided service life extensions for Soviet Air Defense Systems
in Egypt. The value of one caae (ARRCOM) was $7.3 million and the value
of the other case (“MIC~) waa $23.7 million. These figures represented
first year mat efforts. Representatives frm both comands would go to
Egypt in April 1981 to refine the scope of work for the first year effort.
The estimated value of the ‘MICOM five-year plan was $125 million and the
AKRCOM five-year plan was $70 million.

(U) On 11 March 1981, the Government of Egypt requested cancel-
lation of FMS supplied VRC-12 family radio sets on three cases, because

they planned to mke a direct comercial procurement of silicone type
radio sets. A message directing cancellation of contracta was dispatched
to CERCOM on 12 ‘March 1981.

(u)
headed by
Sunflower
Marquardt
visit was
The group

(u)

From 16-25 March 1981, a group of four Egyptian engineers,
MG Abdel Rahman Elwi, were directed to visit Radford and
Ammunition Planta and also visit Atlantic Research Corporation,
Company, Aerojet Corporation, and Hughes Corporation. This
related to the coproduction of 2.75m rocket and the TOW Missile.
was escorted by an ARHCOM representative ,

The final report of the D-30 122mm Howitzer mechanization survey

team was received. The team proposed that a prototype Howitzer be wde
and tested for the Egyptians. The proposed program would deliver the

tested prototype to Egypt for their independent in-country testing 30
months after the start of the program. Value of the program was $7 million.

The study recommended the use of the M109 chassis and could lead to Egyptian
coproduction/ coassembly of the chassis if successful,

(U) On 31 March lg81, Mr. Neil Curtain, a CAO auditor, met with

Mr. Bean; LTC Klauaner, Chief, Egyptian Division; and Mr. Reynolds, USASAC
Internal Review, to discuss the initiation of an audit of US-Egyptian pro-
grams. The audit would include the entire range of US relationships with
Egypt (defense cooperation projects, basing issues, use of the Suez Canal,

aid projects). The focus in security assistance would be on Egypt’s
ability to absorb US materiel and training, and existing or potential problems .
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(U) WQ LOAS for the Egyptian CH-47 PTogram .to~rov.ide in-~~fintry

contractor maintenance and US Army ferrying s.eyyice (from Italy to Egypt)
were receiyed ‘byUSASAC on 1 Apxil 1981, Due t~ a tight scheiule fRr
implementing t’heprogram (ferry service to be provided in May, contractor
build-up to start 15 May), both LOAS would be signed in Waihi]ngton, DC.
Copies of the cases:.would be carried to country by the Egyptian Ministry
of Defense delegation which was then in Washington, DC.

(U) On 3 April, the second shipment of 11 M60A3 Tanks. for Egypt
had been loaded at Baltimore. Also included in this shipment were trucks

in support of the I-U~ program and large quantities of spars parts and
tools . Estimated time of arrival in Alexandria, Egypt, was 15 Apxil 1981.

(U) A signed FMS case for 43 M88A1 Recovery Vehicles was receiyed
in USASAC on 13 April 1981 and implemented 14 April 1981, Thi,scase brought
the total Egyptian buy of M88s to 86. Another FMS case for “life of buy”

for repair parts for the M88A1 transmissions was received on 15 April 1981.
The case value was $8 million and would provide estimated parts require-

ments for support of transmissions for 25 years. “Life of b~Y’ action
was dictated by TACOM projection that M88A1 production would temigate
with 1981 year procurement due to uncertainty of retain~ng the M88A1 lines
in the fiscal :year1982 and 1983 budgets.

(U) On 14 April 1981, Brigadier General Checheni and four other
officers from the Egyptian Armed Forces visited HQ USASAC for a briefing
on the Army Security Assistance procedures and the Army segment of the
Egyptian Forei,gnMilitary Sales program. The Egyptian Training Depart-
ment, Organization and Administration Department, Procurement Department,

Finance Department and Air Defense Forces were represented in the group.

(U) An FMS case for “Ii@ of buy” repair parts for M88,A1 trans-
missions was sent to Egypt for signature. Based on guidance received

from TACOM, the expiration date on the LOA was extended from 30 April
1981 to 15 June 1981. The estimated value of the case was $8 million.

(U) On 27 April 1981, the Goverment of Egypt (GOE) si,gnedtwo
FMS cases. The first case for $14 million provided contract :naintenance
support for the Egyptian CH-47 Helicopters for one year. Anticipated
date for award of the maintenance contract was 15 May 1981. The second
case provided ferrying service to move the CH-47 Helicopters from Milan,

Italy to Egypt. Ferry service was prov<ded by US~UR during May 1981.
Fort Rucker advised that although the two GOE pilots being transit ioned
to the CH-47 were excellent pilots, an additional five days of training
was required prior to starting instructor pilot training to change learned-
habit patterns they developed flying Soviet helicopters ,

397



[~~
\

~L
b;$.,- A il 1981, the GOE signed an ~S case for 100 TOW... ...
*.~ .. ount), 1,270 attack missiles (HEAT), and 360 practice

missiles. Ltems we,re to be pr~yided by diyersion from US Army stocks.
Also, the Department of Defense offered to c~nvert 800 attack missiles

scheduled for deliyery in 1983 to I-TOW and offe,redGOE an additional
FMS procurement of 2000 I-TOW attack missiles ahead of all other FMS
customers except NATO countries, The Egyptians elected to take delivery
of the 800 missiles on one FMS case and were expected to req~~est an LOA

for the additional 2,000 I-TOW missiles.

(C) ~n response to requests from LTG Abu Ghazala, GOE Minister of
Defense, during his visit to Washington, a De,puty Secretary of Defense
decision was made to accelerate delivery of 64 M60A3 Tanks prior to the
end of calendar vear 1981. Ten were scheduled to be offered to the
freight forwarder in May 1981, the remaining 54 In September-November
1981 (28 in September, 15 in October and 11 in November). Of the 311
M60A3 Tanks scheduled for Egypt, 31 had been delivered and 11 were in
transit to the freight fowarder by May 1981.

(C) The Government of Egypt (GOE) submitted a request to buy 2,000
I-TOW Missiles. This was in response to an offer made by the Deputy
Secretary of Defense to the Egyptian Minister of ‘Defense to sell the GOE
I-TOW Missiles ahead of all other FMS customers except NATO. State
Department approved preparation of the LOA.

(U) On 14 June 1981, the first five CH-47 Helicopters were delivered
to Egypt by the USA~UR ferrying team. The helicopters, manufactured by
Agusta, an Italian manufacturer, were reported to be in excellent con-
dition by the members of the ferrying team. The remaining 10 aircraft were
to be delivered in subsequent trips.

(U) On 10 June 1981, OMC, Cairo, advised that the GOE had no .50
Cal. ammunition to fire those exercises requiring engagements with the
M-85 machine gun. The Government of Egypt had deleted .50 Cal. amunition
from the training amunition case because they ~nufactured amunition of
that caliber. The GOE did not realize that their links were not compatible
with the M-85 machine guns, until training was already under way. OMC
advised that the lack of amunition for the M-85 machine gun significantly

degraded the training effort. Department of Amy approved the diversion
of 40,800 rounds of A520, .50 Cal. training ammunition.

(U) One hundred TOW ground mounted launchers, 1,270 TOW Heat Missiles
and 359 TOW practice missiles, all diverted from US ,stocks for imed?ate
delivery to the Government of Egypt, were offered to the freight forwarder

for movement to Egypt in June 1981.
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(C) In connection with the yisit of the De,put
Defense to Egypt 23.and 24 June 1981, the Departme

to accelerate deliyery of eight additional M88A1 Recovery Yehicles
to August 1981 from January-February 1982, Acceleration would be by
the diversion from production scheduled for P~CUS stock.

(U) On 1 July 1981, the third and last delivery of five CH-47
Helicopters to Egypt from Italy was completed by a USAREUR ferrying team.
This completed the delivery of 15 CHINOOK Helicopters to Egypt.

(U) LTC Klausner. EevDtian Division Chief, aepartea 15 July 1981
for Cairo, Egypt. The ~ur~~~e of his visit

iate LOAS for 105m amunition coproduction
programs, equipment ana support deliveries,
CH-47 Helicopter support progrm.

(U) On 21 JUIY 1981, five of the six
proposed 105m tank amnnition coproduction

the Government of Egypt. The sixth LOA was

was to handcarry and negot-
ana rev$ew track vehicle
support planning and the

LOAS that encompassed the
program were delivered to
scheduled to be forwarded-.

to Egypt in the first week of August. Of the total program value of
$24.5 million, $13.5 million was for assemblies, piece parts and.other
mterials used in!the start-up of the program. The reminder was for
plant equipment a~ndservices. In connection with this program, the US
Government was tc,offer for lease triple base propellant production
equipment to the GOE.

(U) In sur,portof the national celebration and parade to be held
on 6 October 1981.,the US Government agreed to accelerate deliveries of
108 M60A3 Tanks to Egypt.

(U) A Gensral Officer Program review was conducted in Egypt during
the period 9-17 September 1981. The review was well received by the

Egyptian repreaetltatives. Significant areas of discussion incltldedthe
interface betweetl the US and GOE logistic systems, lack of facilities
for CH-47 mainteItance and training, inability of the GOE maintetlance
system to support accelerated delivery of track vehicles, and cc}ntrOl
and accountability of materiel receipts in country. The EXecut~.ve

Session was chaired by the Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the
Egyptian Amed Forces and was attended by 30 Egyptian General O~Rficers.
Comander, USASAC and Chief OMC were also in attendance.

(C) DSAA <authorized the preparation of an LOA for six AN/TPQ-36
radara. The estimated case value waa $20 million.
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(U) On 5 September 1981, the last 22 of 128 M60A3 tanks which were

diverted for the Egyptian national celebration to be held on 6 October
1981, left the port of Baltimore, Maryland.

(U) The proposed lease of an inactive production line for triple
base propellants completed DARCOM reyiew and was fomarded to DA for
staffing. HQDA review was expected to be completed by 21 August 1981.
Proposed leases for 2.75 inch rocket production equi~ent was received
and entered the DARCOM review process.

(U) The Government of Egypt sfgned bendment 1 to the FMS case for
TOW Missiles which modified the original sale of 800 TOW Missiles to the
I-TOW configuration.

(C) Fomal notification (36b) for buy of 128 M60A3 tanks and 27
tank therml sights was submitted to Conzress on 25 September 1981. Un-
countersigned copies of the case were
was not accepted by Egypt prior to 31
$20 thousand unit cost increase and a
of the complete tank.

Morocco

re~eased to Egyp~, If the case

October 1981, the PM-M60 projected
3 to 6 month slip in availability

(U) Tank Conversion. Thirteen N48A3 Tanks received at Anniston
Army Depot on 22 October 1980 from the Government of Morocco (GOM)
represented the first increment of 26 tanks being returned for conversion
to the M48A5 configuration under FMS procedures. A USASAC representative
visited Anniston 6-10 October to observe the tanks’condition, determine
actions to assist in scheduling part requirements/availability, subsequent

return of the tanks to Morocco and follow-on schedule for the 13 remaining
tanks to be returned to CONUS for overhaul.

(U) On 5 March 1981, Colonel Mohamed El Kostali, Moroccan Defense
Attache’ in Washington and LTC Hassan Bennani, Chief, Technical Bureau,
Moroccan Army were escorted to Anniston Army Depot (ANAD) by a USASAC
representative. The purpose of the visit was to inspect the M48 Moroccan
Tanks that had been upgraded to the A5 configuration. All the tanks would

be painted sand color and released to the country freight forwarder during
the week of 23 March. An additional 13 M48A3 Tanks, also to be upgraded

awaited shipment from Casablanca with an estimated arrival date at ANAD
in mid-April.

(U) The thirteen M48A3 Tanks representing the second and final incre-
ment for input to the Moroccan M48A5 conversion program were received at
Anniston Army Depot on 8 May 1981. Conversion time was estimated to be
six months.



(u) By 5 June 1981, the first increment of 13 tanks in the M.48A3/

M48A5 conversion program had been completed and returned to Morocco. The

US Liaison Office requested the same QAT members who reprocessed the tan’ks
in-country, for the second increment of tank reprocessing scheduled. for
September 1981.

(U) The Gove]$ment of Morocco requested on 19 June a Letter of
Offer for conversion/rebuild of 28 additional M48A3 Tanks to the M48A5
configuration. Con~~ersion was to be accomplished in two phases with each
phase having 14 tanks. This would complete the planned upgrade of the

Moroccan M48 Tank inventory. An ongoing conversion of 13 tanks was
scheduled to be cw]?let@d in September. Case preparation was expedited
to permit an induction of the first phase of 14 tanks at the Annis!:on Amy
Depot in the Septeml>er/October time frame.

(U) Subject jtoavailability of fiscal year 1980 credit, Morocco
intended to apply $784 thousand as an initial FMS case deposit for their
M48A3 tank convers i(>nprogram. They arranged for shipment to ~~ on or
about 15 October 19131of 14 of the remaining 28 tanks to be converted.

(U) CRAPA~L . The second CKAPARRAL annual service practic!: (ASP)
conducted in mid-Jul;e 1981 by Royal Moroccan Army was outstanding Y#ith

six out of six hits scored. NO problems relative to systems firin:~were
encountered.

(U) In respo,lse to a query from the Government of Morocco, :3SAA
directed preparatio]~ of P&R data relative tc replenishment requirelnents
for 2,000 TOW and 5,000 CRAPARW Missiles. Data developed indicated a

value of $57 millio>~ for TOW and $138.4 million for CWARRAL, for a
total estimated vall~e of $195.4 million. Information was forwarde:i to
DSAA for review and approval prior to release to Government of Morocco
in early August.

(U) On 20 February 1981, an ~ S case for 108 M60A3 Tanks valued
at $202 million was forwarded for Congressional review.

(.U) Formal Congressional review of five FMS cases for 108 M60A3
Tanks for Government of Morocco (GOM) was COmDleted on 27 March 1981.

with approval appearing certain. The M60A3 T~nk package totaling $198.9
million was fomarded for countersignature/approval to DSAA. The con-
figuration offered to
themal sights (TTS).
GOM by 3 April 1981.

the GOM was the Rise Passive Tank without tank
The cases were to be officially released to the

... .
?
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(U) Impact shipments of 155m amunltion were airlifted bY t“o
Moroccan C-130 aircraft frm Warner Robbins Air Force Base in Georgia
on 10 and 13 June 1981. A cTitical Moroccan need was satisfied via DA

apprOved dlversiOn Of assets from Army stock.

(U) COlonel Robert J. Kee, newly assigned Chief, Morocco, US Liaison
Office (CMUSLO), visited USASAC on 12 August 1981. Colonel Kee received
detailed briefings on the Moroccan Security Assistance program.

(U) DSAA/DA/USASAC representatives met with the Chief of Staff of
the Royal Moroccan Air Force on 22 September 1981, The purpose of the
meeting was to discuss mission, staffing, and financing for an I-WAWK
Survey Tea. As a result of the meeting, MOrOCCO ~ould ~e~~l~d~te ~e-
quiraents outltned by a Letter of Offer and officially advise acceptance/
nonacceptance, A decision was expected by January 1982.

Iran

(U) Authority was granted by DSAA to dispose
assets, on a case-by-case basis , in a~~Orda*ce with
17 September 1981. Iranian titled assets, however,
be held.

of Iranian non-titled
PDO procedures about
would continue to

Israel

(U) Representatives from Israel, LTC Yosef Araa, LTC Dani Koren

and Mr. Dov Fershtadt visited the Deputy for Operations, USASAC-NCAD, on
6 February 1981. An overview of USASAC operations and a aetailed briefing
on the Cooperative Logistics Supply Support System ana procedures was
presented.

(C) COL Gordon Jones ana LTC Carlos Gosnell, Europe Directorate,
returned from Israel on 11 March 1981, following a 10-day in-country
review of the FMS program. During the visit, they received a briefing

on the Israel Defense Force fiscal year 1982 procurement plan which was
finalized during a meeting at the Ministry of Defense level on 15 March
1981. The following were related to be minimum planned buys: 128 M60A3

Tanks, 42 M88 Tank Recovery Vehicles, 60 M109 155~ SP Howitzers, IZ
M578 Light Recovery Vehicles .

(C) On 26 May 1981, Mr. David Peled and Mr. Zvi Shafir of the
Israeli Ministry of Defense Mission, New york, and Mr. Hannan Moked of the
Directorate for Procurement and Production, Ministry of Defense, Tel Aviv,
visited USASAC to discuss their overall program and to request accelerated
delivery of certain amunition items to include 81m mortar rounds, 175m
projectiles, and 7.62m carriages.
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(C) DSAA was provided delivery status on major equipment t~nd
amunition scheduled through calendar year 1981 for the GoYernme!~t of

Israel. Data included deliye,ry status on M113 APCS, M109 Howitz,:rs,
TOW missiles, I-H&WR Missiles and 81m, 15ti and 175m amunition.

(C) DSAA approved the preparation of two Letters of Offer (LOA)
as requested by tlhe Government of Israel (.GOI)for Basic TOW Misf;iles
on 27 August 1981. Each LOA was for 800 Basic TOW Missiles; howt>yer, one

would exclude the warheads. GQI would pos,sibly decide to provide a war-

head of their om design for use with the Basic TOW.

Jordan

(U) The Jordanian Army indicatea a desire to purchase 320 TOW
Night Sights and :286DRAGON Night Sights in February 1981, The :cespons-
ible MRCS were tasked to prepare LOAS for these sights . The vallle of the
sights with supporting equipment was estimated to be $30-$40 million.

(C) The Government of Jordan also requested, at this time, that a
Letter of Offer ba prepared for four AN/TPQ-36, Mortar Locating Hadars and
four AN/TPQ-37, Artillery Locating Radars. It was estimated tha: LOA
value would be in excess of $8 million; therefore, advanc@ notification
to Congress was r(?quired.

(C) The Government of Jordan then requested a Letter of O:Eferand
Acceptance (LOA) for 31 M88A1 Recovery Vehicles. TACOM WaS tasked to
prepare this LOA. The estimated value was in excess of $30 million.

(U) The Government of Jordan indicated on 20 February tha: they
would accept a Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOA) for a surve!?team
to determine the in-country capability of Jordanian Armed Forces to achieve
conversion of approximately 118 M60A1 Tanks to M60A3S. Also, thf:team
was to develop a list of kits/parts needed for Jordan’s specific require-
ment.

(C) On 27 l?ebruary the Government of Jordan (GOJ) acceptefi the FMS
case for a survey team to determine in-country capability of Jordan Armed
Forces to convert 118 M60A1 Tanks to A3 configurateion. Also, GO.Jrequested
the modification I>eaccomplished in two phases: Phase One - all modifi-
cations necessary to upgrade the tanks to M60A3 passive conf igur:~tion;

Phase Two - modif:? to the TTS configuration when items were available.

(U) Letter~s of Offer (LOA) were being coordinated with 0S1) for
release to Jordan on or about 17 April 1981 for 24 AH-IS Cobra/TOW Modern-
ized Helicopters <?quippedwith armament subsystem, TOW Missile S:~stemM65
and communication equipment . The AH-l S Cobra/TOW Helicopter package also
included LOAS for basic load of amunition, TOW Missiles, Cooper:itive Log-
istics Supply Supl>ortArrangement and s“rvev team to su~~ort int]:od”ction. . .
of the system into the
ing requirements . The
Helicopter package was

Jor~anian Amed For~es and to r~~-end CONUS train--
total estimated value of the AH-l S C8bra/:fOW
$204.9 million.

,

w,;[@zili6ti

% “: ....... .._e.



~

On 15 Jun@ 1981, the GOJ accepted the AH-.1SCobra/TOW Heli-
copter package. The package consisted of amunition, TOW Missiles and
training, in addition to the helicopters. Dollar yalue was $185,866,957.

(U) The Government of Jordan requested @ LOA for 50,000 hand grenades,
7.5 million rounds of small caliber and 38,000 rounds of artillery amu-
nition. Case yalue was $104.6 million and was under Congressional
review at the end of June.

(U) Congressional notlficatton to convert 118 M60A1s to M60A3
configuration was received 9 June 1981, and the thirty-day notification
was received 8 July 1981. Unsigned copies of the LOA were forwarded to
MAP Jordan and DSAA on 13 July 1981. The case value was $56 million with
an expiration date of 30 September lg81 , Letter to MP Jordan requested
authorization for LOA to be,signed by the Jordanian Attache ‘ (Washington)
in view of the expiration date.

(U) ‘In early September the Government of Jordan made an initial
deposit of nearly $39 millfon for five cases involving the AH-IS Cobra/

TOW Package, whose estimated total value was $185,866,957.

(U) The thirty day Congressional notification for Jordan Case
VDC was received on 11 September 1981. Unsigned copies of the LOA were
fowarded to MAP Jordan and DSAA on 15 September 1981. The LOA was for
amunition items requested in June and was valued at $105 million.

Kuwait

(U) A Letter Of Offer for 103 “ehicle~, i~cl”ding six ~mpro”ed

TOW Vehicles (ITV) N901, was forwarded to the customer on 14 November 1981.
Each vehicle offered contained customer defined comnnication configuration
which was not US standard. Vehicles were supplied without machine guns ,
The case value was $20.8 million.

(C) Advance notification u~lderA8CA Section 36{b) was provided
DSAA on 9 September 1981 for 56 each M901 I-TOW vehicles, 16 each M113A2
Armored Personnel Carriers, 56 each AN/UAS-12 infrared TOW Night Sights
and 4840 I-TOW Missiles. This transaction included support components,
concurrent spare parts and training. The estimated total value was
$103.4 million.

(U) A Letter of Offer valued at abcut $124 million was formallY
released to Kuwait in September. It included 64 I-HAWK Missiles and
related materiel and services .



Lebanon

(.U) Let)anon submitted RODS for 18 recoilless rifles and 86 M60 m:lchine
guns deemed urlserviceable and alleged poor quallty upon receipt, in July

1981. USASAC TAT inspected materiel, made minor repairs to two each and
adjustments to the remaining recoilless spotting rifles and successfull~~
test fired alll106m recoil less rifles. Norml maintenance c,n10 M60

machine guns (~levated all to serviceable condition. LAF agreed to per-

form the nece:;sary mintenanc e on the remaining quantity of u~chine guns -
A fo-1 repo]ctof findings by TAT was submitted through USDAO to Chief

of Staff, Leb;~nonAmed Forces, at his request. Allegations ~rerebased upon

lack of understanding and familiarity with itms supplied. All items were
operational a!tthe end of TAT effort., RODS valued in excess of $330,000
were cancelled as a result of these acttons.

(U) Tha Government of Lebanon accepted LOAS totaling $24.9 milli{>n
during 6 July - 12 August. lg81. Items included trucks, co~lnicatiOns
equipment, ammunition, and 106m recoil less rifles.

Tunis ia

(U) A Letter of Offer comprising 30 Amored Personnel Carriers with
the .50 caliber M2 mchine gun frm new procurement was rele~~sed to GOT
for consideration and acceptance in mid-October 1980. Case value was

estimated at $4,739,218. If accepted; FMS loan financing will apply.

(U) A Letter of Offer for training Tunisian students in US Amy
schools during the period 1 October 1980 through 30 September 1981 was
also released to the Government of Tunisia for consideration/acceptance.
The case value was $287,902.

(U) k FMS case for 19 M109A2 self-propelled 155m Hoiitzers,
valued at $15.1 million was forwarded for Congressional review on 20
February 1981.

(U) A Letter of Offer for 19 SP Howitzers, M109A2, with related
equipment was forwarded to the Goverwent of Tunisia (GOT) on 24 March
1981 following Congressional review. Companion CONUS and OCONUS training

cases, with a total estitited cost of $792,000 had also been fomarded
for GOT consideration and acceptance.

(U) Forty-one TOW configured APC with launchers departed from
Mobile, Alabama, 2 April 1981, with ETA in Tunis, of 24 April 1981. A
QAT was to depart CONUS about 22 April 1981. Shipment by the end Of
April 1981 of associated TOW Missiles was being arranged with Rohner-
Gehrig, the Tunisian and Moroccan freight forwarder, with a view tOward.
combining these two countries’ amunition tonnage on an amo vessel.
Deplo~ent da~teof the MTT was to be scheduled based on arrival of the
TOW Missiles in Tunisia.



,, . -.
,.. ,. __~

(U) Brigadier General El Kateb, Chief of Staff, Military Cabinet
at the Tunisian Ministry of Defense, met with Major General Healy on
21 April 1981 to discuss critical FMS issues and receive a general ~S
program review. General El Kateb was accompanied by LTC Boudabous,
principal advisor for security assistance with the Tunisian Ministry
of Defense, and LTC El Afrit, Assistant Tunisian Defense Attache’ ,
Washington, DC. Colonel Fox, Chief of th,eUS Liaison Office in Tunisia,
also participated. The meeting was very productive and informative for
the Tunisian delegation.

(U) Delivery of 41 M113s configured with TOW Launchers and ancil-
lary equipment to Tunisia was accomplished on 23 April 1981. Offloading
of the equipment was completed on 24 April 1981 and a four man QAT began
reprocessing and checkout operations on 25 April 1981. A shipping problem

arose because the TOW practice and attack missiles were category “A”
munitions, procured “ith FMS credit, the total weight was not sufficient
inducement to interest an ~erican flag shipping line (required due to
credit funding) . USASAC assisted the freight forwarder by combining a

shipment of category “A” amunition for Morocco (a cash sale) on an
Italian flag vessel, which was estimated to depart from Sunny Point
kunition Port on or about 19 May 1981. USASAC also provided assistance
in obtaining a waiver from the Maritime Administration to ship these

missiles to Tunisia on,a foreign flag vessel .

(C) The chief of the US Liaison Office in Tunisia reported the
successful accomplishment of a firing demonstration of the C~PAHM
Missile System and Missile (MIM-72A) against BATS targets, which was con-
ducted in-country on 10 June 1981. He reported that all equipment

. .
appeared well rnalntalned and all crews were efficient, Wel I trained and
capable. In hls jud~ent, the exercise seemed to clearly demonstrate
a creditable Tunisian ground-to-air missile capability.

(U) SECDEF had extended the expiration dates from 1 June 1981
(Morocco) and 1 August 1981 (Tunisia) to 1 October 1981 for both FMS
cases in support of a total potential buy of 162 M60A3 Tanks for these
countries .

(U) A Letter of Offer for 12 mortar carriers, with ancillary equiP-
ment, was sent to the Government of Tunisia on 30 June 1981. Total
estimated case value was $3.1 million.

(C) The Chief of the US Military Liaison Office, Tunisia (USLOT),
reported the outstanding results of the first in-country firing on 15 July
1981 of the newly delivered TOW Missile System. This firing demonstra-

tion of one live and nine training TOW Missiles at both stationary and
moving targets was witnessed by the Tunisian Minister of Defense, Joint
Chiefs of Staff and top level military officers, as “en as USLOT rep-
resentatives .

_/.- ”-- ,,,
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(U) Five Letters of Offer and Accept ante (.LOAS),for 54 M60A3 T~nks

with supporting amunition, training, tools and equipment were rlsleased
tO the Goverment of Tunisia for their consideration on 13 A~gust lg81.
Release of these LOA$ was authorized by DS~ uPOn cOmPletiOn Of statutOrY
notification to Congress. The estimated total value of these cases was

$99.2 million.

United Arab Emitates—

(C) A Letter of Offer and Acceptance was requested by the United
Arab Emirates for seven I-RAWR Surface-to-Air Missile Batteries and
45 TOW Missile Launchers mounted on jeeps with all required suPPort, test
equipment and training for each sy~t~m? about 17 April 1981.

(C) Statutory notification to Congress, Section 36(b)
related Letters of Offer (.LOA)were subm?tted to DA}DSAA for
Batteries for the Goverment of the United Arab Emirates+ On
Total estimated value of this package was $607.9 million.

Yemen

AECA, plUS
seven I-HAWR
7 August 1981.

(C) The vessel SS William Hooper was scheduled to depart New York
on 2 April 1981 with 52 M101A1 Towed Howitzers on board, fielve Howitzers
were offloaded at Jidda for Saudi Arabia on or about 18 April 1981 and the
remaining 40 were to be offloaded at Hodeida on or about 21 April 1981

for Yemen. This completed the towed Howitzer requirement for Yemen.

(U) USASAC was tasked to provide planning and review (P&R) data
for notional list of amunition items for Yemen on an expedited basis
about 16 A-gust “1981.

(U) A USASAC sponsored review of the Saudi Arabian financed portion
of the YAR Army EMS/SSA program was conducted 17-19 August 1981 at USASAC

(NCAD) with representatives from Saudi Arabia, the Saudi Arabian Military
Training Mission to Yemen, and the Office of Military Cooperation, Yemen.
Eight cases valued at $21.9 million were officially closed and one case
valued at $1,”537was cancelled. Closure certification on nine additional
cases valued at $3.2 million was expedited. Open concurrent spare part
(CSP) requisitior~s were reviewed for cancellation to expedite closure
on eight cases va~lued at $111.7 million. Both US and Saudi Arabian rep-
resentatives agreed that the review and reconciliation of the Ye.meni
casea were excellent and tentatively scheduled the next review for August
1982 at USASAC (NCAD),

,..
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Saudi Arabia

(U) Saudi Arabia continued to be one ,of the largest individual
customers for Security Assistance in the 1980-1981 timeframe, with
materiel going to both the Saudi Arabian Land FOrCeS (S&F) and the

Saudi Arabian National Guard (SANG). The FNS cases were diverse and
ranged from large orders of major systems. to small requests and trans-
actions. Several groups received repeated attention: armored vehicles,
medical assistance, night vision devices . “nif~rms . and program ~evie”~ .

(U) Armored Vehicles . SANG officials were advised on 25 October
1980 of Cad~llac-Gagers position not to provide pricing and cost data for
the 579 V-150 Amored Cars for the Follow-On Modernization Progrm. SANG
advised PM SANG on 3 November 1980 that they iould accept the Cadillac-
Gage vehicle under these circumstances.

(U) HQ SANG requested the US purchase 5“79Cadillac-Gage v-150
Armored Cars under ~S case ~G. The ASA (RDA) waived the requirement for
Cadillac-Gage to provide pricing and cost data on 7 November 1980.

(U) The Saudi Arabian National Guard (SANG) requested 55 M36E1
Periscopes for use with the v-150 Armored Cars on contract with Cadillac-
Gage. The periscopes, normally used on the M60 Tanks, were to be modified
for use with the amored cars mounted with 90m Cockerill and 2ti’ Oerlikon
guns.

(U) A meeting of representatives from the MRCS, Office of the PM
SANG, USASAC and contractors for the V-150 Armored Vehicle was held at
TACOM on 20 February 1981, to insure maximum coordination of major com-
ponent requirements before production of the v-150 Armored Vehicle.

(U) Based on a request from Headquarters, Saudi Arabian National
Guard, a ‘list of US amored car manufacturers was compiled by TACOM and
transmitted to Riyadh on 29 July 1981. HQ SANG intended to contact the

manufacturers directly for possible demonstrations of their vehicles to
assist in determination of armored car requirements for Phase III of the
Modernization Follow-On Program, scheduled to comence in 1986.

(U) Medical Assistance. SANG requested USG assistance in upgrading
the Saudi Arabian Medical Program. DSAA directed preparation of LOA. To
accommodate DSAA and SANG, two LOA options were prepared: the first pro-
vided for an entire medical modernization program throughout the country;
the second provided for the operation and maintenance of a 500 bed hospital
only. The SANG preferred the second option in early 1981. Both LOA options
and 36(b) notification were hand carried to HoDA on 17 Februarv 1981.
General Guthrie was briefed by the PM SANG on ’19 February 19811 ““BGBartlett
also briefed LTG Pixley on 18 February and LTG Graves on 20 February 1981.

~- .-
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(C) k LOA.was submitted to DCSLOG on 9 March 1981~e manage- -
ment and staffing of a 500-bed hospital for the Saudi Arabian National
Guard (SANG). Tbe US, under this LOA, would contract with private in-
dustry to carry out the hospital program over a 30-month period.

(C) SECDEF guidance was received in May 1981 regarding the potential
US-Saudi Arabia agreement for US management and administration of the Saudi

Arabian National Guard 500-bed hospital complex. Authority was granted
for the Project Manager, SANG Modernization Program, to proceed with dis-
cussions with the SANG regarding alternate contractual methods and the
implications of these alternatives on t~,eopening date of the hospital

complex and the extent of competit~on for the contract.

(C) =Vision “Dev$ces, The Government of Saudi Arabia signed
two LOAS for the sale of 226 AN/TAS -4 TOW Night Sights and 3,85AN/TAS-5

DRAGON Night Sights. De12very was expected In twenty months . A third
LOA for the sale of 130 AN/TAS.6 Night Obse~atfon Devices (Long Range)
was expected to be signed by the Saudis prior to mid-November 1980.
Total value of the sale was $56.4 million.

(U) Demonstration of the AN/USASll and AN/USAS12 Night Vision
Devices was scheduled for 29 August 1981 +n Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. The
Night Vision Laboratories, Fort Belvoir, Virginia would conduct the
demonstration and it would include comparison of similar foreign~ade
night vision devices.

(U) Uniforms. The Natick PM for the Saudi Arabian Uniform Program
was schedul=~ief Comander USASAC on 14 November 1980 concerning the
status of investigations into size, shade, and other problem areas in
this unifom program.

(U) An IPR of the Saudi Air Force uniform program was conducted
at Natick Laboratories on 2-3 April 1981. The review was attended by the

Royal Saudi Air Force Project Officer and representatives from USASAC,
Natick Laboratories and the Defense Personnel Support Center. The program

began in 1978 and was estimated to continue until 1987.

(U) -s and Program Administration. Reviews of the Saudi Army
~S Programs were to be conducted. The Tenth Saudi Arabia Land Forces

Conference (SALF X) was to be held in Washington DC area 1-5 June 1981;
a prior working conference for the Saudi Arabian National Guard was to be
conducted at New Cumberland Army Depot, 18-22 May. Brigadier General
Bartlett provided a review of his two years as Project ‘Manager in May.

(C) In response to a DSAA request, the profile of several items of
equipment (M-1 Tank, IFV, CFV, IW109, and DIVADS) under consideration for
possible sale to the Saudi Arabian National Guard was prepared. The US
Project Manager for SANG Modernization (OPM SANG) prepared for discussions
with Prince Abdullah on the next phase of the total program and requested
clearance from State Department and DOD to discuss an option for a mechan-
ized brigade in early May 1981.
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(.U) The agenda. for the tenth semi-annual Saudi Arabian Land

Forces (.SALF) Review, scheduled for 1-5 June 1981 in Washington, DC, was
announced in May 1981. At the request of the Saudi representatives and
their in-country US counterparts, this conference placed emphasis on
methods for maintaining a high state of readiness in addition to a review
Of FMS cases.

(U) Colonel George Todd, Director, Mideast, Africa, and hericas;
and Mr. Len Collins, Saudi Arabia Division Team Leader, visited Saudi
Arabia 2-7 May 1981. The purpose of the visit was an on-site review of
Saudi Arabian National Guard and Saudi Arabian Land Forces programs.

(U) OPM SAWG, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, requested that N109 SP,
Howitzers and suppo~t equipment (M98A1 Retriever and HET) be deleted
from requirements. SANG decided not to introduce tracked vehicles
during Phase 11 of the Modernization Program. Tn conjunction with this
action, requirements for 155~ amunit ion were deferred.

(FOUO) Action was taken in November 1980 to expedite shipment of
weapons and amunition to Saudi Arabia. Military airlift comand air-
lifted 750 M2 50 caliber MG, ten 155m towed Howitzers, 302;000 rounds

of 50 caliber amunition and 3,762 riot grenades . In addition, 200 81m
mortars and 674 M2 50 caliber MG were enroute by ocean vessel with estimated
time of arrival in Saudi Arabia 2 December 1980. Four hundred and thirty-
two thousand rounds of 50 caliber amunition, 11,000 riot grenades and 4,000

rounds of VULCAN dumy amunition were also being readied for ocean shipment.

(U) In November 1980, Bowen-McLaughlin-York (BMY) Company requested
an Advisory Opinion concerning the sale and export of M109 -unit ion
Delivery Systems (~S) to the Government of Saudi Arabia. The ADS vehicle,
a derivative of the M109 Self-Propelled Howitzer, was created by removing
the gun and turret from the chassis. It was designed specifically as an
armored amunition vehicle to accompany and supply the M109 series Howitzers

which Saudi Arabia had in its inventory. The DA position recommending

aPPrOval was coordinated with ARRCOM and provided to USDR&E on 13 November
1980.

(U) The Saudi Arabian Government, through the Ordnance Program
Division, Division Engineers, Riyadh, submitted formal requests for LOAS

for 100 5-ton wreckers, M816; 500 5-ton cargo trucks, M813; 500 l-ton
utility trucks, M151A2; and 200 5-ton cargo trucks, M928. USASAC awaited
State Department and DSM approval to prepare the LOAS Estimated value

of the total package was $90 million.

(U) The Saudi Arabian Land Forces requested authority from the
State Department to purchase 6,000 LAW rockets manufactured in Norway
under a US-Norwegian coproduction agreement. The US hbassador to

Saudi Arabia recommended that this request be approved.
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(U) In late February 1981 the State Department and DSAA approved
the truck requests from Saudi Arabia. TACOM prepared LOAS for 1C1O5-ton
ca~go trucks, M81~l; 500 +-ton utility trucks, M151A2; and 200 5-t:oncargo
trucks, M928. The!estimted case value was”$90 million.

(U) DSAA cc,untersigned two Letters of Offer and Acceptance (LOAS) on
24 March 1981 for 500 5-ton truck wreckers M816, and 500 ~-ton utility
trucks M151A2 for a total value of $26.7 million. LOAS were hand carried

to Saudi Arabia for acceptance on 26 March 1981,

(U) Action was taken to lease an M198 towed Howitzer to Sz~udi
Arabia for a 20-30 day period in August 1981. The purpose was tc,demon-
strate the gun in a desert @nviroment.

(U) USASAC released an unsigned advance copy of an ~S case to
Saudi Arabia for consideration and analys?s during formal Congressional

notification. Case was for 500 5-ton cargo trucks M813 with an (!stimated
value of $42 mill;~on. Statutory notification period was cmplet~!d on
or about 17 May 1!?81at which time countersigned copies were sent to
Saudi Arabia for acceptance.

(C) The Sa,ldiArabian Government, through the US Army Section of
USMTM, submitted a formal request for Letter of Offer and Accept:ince (LOA)
for nine ANITPQ-36 radar sets (mortar) and six AN/TPQ-37 radar se!ts

(artillery). DSAA and State authorized preparation of the LOA. Section
36(b) Advance Notification to Congress was due at DSAA not later than
1 May 1981. The f?stimated value of the case was $72 million.

(U) The De]?artment of State approved, in April 1981, a SalldiArabian
Land Forces reque:;t to purchase 18 M198, 155m towed Howitzers. The Letter
of Offer (LOA), u]~der development at ARRCOM, would be furnished to Saudi
Arabia for consid(?ration by mid sumer 1981.

(U) An FMS case for 500 %-ton utility trucks, M151A2, was signed
by the General Chief of the Joint Staff, MODA, on 21 April lg81. TOtal
case value was $9 million. The estimated implementation date wa:; 1 May 1981.

(U) The Sa~~diArabian Land Forces (SALF) Amy Aviation Program
Master Plan was r,~ceived from HQDA on 9 June 19.81for review. This plan,
developed by a US team under agreement with the Saudi Arabian Go.;ernment,
provided for the establishment of a complete helicopter aviation program
for the SALF. Th~ review, to be conducted primrily by TSARCOM, addressed
P&R data for all !squipment, support, services, and training (to be provided
by TWOC) that would be ~equired to carry out the program. Resl?onsewaa
due HQDA not later than 1 July 1981.



(U) On lg June 1981, a USASAC representative delivered three LOAS to
the Saudi Defense Attache ~ which covered the demonstration of the M198
Howitzer. These LOAS provided for the equipment, anunit ion, and person-
nel involved in the demonstration. The LOAS,~pired on 9 July 1981, In
order to comply with the Saudi request for the dmnstration to take place
in early Aufist.

(U) During the weekend of 27-28 June 1981, the Saudi Arab ian Govern-
ment accepted two FMS cases which provided the equipment and amunition
required to demonstrate the M198 Howitzer in Saudi Arabia in August 1981.
A third case, which provided for the personnel to conduct the demonstration,

was expected to be accepted with$n a matter of days afterward.

(U) The Saudi Arabian Government (.SAG)$igned/accepted two FMS cases
for 5-ton trucks totaling $58.7 million. Included were 100 5-ton wreckers,

M816 ($17.6 million) and 500 5-ton cargo trucks, M813 for $41.1 million.

(U) Brigadier General John J. Yeosock assumed cownd as the new
Project Manager for Saudi Arabia National Guard Modernization Program

(PM-SANG), effective 25 June 1981, in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. An End-of-
Tour Report by Brigadier General Gerald T. Bartlett, outgoing Project

Manager, was received and staffed within DARCDM.

(U) OPM SANG Modernization Program requested availability infor-
mation for 113 items of materiel required for possible activation of two
additional battalions over those wl~ichwere already programed for calendar
years 1982-1985. Major Readiness Comnds were requested to develop
required information by 28 August 1981.

(C) On 20 August 1981, the USG and the Government of Saudi Arabia
reached agreement on an MOU providing for a medical program for the Saudi

Arabia National Guard (SANG) . The $500 million program involved management
of a contract to operate a 500 bed hospital in Riyadh supporting SANG

soldiers and their families. The MOU was to be signed in a public cere-

mOnY in Taif, Saudi Arabia, on 24 August 1981, by SMG Comander prince
Abdullah and PM SANG, Brigadier General Yeosock, for the USG.

(U) In a meeting with SANG Comander, Prince Abdullah, 15 August
1981, PM SANG, Brigadier General John Yeosock , was advised that the SANG

decided to request the USG to modernize two battalions at Taif and Jeddah
instead of the battalions originally scheduled for modernization during the

1983-1985 time frame. Prince Abdullah had originally considered modern-
izing these two battalions in addition to those already scheduled for

modernization.

(U) Representatives from TSARCOM. TMOC. COE. Fort Rucker. and
Fort Hood pre~ented
9 September 1981 on

an executive level ~riefing’ to S~ate/OSD/DA o:
the Saudi Arabian Land Forces Army Aviation Program
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The briefing, previously presented to (HgH),Colonel Fai sal Bin .

Saud, Director of SALF Ayiation in Atlanta on 20 August 1981, coyered the
concept, analysis, and feasibility. The feasibility study was scheduled

to be formally pres~;nted to the Saudi Arabian Goveruent (SAG) in early
November 1981. Cblonel Faisal would be directly involved in the fc,rml

presentation to SAG, USASAC had been adyised unofficially that Colonel
Faisal would depart for Saudi Arabia to start informal discussion c)nthe

SWFM .

(U) TMOC prepared an LOA for a Saudi AraBian Land Forces (VALF)
Army Aviation TAFT. The team’s mission would be to facilitate the intro-

duction of aviation assets into the SALF. Action was not completed by the
end of fiscal year 1981.

(FOUO) The initial Saudi ArabIan National Guard Modernization !?rogram
under a project manager began in 1973, and was completed in lg79. The
SANG follow-on modernization program, whtch was act$ve in fiscal yzars
1980 - 1989 was to be divided Into three phases. The total progran to
30 September 1981 comprised 65 active Fore?gn M51itary Sales cases having
a value of $1.9 billion. The Phase I (1980-1981) Follow-On program had
these objectives:

1. To modernize the First Brigade as follows:
Organize and train a brigade headquarters.

;: Sustain four modernized CABS.

c. Organ,ize, equip, and train an artillery battalion.
d. Organ[ize, equip, and train an engineer company.

e. Organize, equip, and train a logistics support battalion.

2. To organj.ze, equip, and train the First Signal Company.

3. To organ?.ze, equip, and train the nucleus of a training base.

4. To begin development of a logistics base.

5. To make necessary preparations for Phases II and III.

6. To

(FOUO)
was expected

1. To

follows :
a.

b.

c.
d.

e.

sustain OPM SANG.

Phaae 11 of the SANG Follow-on Modernization Prograln,which
to run from 1982-1985 had these objectives:

complete modernization of and sustain the First Brigade as

Equip, complete training af,.and ‘“sustainthe First Brigade

Headquarters.
Sustain four CABS.

Completely equip and sustain the First Artillery Battalion.
Equip, complete training of, and sustain the First Engineer
Company.
Sustain the First Logistics Support Battalion.
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(FOUO) Phase II (Continued)
2. To modernize and sustain the Second Brigade as follows:

Organize, equip, train, and sustain the Second Brigade Head-
quarters; four CABS; Second Artillery Battalion; the Second
Engineer Company; and the

3. To

4. To

5. To

6. To

7. To

(FOUO)

expand and sustain the

complete moaernizat?on

expand and sustain the

Second Logistics Support Battalion.

First Signal Company.

of and sustain the Training Base.

Logistics Base.

make necessary preparations for Phase 111.

sustain OPM SANG.

Phase II, in turn, was expected to be fOLLowea by Phase 111
of the Follow-On ‘Modernization Program, which would span the ‘period 1986-
1989, but its objectives had not yet been approved by HRH Prince Abd”Llah,
SANG Comander.

(FOUO) The SANG Medical Services Modernization Program. The Med-
ical Services Modernization Program saw important developments in fiscal
year 1981. The Program had its origins in a 17 September 1979 letter from
HRH Prince Abdul Lah, SANG Comander, to the US kbas sador to Saudi Arabia,
which requestea the organization and maintenance of two hospitals and two
medical cities; the establishment of a meaical records center, a field
medical service, and a surgeon general’s office; the development of a
casualty evacuation system; the modernization of a dispensary system and
a medical supply system.

(FOUO) As a result of a survey conducted in May 1980, by the DA
Surgeon General on requirements involved in the SANG request for the Medical
Program, a ninetian medical study team arrived in Riyaah in July 1980 to

write a scope of work and a Project Manager’s Master Plan (PMMP) for the
SANG Medical Services Modernization Program as the basis for a US Govern-
ment proposal, if approved. This PNMP was developed in August, rewritten in
September in consonance with DSAA guidance and, after briefing, was ap-

proved by the DARCOM, HQDA, and OSD staffs.

(FOUO) In January 1981, Secretary of State Haig approvea a Government-
to-Government agreement for the Program. To avoia time-consuming negotiations,
it was agreed that the existing Memorandum of Understanding (MQU) be used,
as the Medical Program was considered an expansion of the existing Moderniz-
ation Program. In February, the Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LoA) for
the Medical Program was prepared, per HRH Prince Abdullah “s September 1979
Letter, and the fomal notification was sent to Congress in April.
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(FOUO) In i~une, and upOn the Saudi Arabian Government’s r~!quest,
a new, modigied LOA was completed to include agreement to negotictte a
new MQU, In July:, the US Goyerment concurred with the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia in the establishment of the new MOU for the PrOgram and cc>nsented

to the delay of sfLgnatures on the LOA until agreement was reached on the
proposed MOU, This.agreement was concluded with the signing of the MOU

on 24 August 1981. Consequent ly, the LOA for the initial phase of the
program was corre(:ted to reflect conditions outlined in the MOU t!ndwas

submitted to SANG for signature. This LOA, which was signed by IiQ SANG
on 27 October 198:1,provided $503 million for the Project Manage]: to
supervise the fir!stphase of the SNC Medical program in the cae~tal citY
of Riyadh.

(FOUO) Objl:ctives of the SMG Med$cal Se~ices Modernization Program,
remained almost identical to those put forth in RRR Prince Abdullah’s
initial request I{atter. They were:

1. Operation and maintenance of one hospital and medical ,:ity
in Riyalih.

2. Establishment of a medical records center.

3. Establishment of a field medical service.

4. Development of a casualty evacuation system.

5. Modernization of a dispensary systm.

6. Establishment of a surgeon general’s office.

7. Modernization of a medical supply system.

(FOUO) In conclusion, negotiations regarding the implementation of
the Medical Program were complet@d.

SANG Modernization Overview

(FOUO) In general terms, the mission of OPM SANG continued to be
to modernize the SANG in accordance. with conditions and requirements as
contained in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by the US
Government and Saudi Arabian Government in 197.3. This was mOre specifically
defined in the mission statement as contained ‘in the.PM!s Charter, signed

by the Secretary of Defense on 20 December 1979;
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,, . . . The objective of the program is to modernize
the SANG in the areas of management organization,
training, equipment, maintenance, supply procure-

ment, and facilities commensurate with the standards
of the US Army as appropriately suited to the cap-

abilities of the SANG, (The PM) will exercise
principal authority over the planning, direction,

execution, and control of the modernization which
covers all elements, missions, functions, and re-
quirements of the SANG, and will facilitate im-
creased SANG participation in all aspects of the
program, the goal being SANG’s eyentual capability
to unilaterally initiate and sustain modern organ-

izations and systems .”

(FOUO) A major goal in the OPM miss?on cont?nued to be one of
assisting the SANG in developing self-sufficiency, This included in-

creasing the active participation of the SANG in all aspects of the
progrsm, to include areas previously not emphasize for SANG involvement,

such as mnagement and procurement.

(FOUO) In addition to the modernization objectives as defined in
the Initial and Follow-on Programs. OPM SANG assisted the HQ SANG staff
with numerous projects outside the oyerall scope of the program: These
projects were important to the modernization effort since they demon-
strated HQ SANG’s desire to become self-sufficient, and at the same time,
improve its management effectiveness .

(FOUO) With these facts in mind, and with particular emphasis on
those instances in which OPM SANG advancea towara accomplishment of its
mission, the remainder of this chapter addresses the significant program
developments at OPM SANG for the fiscal year 1981 by month of occurrence.

(FOUO) October 1980. ho of the four modernized Combined Arms
Battalion--the 2d and 4th--were deployed from the Khashm Al An (KAA)
training base to the Eastern Province. The convoy was extremely well-
disciplined compared with previous ones. Battalion officers were
fully involved in the planning, expediting, organization, and execution
of this move. Prior to movement, the brigade headquarters staff developed
all plans for actions in Damam (Eastern Province ).,to include a compre-
hensive road movement plan. Their efforts in the East included coordin-

ation of engineer support, “show of fo,rce”planning, and coordination of
air aefense and air space managaent .

(FOUO) The partially-trained Fire Support Element (,FSE) of the
Artillery Battalion Headquarters, on its first operational mission,
accompanied the Brigade Headquarters to Damam auring the movement of
the two CABS to the Eastern Province. The Air Defense (AD) element
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established liaison and communications with the local sector Op{*rations
Center. The FSE effectively contr~lled AD assets and was capab~e of pro-
viding early war]ting of threat aircraft. The 1st LSB also deployed a

Forward Area Supl?ortBase to Damam in support of the two CABS,

(FOUO) Th,~initial recommendation for qualitative upgrade of SANG1s
Phase III am~rei fighting vehicle fleet was completed and euhrnltted to’
HRR Prince Abdul”lah, SANG Comander,

(FOUO) In September 1980, HRH Prince Abdullah was briefei on a new
plan for the SAWG Medical Services Modernization Program which ‘hadbeen
developed and the P~P rewritten.

,..

(FOUO) November 1980. In addit?on to accomplishments in.meeting
the modernizat=n objectives, the OPM-SANG staff assisted the HQ SANG
staff with nmerous project5 outside the overall scope Pf the Frogram.
One of these additional modernization initiatives Involved assisting SANG
with establishment of an O&M capability for its new $250 million head-
quarters complex, which was completed in November 1980. Particular em-
phasis was also placed on assistance in obtaining proposals for a final
design of the complex’s underground co-rid center.

(FOUO) A cmplete analysis of training requirements for modernized
units was completed, and a restructuring of courses and instructor personnel
begun in order to accommodate the MOS shortfall in the CABS by the end of
1981.

(FOUO) With regard to unit activities, the TOE for the I.stArtillery
Battalion Headqtlarters and Service Battery was approved; the G~!neral

Support Maintenance Unit (GSMU) assumed the direct support mission of non-
modernized units in the Riyadh area and operation of the maintt~nance facil-
ity at ~; and the 1st and 3d CABS successfully completed platoon and
company SANGTEPS (modified AHTEPs).

(FOUO) December 1980. The 2d and 4th CABS returned frolmthe Eastern
Province and were replaced by the 1st and 3d CABS in their secliritymission.
The 1st and 3d :fieldartillery batteries remained in the M b,~seunder the
Artil Ie,ryBattalion Headqu~ters.

(FOUO) Tineprincipal staff Officars and cOmpany comanders Of the
1st LSB took a seven-day orientation tour of the facilities of the Combat
Support Battalion of the 1st Infantry Division (Forward) in Geoppegin,
West Germany. The tour was very successful and proyi,ded the officers with

a view of what ‘OPM-SANGwas attempting to achieve in Saudi Arabia.

(.FOUO) At the request of HQ SANG, and as a modernization initiative
outside the established objectives of Che prOgram, meetings were held at
OPM SANG in November 1980 regarding the new SANG budget for the period
April 1981 - April 1982, and representatives from the various OPM divisic,ns

41?

FOROFFIHALUSEONLY



FOROFFICIALUSEONLY
were requested to identify and to cost all non-~S funded Phase II facility
and equipment requirements for which HQ SANG would have to budget in order
for modernization to continue as scheduled. A consolidated response satis-
fying this request was presented to HQ SANG $n mid-December 1980.

(FOUO) Contract modification actions were made to provide for ac-
celerated modernization of the engineer company and the training base.
Eleven additional courses of instruction were to he taught at the Com-
bined Ams School (CAS) .

(u) The 2d.Maintenance and 2d Sueply and Transeort Companies
were assigned to the 1st LSB and began training,

(U) The Phase 11 contractor services and training contract, the
Scoee of Work (SOW),was completed and staffed within OPM SANG. It was

incorporated into m RFP (Request for Proposal) and sent to Vinnell
Corporation.

(FOUO) The S~G requested clarification of cost figures in the
Project Manager’s Master Plan (PMNP) for the eroeosed Medical Services
Modernization Program, and an OPM representative worked with SANG aud-
itors to provide this information. The SMG also requested OPM assist-
ance in evaluating bids for the eurchase of a mobile surgical hospital
which would be intended for use during deelo~ent, Hadj , etc. A number
of MSC officers from the US Military Training Mission to Saudi Arabia
(USMTM) erovided the necessary expertise for the evaluations. and suc-
ceeded in furnishing a written reeort,along with their recomendat ions,

to the SANG.

(FOUO) During October 1980, it had become clear that HRH Prince
AbduLlah was directing full attention toward his request for the
oeeration and maintenance of two hospitals and that the remainder of the
Program could be negotiated at a later date. The comparison of the

British conceet versus the US concept was in the foreground.

(FOUO) USASAC responded to the OPM request for guidance on the US
Government medical proposal. An affirmative reely was given regarding OPM
authority to sueervise a contractor hired by another goverment, should
this requirement arise. The,OPM was also directed to adhere to its ero-
eosal for the advice and assistance role, regardless of whether a private
firm or another government was awarded the contract.

(FOUO) A meeting was held between the US hbaasador to Saudi Arabia
and HRH Prince Abdullah to determine the status of the Medical Moderniz-
ation Program. The US Government was tentatively disqualified as being
tno exeens ive and lacking a Government-t o-~overnment agreement on the
program.
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(FOUO) A modification to the contract for Phase II publications
was issued, giving Vinnell Corporation the authority to commence hiring
and begin work. The contractor set up offices in the US and began
preparations for production.

(FOUO) January 1981. The 2d and 4th CABS completed their platoon
and company SA-,PS, with all units being rated combat-ready. The Ist
LSB asswed the mission of delivering fuel to the contractor as a part
of its training aridas a step toward self-sufficiency.

(FOUO) In November 1980, SANG instructors had been trainee by manu-
facturer representatives on the Carl Gustav anti-tank weapon, ant!the
subsequent instruction of CAB personnel by these SANG instructor:: began
in early January 1981.

(FOUO’) Several brigade headquarte~s staff officers, as a part of
training, were ma(lepart of the planning effort and would control.execu-
tions of battaliol~ SANGTEPS for the 2d and 4tfiCABS.

(FOUO) The provisional 1st Artillery Battalion, consistirq: of a HQ,
HQ and Services B:attery, 2d Battery, 4th Battery and two air def{?nse
platoons was formed. The provisional battalion was con-

sidered to be a u)mit in training, and intensive training began.

(FOUO) The Director of “Maintenance and Transport, HQ SANG, approved
the modernization study, presented to him in December 1980, of toe mission
and functions of the POL Supply Unit. The personnel portion of the TO&E

was completed, and work continued on the equipment portion.

(FOUO) Studies were presented to HQ SANG for reorganizing the staff
of the Deputy for Military Affairs (DNA), HQ SANG, in order to enhance

modernization in logistical areas. me studies, which included organiz-
ation, mission and functions of key elements, showed how the DNA staff

would interface with the headquarters and operating elements of the Log-
istics Base. The Assistant Deputy Comander, HQ SANG, approved the new

organization structure and directed its implementation.

(FOUO) Discussions on the SANG Medical Program with HQ SA.NGreopened
as the result of the US Government decision to honor Prince Abdullah’s
requirement for a.Government-to-Government agreement. Items discussed
included methods of contracting, restricted Yersus Open bidding, and time
required to open the hospitals. The ~. S.~G, was not authorized to discuss
restricted biddi~[g.

(FOUO) A revised, informal Request for Quotation (RFQ) was prepared
for distribution to US Meaical firms in-country. A total of six such
medical firms, tl]endoing business in Sauai Arabia, received th(!informal
request for cost estimates.
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(FOUO) ~H Prince Abdullah specified his.concept of one British
hospital and ~ne US hospital, with the intention of fostering competion.
Private hospital contractors met with Prince Abdullah and provided var-

ious cost est?mates and private assurances.

(FOUO) A freight forwarder contract was awarded to handle all the
Modernization Program cargo from CONUS to Riyadh.

(FOUO) February 1981. In Nwember 1980, the organization and

functione of the SANG Logistics Base Headquarters, consisting of a logistics
base co~nder, deputy co~nder, a logistics management control center,

a logistics plans office, and an administrative and finance office, had
been completed and presented to HQ SANG, This concept study favored a

time-phasing and building block approach in order to lessen the impact of
implementation and had been briefed to HQ SANG in Decmber 1980. During

January 1981, meetings with HQ SANC led to a general acceptance of the
headquarters elements and its subordinate operating activities. Changes

to the organizational structure requested by HQ SANG were incorporated
to improve comand and control lines. In February 1981, the Assistant

Deputy Commander, HQ SANG, approved the organization and functions of the
SANG Logistics Base. Under the revised concept, the Headquarters consisted

of the Cowander, Logistics Plans Office, Inspection Office, Finance and
Personnel Office and the Logistical Material Management Center, The Head-

quarter would provide command and control for three subordinate units:
Supply Depot Command, Maintenance Depot Comand and the Transportation
Command.

(FOUO) The 2d and 4th CABS rotated to Da-m, replacing the 1st
and 3d CABS in their operational missions, and also conducted their annual
SANGTEPS and were rated combat-ready.

(FOUO) In December 1980, initial planning and coordinating had
begun in order to convene a V-150 Systems Integration Conference. In
February 1981, this conference was conducted at TACOM. Attendees included
industry representatives from Cadillac-Gage, General Electric Vulcan, and

Racal Tacticom Radio. Representatives of the US Government were from
USASAC , TACOM, ARRCOM , DCAS , and the USA Procurement Office, Germany. The

purpose of the Conference was to coordinate the integration of the V-150D
Amored Car, the GE VULCAN, Racal communications equipment, the M36E1
sights, land navigation and range-finder equipment, and to resolve any
outstanding questions Qr issues concerning the integration ~f these syst@ms.

(FOUO) The Brigade Headquarters participated as a control head-

quarters in an OPFOR (BN SANGTEP) exercise. Also, the Brigade Head-
quarters planned and directed the execution of the rotation of battalions
to and from the Eastern Province.
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(FOUO) The 1st and 3d Batteries repOrted to the Artillery BaCtaliOn,
as well as the 1st and 3d AD Platoons. This completed the formulation of

the Artillery Battalion, which consisted of HQ, HQ and Services Bal:tery,
four 105m Howitzer firing batteries, and one VULCAN Air Defense Bittery.
Formation of the staff and unit training continued.

(FOUO) Tomal modernization training of the General Support lVain-
tenance Unit (GS~) was begun.

(FOUO) In anticipation of the pemanent stationing in April 1981 of
two modernized SANG CABS in the Al Hasa area some 300 kilometers north-
east of Riyadh, in January 1981, 0~ SANG initiated actions to identify
contractor requirements in support of the units which would be stationed
at Al Hasa. The ultimate requirement would be a complete plan detailing
the contractor supF,ortrequirements at Al Hasa. The final product con-
sisted of a letter dispatched to HQ SANG for approval in February 1981
which provided OPM SANG’s concept of operations in Al Hasa; provided two
options for housin~ contractor personnel in Al Hasa (Option 1 was a con-
tractor camp; Opti<~n 2 was lease of a hotel) ; provided detailed lists
of equipment that the contractor would require; identified the additional
funds required to support the contractor effort in Al Hasa.

(FOUO) The Vinnell Corporation established CONUS-based publications
offices, and produ<:tion began on the first manual.

(FOUO) DSAA tasked DA to prepare the Letter of Offer and Accept-
ance (LOA) 36B to cover the entire Medical Services Modernization Program,
based on the September 1979 request from Prince Abdullah.

(FOUO) OPM SANG provided Medical Program LOA 36B to USASAC in two
forms; one to cover the @ntire program as initially requested with two
hospitals, and the other to cover the operation and =intenance of one
hospital only.

(FOUO) The Ambassador to Saudi Arabia and the PM, SANG, suggested
for the first time that the MOU existing for the Modernization Program
be used to cover the Medical Program, in order to avoid time-consuming
negotiations. HRI[Prince Abdullah agreed and referred the matter to
his staff.

(FOUO) March 1981. The 1st and 3d CABS underwent their anriual——
battalion SANGTEPS and were rated combat-ready.

(FOUO) The Rrigade FTX “Falcon of the Peninsula” began with the
simultaneous moyelnent to the exercise area of the 1st and 3d CABS, the
Logistics Support Battalion, and the Artillery Battallon from Khashm
Al An, and the 2d and 4th CABS from their operational mission in the
Eastern Pravince. This was the SANG’s first brigade-level FTX a~d in-
cluded both air-transport and resupply support frm the Royal Sa~di
Air Force (RSAF).
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(FOUO) Negotiations began with the Yinnell Corporation” for phase II
of the Follow-on Modernization Program, which.wuld run from January 1982 eo

Decmber 1985.

(FOUO) The organizational structure of the Logistic Base Headquarters’
elements was slightly modified as a result of meetings with HQ SmG, to

cOnsist Of the Co-rider, Administrative Office, Personnel and Finance
Office, Logistics Plans Office, Logistics Wnagement Control Center (LNCC),
and the Inspection and Assistance Office. In addftion, modernization
efforts were begun in March 1981 for the MCC, the General Supply Stores,
and the Property Disposal Activity of the Logistics Base.

(FOUO) Signal Company radio operators, as well as elements of the
1st LSB, supported the Brigade Headquarters and the CABS during their

SANGTEPS .

(FOUO) Visits were made to transportation units, Province Headquarters,
and other 10gi StiCs units in the tows of Jeddah, Taif, Da~am, AI HaSa,
Hail, Najran, and Ar Ar. Province comanders and other SANG officials
were briefed on the embryonic modernization plans for a SANG transport-
ation system. They were informed that a baseline study of transportation
resources and procedures would be conducted and would provide the basis

for a modernization plan to be executed during Phase II.

(FOUO) A briefing to DSAA on the proposed SANG Medical Program LOA
led to its revision. The revised offer would cover a program period of

30 months and be for one hospital only. In addit ion, the infomal noti-
fication, LOA 36B, for the SANG Medical Program was submitted to Congress
and included discussion of the possibility of providing the entire Medical
Program at a potential multi-billion dollar cost.

(FOUO) The requirement for a new MOU for the Medical prOgram SUr-
faced again in infoml discussions with the SANG staff. AS a result,
the PM, SANG, briefed HRH Prince Abdullah on the status of the Medical
Program LOA and on the US Government proposal. The PM again suggested
the use of the Modernization PrOgram MOU, since the Medical program

would be an expansion of the program that existed. HRH Prince Abdullah
agreed in concept.

(U) A personnel change took place on 14 March 1981, when Mr. Ted M.
Williamson replaced Mr. Garth R. Churchill as Chief Counsel of OPM SANG.

(FOUO) The Al-turn Moha-d Bin Saud Brigade (,FirstBrigade) com-
pleted the Spring FTX which was.begun in March, and all four battalions

were rated combat-ready. A live.-fireexercise was conducted for HRH
Prince Abdullah, Coma~der of the National Guard,
uished visitOrs . The National Guard acc~plished

and for mny disting-

all of its objectives
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on this extended field trainirigexercise (.25March - 8 April 1981). Of
particular. note was the initiative, professionalism, and confidence ex-
hihited by the ynunger SANG officers, who had risen to the rank of major
during the Moderrlization Program. Training deficiencies, however, dis-
covered in the Brigade FTX were the focal points of training in April
1981.

(FOUO) The Maintenance Company of the 1st LSB initiated the Phased
Functional Transfer Plan which mrked the beginning of the tran:~fer of
maintenance suppnrt tasks in support of the Brigade from the contractor
to the Battalion In Tebruary 1981, the Supply and Transport Company
of the LSB assumt~d the sble responsibility for delivering fuel “to the
contractor and c<]ntinued to accomplish this mission without problems.
During April 19811,this company accepted the entire miesion for sole
support of the B]:igade’s fuel requirements.

(FOUO) In November 1980, meetings with the SANG school conmander
had been held col]cerning the reorganization of the SANG schOOls, and
agreement was reached. The,modernized SANG schools TDA proposal.was
presented for st:]ffing at HQ SANG in January 1981 and was presented to
HRH Prince Abdul :lahin April with a recomendat ion for approval ~~

(FOUO) In l)ctober lg80, work had begun on develOpnent Of ~1cOncePt
plan for Phase 1:[1of the follow-on Modernization Program in order to
define the broad requirements of this phase. In February 1981, a letter
was dispatched tf>HM Prince Abdullah by the PM requesting that the Joint
Modernization Co[mittee reconvene and establish Phase 111 objectives. In
March 1981, this comittee, composed of key HQ SANG and OPM SANG personnel,
agreed upon the l?hase III objectives (January 1986 - Dece~er l!~89);and
a joint report wi~sprepared. In April, this report was signed by the
Project tinager ~~ndGeneral Rasheed, SANG Vice Deputy for Operations,
and sent to HRH l?rinceAbdullah for approval.

(FOUO) Rewarehousing and inventory were begun in the Gene~ral
Supply Stores, Si~G Logistics Base.

(FOUO) The four CABS and the brigade staff developed the 1981-1982
Annual Training IProgram”.

(FOUO) HQ SANG decided to build a pe~ne,nt camp in Al Ha3a for
contractor pers.o]nnelin support of two modernized SANG battalions, which
were to be deployed to the Eastern Province on a continual has~$3 at a
later date. The construction of the contkactox camp was to be ,%HQ SANG-
funded project, although no

(FOUO) HQ SANG voiced
Government proposal for the
notification of LOA 36B for

FOR

completion date was set.

its concern over
Medical Program,
the SANG Medical

423

the high costs of the US
and forml Congressional
Program occurred.

OFFICIALUSEONLY



FOROFFICIALVSEONLY

(U) A personnel change occurred on 29 April 1981, when Mr. Charles L.
Sears replaced My. Gary W. Smith.as Chief, Program Management Office (PMO),
OPM SANG.

(FOUO) May “1981. The 1st Maintenance Company increased the amount

of work accepted under the Phased Functional Transfer Plan, and at this
time, basically supported one CAB at Khashm Al An. SANG-proyided parts
and lack of TOW equipment were restrictive to further mission work load.

(FOUO) The third SANG FNS Review Conference was held at Grantsville,
Pennsylvania. The most significant result of the conference was a general
agreement on the part of USASAC, OPM SANC, and the MRC IL Directorates to
explore every possibility of improying delivery dates for selected items
of Phase I and Phase II equipment . The MRCS were, tasked to study each of
the selected Items and to provide impact statements regarding improve-
ment of delivery.

(FOUO) DSAA authorized discussions on restricted bidding procedures
for the Medical Program. HRH Prince Abdullah was presented with the most
optimistic time for opening of the hospital, which would be mid-October
1981 if he were to direct the US to restrict bidding. An initial draft
of the Scope of Work (SOW) for the Medical Program was prepared in
Washington with the assistance of the Health Services Comand Medical
Team, and revisions to this draft were in progress. The scope of the

Medical Program was reduced from that of a full 500-bed operation to a
phased opening of ?00 beds over the first 18 months of the contract.
The reduction in scope resulted in a substantial decrease in cost over
the period of 30 months, with the new estimated cost being $503 million.
The LOA for the Medical Program was modified and staffed. Additional
explanatory notes were included to more fully describe the scope of the
US proposal. The LOA was then countersigned by DSAA. The LOA (ZAC-6 ),
in the amount of $503 million, for the SANG Medical Program was presented
to HRH Prince Abdullah for signature. Signing of the document was not
accomplished due to SANG insistence that the US Government agree to sign
a new MOU.

(U) An unofficial agreement with Vinnell Corporation on the Phase 11
training contract was reached.

(FOUO) The four CABS, the 1st Brigade Headquarters and the 1st

Artillery Battalion comenced execution of the Annual Training Program

(FOUO) The Logistics Manag@ent Control Center, SANG Logistics Base,
<nitiated a survey to determine a combat ration suitable for SANG. Upon

completion, the Tesults were to be sent to HQ SANG for action.
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(FOUO) June 1981. me Artillery Battalion conducted a successful

battalion FTX-- It fired’all its SANGTEP missions and was rated combat-
ready. me Brigade Headquarters supported t,heArtillery Battalio]tFTX

with a C?X which imcluded the brigade co~nd post, the comand p,~ets
of the 2d and 4th C~a and the LSB(-).

(FOUO) The 1st and 3d CABS returned to Riyadh, and the 2d and 4th
CABS were deployed to Da-m to continue the operational mission in the
Eastern Province.

(FOUO) In May 1981, the LOA ZAC-7, in the amount of $25 million,

was presented to HRH Prince Abdullah. for signature. ~is LOA was for
night vision devices and for funds to cover contractor support in the
Eastern Province through 1981. In June, ZAC-7 was returned to OEW

(unsigned) with a request for clarification of several points.

(U) The proposed training contract with the Vinnell Corporation was
handcarried to HQ DAKCOM for final review and was subsequently signed.

(FOUO) The Project Manager’s Master Plan (PNMP) for Phase II of the
Follow-on Modernization Program was cmpleted, printed, and distributed
in both English and Arabic.

(FOUO) During April, the TOE for the POL Supply Unit was reviewed
and approved by the Logistics Base Comander with minor changes and

fomarded to HQ SANG for review and approval in June.

(FOUO) The SANG requirement for a new MOU for the Medical Program
centinued. OPM SANG cements on the British MOU for the Program, and

on SANG’s legal cements regarding the LOA, were provided to the Embassy.

(FOUO) HQ SANG was split On the us versus British OPeratiOn Of the
hospital. A 10-day deadline for signing of a new MOU was given to PM,
SANG, and the Embassy.

(FOUO) Based on Secretary of State/Secretary of Defense direction,
the US Government concurred with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in the
establishment of a.new MOU for the SANG Medical Program and consented
to the delay of signatures on the LOA until agreement was reached on the
proposed VOU. Negotiations on tiheMOU were delegated to PM, SANG by a
Secretary of Defense/Secretary of State message, By the close of June,

nego tiat$ons on language changes cent?nued between government e.

(FOUO) On 20 June 1981, Brigadier General John J. Yeosock waa
assigned as the Project Manager, SANG Modernization Program, and replaced
Brigadier General Gerald T. Bartlett.
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(FOUO) July “1981. All mjor training activities v,ere curtailed
during this period because of the observance of the Moslem ~nth of

Ramadan.

(FOUO) The 2d LSB, which consisted of a Supply and Transport
Company and a Maintenance Company attached to the 1st LSB, was assigned
its first coaander.

(FOUO) The proposed TOE for the Logistics Base Headquarters,
had been presented to HQ SANG in May for review and approval, but had

not been approved. A study was underway to detemine if an alternate
course of action was possible.

(FOUO) A SANG comittee gave a preliminary recommendation that the
Phase III organization should include wheeled combat vehicles versus
tracks .

(FOUO) August 1981. The Memorandm of Understanding (MOU) for the

SANG Medical Services Modernization Program was signed ?n Taif, Saudi
Arabia, by HRH Prince Abdullah, SANG Co~nder, for the Saudi Arabian

Government and by Brigadier General John J. Yeosock, PM SANG, for the
United States Government. The LOA for the initial phase of this Pro-
gram was corrected to reflect conditions outlined in the MOU and was
submitted to SANG for signature.

(FOUO) OPM SANG coordinated an in-kingdom th@rmal-imging demon-
stration with US Army Night Vision (NV) and Electro-Optics Laboratory
(EOL). The NV and EOL team presented lectures as well as day and night

demonstrations on the latest US therml devices.

(FOUO) A trip was wde to Jeddah and Taif to
assessment of the training and equipment status of
battalions in those cities. At the request of HRH
tative plans for modernization of these battalions

make a preliminary
the two regular
Prince Khaled, ten-
began.

(FOUO) On 5 August 1981, Colonel George P. Higdon was assigned as
the Assistant Project Manager (APM) for Logistics, OPM SANG, replacing
Colonel Robert E. ~odwin.

(FOUO) September 1981. The 1st Logistics Support Battalion con-

ducted two CPX/FTXs as part of a concentrated effort to increase its
field operational experience prior to graduation, scheduled for
Decetier 1981.

(FOUO) The Artillery Battalion participated in a brigade CPX and
two battalion VTXS wh?ch included live fire.
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(FOUO) The 1st and 3d CABS deployed. to the Eastern Province., and the
2d and 4th CABS returned to home station at ~ashm Al An.

(FOUO) The 2d Maintenance and 2d Supply and Transport Companies were
transferred from the 1st LSB’s operational cOntrol.

(FOUO) The 1st Maintenance Company assued the entire DS support
mission for modernized units in the tiashm Al An area. Assumption of
this mission would, necessarily’, involve throughput of mny items to

Vinnell Corporation’s. DLS shops as backup, yet would force LSB personnel
to develop recordl-keeping, control, and inspecti~n skills, as WC1l as
dlose coordinatic,n with supported units.

(FOUO) Case!designators for ZAC-6 and ZAC-7 were juxtaposed. ZAC-6
became the desigrlator for the amendment which would add Phase 11 funds

for night vision equipment and contractor requirements in the Ec,stern
Province. ZAC-7 became the amendment which would fund the SANG Medical

Services Modernization Program. Both amendments were scheduled for
presentation to WQ SANG in October.

(FOUO) A revised and updated OPM SANG TDA was prepared and submitted
to HQ D~COM . It reflected a total of 98 additional manpower requirements:
69 to accomplish the Phase II training qission (primarily to cover the

overhire work force) and 29 for the new Medical Services Modernization
Program, penaling LOA approva 1 by HQ SANG.

(FOUO) A preliminary concept paper for the modernization of two
Western Province battalions was completed and presented to Gene]:alAl kr,
the senior milit:~ry member at HQ SANG. The training concept, a:;presented,

was well receivec~, but decisions concerning implementation were deferred
until a second briefing could be presented to the Joint Modernization

COmittee. The briefing was to be scheduled shortly after the nlonth of
Hadj , during late!October or early November.

(FOUO) The proposed milestone schedule and request for Prc)POsal for
the Medical Services Modernization Program were submitted to thf!SANG
Medical Comittee for review. Concurrence and direction on the method

of solicitation v~ere pending signature of the LOA.
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CRAYTER YII1

HIGHLIGHTS AND T~NDS

Major Managtiellt DeVe loments

(U) Majo;r mnagement developments which took place in f~scal year
1981 were the ]realignment of Headquarters DARCOM, the managm~~nt cOntrOl

of white colla]rservices, procurement frauds and irregularityif:s,and
contract appea:ls. This year also saw the end of an era with the retire-

ment of General John R. Guthrie,

(U) ‘Realignment. The long awaited HQ DARCOM realignment was
announced on F:rlday, 29 May 1981, after Army Chief of Staff General
Edward C. Myer had given his approval. The study and proposed realign-
ment had been in progress since October 1979, when development of an
organizational concept was begun.

(U) The :oncept that emerged provided for the establish,nent of
a mt rix wnagament strueture within HQ DARCOM. There would l~etwo

lead directors for systems management--development and engine,zring, and
supply, maintenance and transportation. There would be a centralization
of technical leadership for capital investment, and centraliz,ad program-
ming for the planning, programing and budgeting system. The:rewould be

“a single face to the field.”

(U) kon,g the goals sought by the realignment were the re-establish-
ment of technical expertise--lost since the 1975 reorganization, a better
interface with DA and the mjor subordinate comnds, strengt”~ened ~ter-

iel acquisition and resource control, and elimination of th@ “two sides”
syndrome where almost half of the major subordinate comands were neither
pure readiness nor R&D.

(U) One of the driving factors was the fact that since the 1975
HQ DARCOM reorganization, the workload was rising while the manpower to
respond was either decreasing or remining constant. Clearly, help was
needed on the mnpower space side. DARCOM headquarters strength com-
prised one percent of the cownd’ a strength, or 1,485 people. Under
the new reorganization the strength would rise to 1,835. Sources for
the additional spaces were to be the staffs of the project mnagers--
50, special activities reporting direct to headquarters activities, 55,
mjor subordinate co-rids, 100 and the remaining 145 spaces to be

provided by DA.

(U) The timetable for the reorganization was extremely tight due
to the need to have the revised TDA request reach HQDA by 30 September
1981. The new organization would become effective on 15 October 1981.
However, it would be well into 1982 before the majority of the personnel

and organizational actions were completed.
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(.U) The mjor changes, that impacted Qn the MA co~nity were the
creation of tw majQr ‘~principal di.tiectorates.’’--thenew and expanded

R&D Directorate whose revised name had not been determined in August
of 1981, and a Supply, Maintenance , an,dTranspoxtacion Directorate,

Also, there was to be a new Dtre.ckorate fox program, Analysis and Evalu-
ation which wuld be the D~COM planner. The former Office of Laboratory
Development and Coand Management would be expanded to a Directorate
for Technology Planning and ‘Management to handle ~A plarining, the
6,1-6.3a technology program mnagement, the development comnd/labor-
atory program management, ana the eng?neer~sc?entist career program

mnagement.

(U) Under the realignment, the Development and Engineering Direct-
orate was expected to be responsible for staff supervision of develop-

ment activities, deteminatlon of RDTE program and budget and serve as

appropriation director for ROTE, develop acquisition strategy plans,

manage the product improvement program, direct international R&D, direct
foreign science and technology, and manage battlefield automation. The
directorate would be the principal mnager for all systems except those
transferred by comand group decision to the Supply, Maintenance, and

Transportation Directorate. Responsibility for the DARCOM ~rogram/cost
control system would rest with this D&E Directorate.

(U) MG Stan R. Sheridan, Directot Of Development and Engineering,
noted that under the revised structur~, his new directorate would be
organized parallel with the ODCSRDA dlvlsion structure. According to
Sheridan, the area of responsibility of his people would extend further
along the life cycle than did the ODCSRDA counterpart. Authority would
include, in addition to RDTE and initial procurement, O&M responsibility
after e system was fielded, until such time as a written decision was
rendered by the HQ DARCOM comand group transferring responsibility to
the Readiness aide of the comand.

(U) The D&E Directorate prior to 1975 carried a strength of about
340. With the 1975 reorganization, it dropped to 117, and the technical
expertise available was not transferred--it was eliminated.

(U) Since that time, the RDTE program and workload increased and
the outlook was a continuation of this growth. Under the 1981 structure,
the strength was expected to be approximately 311.

(U) The following chart shows the proposed realignment .

* All charts in this chapter are taken from the Comand Performance

Indicator Review (CPIR) Handbook and the Comnd Sumary Analysis,

FY 19al, prepared by Comptroller, HQ DARCOM.
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(U) In fiscal year 1981, DARCQM continued ita fundamental mission

which was significantly different from the missi~n of other major Amy
co-rids. The mission was that of supp~.rt--$upport for the total Amy,
the active forces, the Amy National Gu~rd, and Army Reserye. rt alsO
supported the sister Seryices,and the alli,es. The.substance of that
support responsibi,li,tye.ncowpassed concept to development, production,
and procurement of US ~rmy materiel, It was a responsibility, as General
John R. Guthrie, DARCOM Co-riding General, descv?bed, ‘$., . for almost
all Army equipment from the time itts a gleam ~n the designer ts eye to
the time it “s been exhausted, is obsolete, or no longer of value. ”1
The two broad areas of Ch?s responsi~ility were the related needs of
development and readineas. m add?t?on, staff responsibilities for
resource management and adm$nist~at?ve guidance and eff$c~ency to see
that their mission of support was actually accomplished, suggested the
broad and diverse nature of the c~nd and the significance of the
mission.

Development

(FOUO) Management developments in fiscal year 1981, experienced
a variety of trends that indicated generally (1) an increase in the
total requirements and workload, (2) stability in ROTE readiness, a
reduction of Product Improvement RDTE requirements (a reflection of
the increased capability or performance of existing equipment), and
an increase of Military Adaptat ion of Comercial ~tems (from $9.7

million to $12.5 million), (3) an upward trend in management or RDTE
obligation hit their target (although RDTE disbursements fell below
target) and a reduction of the test backlog, (4) performance declined
as Selected Acquisition Reports Systems increased in cost (from $61.2
billion to $78.4 billion).

(U) Charts on the following pages break these trends dow by
the particular items involved.

1

General John R. Guthrie, interview in “View from the Top,” Military
Electronics /Counte~easures, October 1980, p. 20.
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(U) Specific parts of the Development Program warrant further
cement. For e>[ample, the fiscal year 1981 ROTE Direct Obligation
Plan was revised in January and again after the Supplemental Appro-

priation. me top line of the following chart tracks the release
of funds to DARCOM. Although the DARCOM goal for fiscal year 1.981

of 95.6 percent was not met, the DA goal of 94 percent was achieved.
In addition, all.fiscal year 1981 supplemental increases were cjbli-
gated by the end of September except for $65,000 in the area of laser
countermeasure s,, Funds were being transferred to CSL, who refused

reimbursable or(lersuntil receipt of direct order. Based on f;unds
released, a majority of the MSCS exceeded the DARCOM goal (96.1.percent

of the funds relleased actually being obligated) .
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(U) The analysis of

broiects of which 12 were

development projects included a total of 249

red and 11 were yellow. Of the 34 initial

;ro~uction pro.iects, three were red and twO were YellOw. The fi]~al

three quarters of fiscal year 1981 saw a repeated decline in the number
of projects in trouble--both development and initial production. The

following table s’hewsthe principal reasons for those projects baing
red or yellow and the distribution of those problems by percentage in
each category. Reduction of funds, difficult technical problems, user
related delays, and poor cost control accounted for nearly all tl~e
difficulties- encount~red by both red and yellow projects. Requirements

changes accounted for most of the user related problems.

PROJECT TF:ND F,IIALYSIS

DEVELOPM[ MT 3ROJECTS

~ RED (%).—

1.

2.

3.

11.

5.

6.

7.

10 2Q 30 4Q

REDUCTION OF FUl{DS/PRIORITIES 12 0 12 17

POOR QUALITY/RELIA31 LiTY 12 6 CT O

DIFFICOLT TECHNICAL PR03LE!!S 23 25 23 17

USER DELAYS/REQUIREMENT CHANGES 6 25 18 32

DESIGNFAILURES 18 19 18 17

POORCOSTCONTROL 23 19 23 17

MISCELLANEOUS & &A4

TOTAL 1002 100% 100% 100%

17 16 17 12

~u.k
IQ 20 3Q 4Q

26 22 19 18

17 9 13 10

7 22 25 18

20 17 19 18

10 9 6 0

3 !! o 18

L.uuu

100X 100% 100:!100%

30 23 16 11

* Red - Below target or goal and no indication of future improvement.
** Yellow - Below target or goal and forecast indicated imprw?ement

would not be timely.
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(U) The following chart shows the obligations of funds in the,
procurement funded Manufacturing Methods and Technology (~T) and the

Military Adaptation of Comercial Items (WCI) Programs.
The releasedprogram on 30 September 1981 was $83.1 million consisting of $70.6

million for the MT Program and $12.5 million for the WC I Program.
Of the released program, 90 percent was obligated through the fourth
quarter as against a target of S5 percent .

DRC1lT ;;,

TOTALRELEASED

PROGRAM $83,1M

.=-== 80AL

— ACTUAL

1Q81 2{31 3Q81 4Q81.
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(U) One aspect of Project Management that was especially ust>ful as
an indicator of p(:rformance was the group of selected Acquisitiofl Reports.
Tkis indicator received attention from the highest level of government.
AS of 30 SePtembe,! lg81, PM Directorate had submitted SARS on 16 systemS

(AAH, AN/TTC-39 , 13LACKWAWK, CH-47 MOD, COPPERHEAD, DIVAD Gun, W.LLFIKE,
PERSHING II, ~RS ,,PATRIOT , ROLAND, SOTAS,STINGER, TACFIKE, FVS, and

Abrams Tank), having a total program acquisition cost (Development and
Procurement) of $78.4 billion. The following charts indicate the in-

creases and decre~~ses for the fiscal years 79, 80, and 81. Duri?>g
fiscal year lg81, there “as an increase of $17.5 billion (28.6 p,zrcent)

notwithstanding tine$3.8 billion decrease illthe economy index.

COST VARImCE CATEGORIES DEFINITIONS (DODI 7000.3)

ECONOMIC - A Change due solely to operation of the economy.

QUANTITY - A change in quantity of an end item of equipment.

SCHEDULE - A change in a procurement or delivery schedule, completion—.
date or Intermediate milestone for development or production.

ENGINEERING - An alteration in the physical or functional characteristics
of a system or item delivered, to be delivered, or under development,
after establishment of such characteristics.

ESTIMATING - A change in program cost due to a correction of error in
preparing the PE or DE. Refinement of a prior CE, or a change in program
or cost estimatin~g assumptions and techniques not provided for i.nthe
Quantity, Engineering, Schedule, or Support Variance Categories.

SUPPORT - Any cha~nge in cost, regardless of reasOn, associated ~’ith a
WBS element not included in Flyaway Cost. This generally incluc:es all

cost changes assclciated with training and training equipment, peculiar
support equipment, data, operational/site activation, and initial spares
and repair parts.

oTHER - A change in program cost for reasons not provided for illother
cost variance categories.
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OTHER

SELECTEDACQUIS1110iNREPPORTS

INCREASES/DECREA!ES ($ IN MILLIONS)

1ST QTR 81 :N[]QTR 81 3RD QTR 81 4TH QTR 81
(31DEC 80) ,31~\AR81) (30JUN 81) ~/(30SEP 81)

.——

$16,324,7 $420,3 $43,2 $662,1

$ ~~~’:g
175.t.3

3,43.3,9
.$51,2

10r054,8
831.6

$ 0,0

$-4,669”;4
1,329,7
-L,920,4
,281.2
4,321.1
878s1

$ 0,0

$ 0,0
0,0

-153,6
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(U) Tke primry
1981 were:
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reasons for the changes which occurred in fiscal year

ECONOMIC . NO change.

QUANTITY. NO change.

SC~DULE . Revised delivery schepule based on first MIE1 in August
1985.

ENGINEERING . R&D funding for PI~lsHybrid NBC, weight reduction sus-
pension and transmission upgrades. \

I
ESTIWTING . BMCK HA~ - Revised cost estimate based on analysis

of airframe contractor’ s perfo~nce on first three production and engine

contractor’s fiscal year 1982 production contract proposal.

Ml Tank - Revised estimates for IPF, tooling, systems
technical support and test equipment.

SUYPORT . AN/TTC-39 - Addition of SPA mnuals for production.
BLACK HANK - Revised estimate for ground support equipment.
TACFIRB - Decrease in fiscal year 1982 spare requirements.
Ml Tank - Increased auxiliary services and spares, reduced

training equipment cost.

OTHER ~RS - Addition of cost resulting frm the impact of FMC
stride.

Readiness

(FOUO) The challenge. faced by the Directorate for Readiness
increased during fiscal year 1981, but so too did the response of the
Directorate to those challenges. The requirements workload area grew as
procurement actions, depot maintenance, and requisitions all advanced.
Resources too increased as the-various dollar and people indicators
climbed. In management the nmber of letter contracts diminished, the

PACT improved, the procurement and maintenance backlog dropped, and all
of the supply indicators either climbed or were above target with the
single exception of ALOC Europe. In performance the procurement actions
completed increased, first article testing was up, maintenance completion
rate exceeded target levels, and stock availability level/backorders went
dom . Tbe following series of charts itemize these developments .
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(U) One
to keep costs
for the m.jor

important aspect of the readiness effort was the attempt
dow through co~etition. Competitive actions and dollars,
subordinate co-rids, remined rather stable for fiscal

year 1977 ~hrough fiscal year 1981. The major difference in the percent-
age of COMPetitiOn between comands derived from the commodities the”
were buying. For example,

–J
there were more electronic sources than there

were missile sOurces; therefore, CECOM woyld continue to fair better
competitively than MICOM. In fact, CECOM had experienced an upward
trend and MICOM had been steadily decreasing their proportions of com-
petitive dollars. The following charts break don this trend in compe-
tition by co-rid.

COMPETITION

FY 81

ACTIONS OVER $10,000

ACTIVITY

ARRCOM
CECOM
TECOM
TACOM
MICOM
TSARCOM
ARRADCOM
ERADCOM

NLABS

TOT&

ACTIONS

3,658
2,771
1,199
5,536
4,916
3,648
1,063

993
429
197
968

COMPETITIVE
ACTIONS

3,543
2,245

906
5,370
1,811
1.604

537
308
155
126
464

% COMP .
FY 81

97
76
76
97
37
44
51
31
36
64
48

PERCENT OF COMPETITION

FY80

90
80
70
91
41
48
52
33
48
65
45

FY79

96
84
85
94
55
47

41
30
42
74
44

FY78

97
56
80
97
58
47
44
--

40
60
41

FY77

87
53
,85
99
46
34
36
--

10
59
43
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DOIIAN
2,474,044

603,733

1LK3,593

3,940,226

2,622,Y74

935,355

655,790

676,S34

950,330

14;772

280,731

COWETITION

n 81

~~fip~~~~~\J~

-W
769,174

395,126

103,151

1,167,624

293,930

396,877

308,974

134,503

264,953

9,681

89,622
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(U) Moreover, the Readiness Directorate (Procurement and Production) ,
in connection with OSD’s initiative No. 32, “Increase Competition in the
Acquisition Process, ” proposed the naming of a competition advocate at
each major subordinate comand, who would challenge the competitive
nature of each procurement. The cownd also sought to encourage com-
ponent breakout where it would increase opportunities for competition
and where such was practical. It should be noted also that while the

co-rid required prime contractors to use the same competitive pro-
cedures for sub-contracting as required of it, that competition
did not show on the official measures of competition.

(U) In the Security Assistance Center there was a net increase
in the Foreign Military Sales/Supply Support arran~enets portion of
the SAC open active program during fiscal year 1981 of $1.34 billion
which reflected new cases received during the year ($2.08 billion)
as adjusted by the program value of cases closed ($.74 billion) under
the ~S case closeout program. The following chart reflects the open
active program in FY 1981 dollars for Security Assistance from fiscal
year 1977 through fiscal year 1981. The $22.6 billion was composed of
$20.4 billion in open ~S cases, $1.6 billion in cooperative logistics
supply support arrangements, and $6 billion in grant aid.
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(U) The seven largeat country programs of Security Assistance were
identified on the following chart. Each,open program is shorn in billions
of dollara.. The Saudi program is separated into the Saudi Arabian Land
Forces (SALF) and Saudi Arabia NatiOnal Guard {SNG) .

LARGESTCOUNTRY PROGRAIAS
4TH QTR’FY 81

——

COUNTRY

ISRAEL

SAUOIARABIA

SAU,OIARABIANATIO,NALGUARD

EGYPT

JOROAN

KOREA

GERlifANY

OPEN PROGRAMVALUE(BILLION$)

3.0

2.0

1.9

1.4

1.3

.1,1

1.0
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(U) There was also a significant increase in ~S new bus ine:3s

(generated from amendments an: modification to prior year cases a]~d
new orders) . DuriJ~g the year 131.9new cases, totaling $1.62 billion
and 1671 amendments and modifications totaling $.46 billion were imple-
mented and added to the data base. The grant aid new business of $50

million was includt~d in the fiscal year 1981 program for six countries
(Sudan, Portugal, l?hilippines, El Salvador, Spain, and Liberia). New
PMS business in fi~scalyear 1981 decreased by $1.44 billion when [:om-
pared with fiscal year 1980. Five countries accounted for the mjority
of the decreaae. hgypt’s program peaked in fiscal year 1980, dec?lined
by $.9 billion in fiscal y@ar 1981 and accounted for 63 percent o:E the
total decrease. Tl~iswas predictable after the new equipment casca
implemented in fiaf:alyear 1980 over the ‘Ibuild-upr’. Gemany, Mo]:occo,
Thailand, and Taiwt~n’s programs all declined by over $100 million each.
These countries had major weapons cases in fiscal year 1980 with a de-
cline in fiscal ye~~r 1981. Germany experienced inter~l mnetary
problems. The resit of the countries’ programa were relatively stable.

(U) In case ~:loseout performance in Security Assistance, thc>re
was an increase of 406 cases in fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980.
The efforts of the USASAC case closeout team,and increased emphasfLsby
DMCOM and non-D~COM activities resulted in 2035 certificates be\Lng
submitted to SAAC :Eorfiscal year 1981.’ This represenad the larg{>st
number of cases ce]:tified to SAAC since the case closeout program began
in fiscal year 1971+. In addition, 237 cases were closed and bein[; cer-
tified at USASAC, :]nd346 estimated US actual casea were awaiting
Defense Security A!;sistance Agency guidance for closure. Countin~;these
cases, the goal wollldbe 97 percent accomplished. The following ~;raph
indicates this clol]eoutperform~ce.
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(U) The devellop~nt in -11 Business Set-Aside efforts was plain:

D~COM exceeded the smll Business set-eside goal and virtul ly e17ery

comnd exceeded the indivi.dtil goals, This chart indicates the hreak-

dom by c~nds.

ARRCO;!

CECO!l

MICO14

TACOII

TECOM

TSARCOtl

ARRADCON

AVRADCOII

ERADCOI1

PIERADCOM

NUBS

DESCOM

STALLBUSIIIESSSET-ASI;:A}iARDS

($141LLIONS)

w
121.9

89.9

58$6

156,4

17.2

63,1

10.8

5,3

1,5

11,0

1,5

38.0

OTHERACTIVITIES 10.8

DARCONTOTAL 586,0

PFRFORIANCli
161,6

9,5,4

65,9

188,7

43,7

136.3

21;9

1,5

3,0

15.9

3.6

95,0

10,6

847,7
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(U) bother chart reflects the awardg that s%11 businesses w~n in
open compettt?on. me ~ther s-11 business awazds category represents
the difference betwen the total awrds to still business and the awards

aet aside for s.mll business. DMC~ ~ceeded the dollar awards needed
in this area.

ARRCUI

CECO)I

MIcOI1

TACMI

TEctifi

TSARCOFI

P.R2ADCtil

AVRADCO1

ERADCOI’1

IIERADCOM

iiLABS

DESCOM

OTHERActivities

‘DARCCMTOTAL

74,3

78.8

245,5

37,1

28,0

33.7

1,9

45,3

27,8

3,8,

52,6
12,Lj

872,6

K3L
PERFoRt!AIIcF

274,5

119,9

64,3

218,2

17,6

59,0

45,5

3,5

30,9

18,8

3,8

25,5

18.0

899,5
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Staff Elements

(U) Personnel /Manpower. me following four charts indicate

(1) HQ, D~C~ authorized US actual strength; (2) DMCOM comiss ioned
officer strength, assigned versus authorized; (3) enlisted strength,

assigned versus authorized; and (4) the status of senior level civilian
positions. ~ese charts indicate the persistent inability of DARCOM
to operate at 100 percent of the Mnponr actually authorized.

Ha DAR~OM
AUTHORIZED V= ACTUAL STRENGTH

bUTH——
TOTAL . .....
P5RH -------

133s

‘Saab;= -- ‘-- ::’’’:~z-z

.........................................”t~”j~:,.

t

120a ’254
1266

1100

,000-.
4060

——
1C281 2Q81 3081 49811



i

4
6
6

UNWSSIFIED



F

T

CO~ISSIO~D OFFICER STENGTH
ASSIGNED VS AUTHORIZED

End 4th Qtr FY 81

[
,~13b7. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
t

,,,L -–91%
r

I

. . . . . . .

(2784)



.:.
$.

..

..
.,

1
:

‘1,
.

II

4
6
8

l“,

1I

UNWSIFIED



—
—

4
6
9

UN~SIFIED



UN~ASSIFIED

NayajQ Study

(.U) Ln my “19791 the Adjutant General ~ StaCe Pf Arizona, prgposed
that the operation of the.entIre Navajo Act~v~ty be assmed by the AZ~G.
It was envisioned that the deQOt mi,ssi,onof the activity would be oper-

ated by the AMNG under the provisions of a Support Agrement to be
negotiated between tfieState of Arizona--through the United States pro-
perty and fiscal officer for Arizona-.-and HQ DARCOM.

(U) On 12 June 1979, a meeting was held at HQ DESCOM to discuss
the proposal. It WS detemined that the proposal was worthy of study
as it offered excellent realistic hands-on training for the units involved
in operating and supporting the depot. Also, the concept fully supported

the total force policy and appeared to offer an opportunity to enhance
the mobilization readiness of the units training at the installation.

(u) After coordination with HQ DARCOM, the National Guard Bureau
and the AZARNG, a fomal request for authority to conduct the study was
fomarded to HQDA. Following a lengthy staffing process, in which the
mjor issues concerned legal questions associated with transfer of funds
and property from active Amy to the National Guard, a Decision Memo-

randm was fomarded by HQDA to the ASA (IL&~). The Dec ision Memorandm
was subsequently returned to HQ DARCOM for further examination and analysis

of certain issues concerning: (a) Impact on depot activities, readiness,
and post-mbilization functions; (b) Specific plan for assistance for
the civilian employees affected by the proposed transfer; (c) Response
to tbe charge that the Amy was ‘militarizing Civilian Jobs.’1

(U) The Decision Memrandm was resubmitted to.ASA with a Memorandw
of Support from HQDA which stated in part, “The Operation of the Facility
by the AZA~G would facilitate the training of the AZ~G. ”

(U) On k April 1979, additional questions were raised concerning
the mobil ization scenario and Arizona National Guard (AZARNG) emplo~ent
at the depot. A meeting was held with Mr. Werner, PDASA(IL&FM) to
discuss the proposal ~ with a few additional questions raised concerning
the union contract, job responsibilities and a profile of the employees.

(U) In May 1980, the Secretary of the Amy mde the public announce-
ment of the Army’s intent to study the feasibility of the operation of
Navajo Depot Activity by the Arizona National Guard (AZARNG). HQ DARCOM
waa subsequently tasked by HQDA to perform the study.

(U) See the following chronology for developments of the study.
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May 1979 -

Jun 1979 -

19 Jul 1979 -

19 Dec 1979 -

Feb 1980 -

Apr 1980 -

Apr 1980 -

Apr 1980 -

May 1980 -

18 Aug 1980 -

21 Aug 1980 -

1

““ChFd@@logy”of”Che “Navajo”StUdY

proposal by AC, State of Arizona; AZ~G a?swption of
operation @f Nayajo DepQt ActiY?ty.

Meetings held to dfscuss propoeal and identify potential

advantages/disadvantages,

Foml request to HQDA fdr authority to conduct study.

Decision Mewrandw sent to ASA (IL&~).

Decia ion Memoranda returned to HQ D~COM for additional
information.

Decision Memorandum reautiitted.

Decision Memoranda returned to HQ DARCOM for ad.ditional
infomtion.

Meet ing with ASA (IL&FN) - Requea t for addition~.1infor-
mation.

Decision Memorandu fo~arded by ASA (IL&FN) to Secretary

of the Amy recommending approval to proceed with study.

Secretary of the Amy mde public announcement c,fstudy.

Official tasking by HQDA to HQ DARCOM.
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Caxlucci’ Initi.atiYe.a

(U) A group ,of stibje.ctsfox study.gr actign wre pr~ppsed i.na~
effort. to tiprove the acquisition p%oqess., The$e ~~e k~m as the.

Carluccf init iat iye.a ~ and a P9int of Contact was fdentifled for each
area of attent~~n, The i,n,it?atiye.s.and the respPnsfiBleD~CQW director-
ates were as follow:

~nag~ent Print iples

Preplanned Product lmprovaent

Mul tiyear Procurement

Program Stability

Capital investment

Bridget to Most Likely Cost

Economical Product ion Base

Appropriate Contract Type

Systen Support & Readiness

Reduce Procurement Cost & Time

Budget Funds for Technological
Risks

Front End Funding for Test
Hardware

Legislative Burden on Acquisition

Reduce Nuber of DOD Directives

Funding Flexibility

Reliability & Support Intentives

Decrease DSARC Information
Requirements

Budget ing Weapon Systernto
Accommodate Inflation

WCDN

DRCDE

DRCPP

DRCDE

mm

DRCDM

DRCPP

DRCPP

DRCSM

DRCPP

DRCQA

DRCPP

DRCDM

DRCDP

DRCPP

DRCDE

M?. R, ‘C, ‘Morgan

~r. Stephen 0. Richey

Mr. John Jury

Hr. Herb Nelvin

Mr. Charles K$mey

Nr..R. G. Morgan

LTC will Sam Pentz

Ms. Barbara Jones

Mr. William Neal

Mr. R. P. Buckingham

Ms. Paula R. Ingram

Mr. Leo R. St. Jean

Mr. P. W. Beamont

Mr. R. G. Morgan

COL R. W. Bees

Mr. Curt Stevenson

Hr. Nom Vaillant

DRCCP Mr. Jack P. Berson
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Carlucci Initiatives (CQnC ‘d)

Forecasting Business Baae
Cond3tions

Improve Source SelectiQn ?rocess

Standard Operat i~nal and Wpport
Systems

Design to Cost Goals

Implementation of Acquisition
Process Decisions

DSARC Milestones

Mission Element Need Statement

DSARC Membership

Acquisition Process

DSARC Review Criteria

DS~C/PPBS Integration

Program ~nager Control Support

Improve Reliability & Support

COmpet ition

DRCPP

DRCP?

“DR~T

DRCMT

DRC~

DRCDE

DRCDE

DRCDE

DRCDE

DRCDE

DRCDP

DRCDP

DRCQA

DRCPP
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Nr. D, F, Calder

Mr. Curt StwensOn

Mr. John Crowley

Mr. Louis DeVaughn

Mr, R. @. Morgan

Mr. Wm Vaillant

Mr. Nom Vaillant

Mr. Nom Vaillant

Mr. Nom Vaillant

Mr. Nom Vaillant

LTC W. A. Henry

COL R, W. Bees

Mr. Art Nordstrom

Mr. Wayne D. Stealmn
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Mnagement control of Wi.ce:Golldr Semite.e

(U) The Secretary of the Amy directed that, for the one-yesr
period 1 October 1!180thrmgh 30 September i981, all sole source ~ihite
collar semices col~tract requests costing $50,000 or more be reviewed
and approved by an ass$stant’ secrecary before they were let. Nan~agement
Directorate was th{sD~C~ POC for white collsr semices sole sm;rce

requirements, and ]?rocessed the requests for apprnval through thi!j
headquarters. Thl,schart displays the monthly cwlative naber f>f “

requests processed between 1 October “1980 and 30 Septaber 1981. Of
the 78 requests processed during the special rev?ew, 56 passed HQ
staff scrutiny and were fomarded to DA for approval, and all but four
were approved. henty-two of the raining requests were returned to

sponsors: four because they were excluded frm special review re<luire-
ment; ten were retllrned for recons ideration based on concerns exp!:essed
during DMC~ staf:Ereview ; and eight because staff review was not
completed prior to 1 October 1981. Sixty-three percent or 49 of the
78 requests proces:;edwere sponsored by three MSCS: MICOM - 30, lIMCOM -
10, and TEC~ - 9. One of the most significant obsenations made dur-

ing the special re~~iewwas that 5ponsors primrily justified sole source
procurement on the basis of the proposed. contractor’ s unique capability.

See the following [:hart.
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MNA6EMENT CONTROLOF NHITE COLLARSERVICES

1, CUMULAT1\: F3NTKLYSTATISTICS

NUMBERS
OF REQUESTS

lUO
1

75

50

25

DA oIsnPPRovED-4

RETUWiEDBY DnRCON

OCT NOV OEC JAN FEB MR \PR IWY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT

22
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(U) The ,fol.lowingchart indicates that there were five new alle-
gations of procuxment fraud and pxocurepent irregularity. Three of the
five Wre transmi:,ttedfrom MICOM; the other two came from TSARCCM and
~RC~ . DARs 1-6C18were au~mitted to DLA on a timely basis. No statis-
tical trend was e!v$dent, No problems surfacep in the procedures. lead-
ing to the filing or invest$gat~on of such allegations. The allega-
tions included (a!)fraudulent d~nd for payments, (h) switthing of
samples att~ptinlg to hide faulty goods, (.c) defective or”fraudulent
pricing techniques and (d) irre~larities/fraud in meeting/failing to
meet contract specifications.
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COntract Appeals

(U) The next chart reflects the number of contract appeals received
by Counsel ~’s Off~Lceduring the 4th quarter’ of fiscal year 1981. As,
the chart illustrates ~ a total of 28 appeals nre received during” the 4th
quarter of fiscal year 1981, This fi~re is less than the total of 35

aPPeals received (luring the s~e period for the previous year.

(U) Of the 28 appeals receiyed during the 4th quarter, fivf~in-
volved ~COM contracta, five involved TAC~ contracts, five involved
DESCOM contract a, four involved CEC~ contracts, three involved TSmCOM
contract a, and twc)Involved MTCOM contracts. ~WCOM, EWCOM, Em,
and the US Milita]:yAcademy at West Point each had one appeal. Termin-
ations for default were involved in 13 appeals. Equitable adjustment
requests were inyc)lved in five appeals . The r~inlng appeals irivolved
a miscellanea of issues which included assessment of excess reprocurament
costs, a request for rescission, assessment of liquidation dawgc:s and
breach of contract.

(U) A total of 18 appeals ~re disposed of during 4th quarter fiscal
year 1981, 12 disn~issedwith prejudice, three denied, t“O dismis~,ed ~ith-
out prejudice and one sustained. of appeals closed in fiscal yez~r 1981
under which approximately $1 million had been requested by contr:~ctors
for equitable adjtlstments and other costs only approximately $60,QOO was
awarded to contractors either through decision of the ASBCA or ur!der
settlement agreements .

Management Control of Wite Collar “Services

(U) The Secretary of the Army directed that, for the 1 year per-
iod 1 October 19S0 through 30 September 19S1, all sole source mite
Collar Services contract requests costing $50,000 or more be reviewed
and approved by an Assistant Secretary before they were let. Management

Directorate was the D~COM POC :formite Collar Services sole source
requirements and processed the requests for approval through this head-
quarters. Of the 78 requests processed during the special review, 56
passed HQ staff security and were, forwarded to DA for approval and all
but four were approved. Of the remaining requests, 22 were returned to

sponsors. Four were returned because they were excluded from special
review requirement; ten were returned for reconsideration based on con-
cerns expressed during D~COM staff review; and eight becaus@ staff
revie” was not completed prior to 1 Octob@r lg81,. Of the 7S requests,

63 percent processed were sponsored by three MSCS: MICOM - 30, EMDCOM -
10, and TECOM - 9. One of the most significant observations made during
the special review was that sponsors primarily justified sole scurce
procurement on the baa is of the proposed contractor’s unique capability.
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GLOSSARY

AAo

AAF
AD
ADccs
ADP
ADs
AERB
AFv
ALMc
AMETA
AMP
ANFo
AOAP
AFA
APC
APDS-T
ARRCOM
ARSTAF
ARTADS
ASARC
ATCAP
AVRADC~
AVSF

BIT
BMDSCOM
BMY

CAA
CADS
CAM
CAO
CAO
CASPR
CCB
CDAC
CEC~
CEGE
CEP
CERCOM

CFA
CIS-IL

CIVR
CMO
COA
COB
COBE
COEI

Authorized Acquisition Objective
Ar~ ~unitim Plant
Amy Depot
Air Defense Co~nd Control System
Automatic Data Processing
-unition Delivery Systems
Am Educat i~a 1 Requirement Board
Ar~ Fighting Vehicle
US AT Logistics Management Center
US Amy Managment Engineering Training Agency
Amy Materiel Plan
bonim Nitrate Fuel Oil
Amy Oil Analysis Progrm
Amy Procurement Appropriateions
Amored Personnel Carriers
Armor Piercing Discarding Sabot-Tracing
US Army Amment Materiel Readiness Comand
Amy Staff
AW Tactical Data Systems
Am Systems Acquisition Review Council
A~ Telec~unications Autmation Program
US Amy Aviation Research and Development Cmmnd
Automatic Voice Switching Facility

Basic Issue Items
Ballistic Missile Defense System C-and

Bowen-McLaughl in Co.

Concepts Analysis Agency
Containerized -unit ion Distribution System
Ctiputer Aided Manufacture
Central Accounting Office
Customer Assistance Office
Conventio~l ~unition Special Review
Configuration Control Boards
Cost Discipline Advisory Comittee
US Ar~ Comunications-Electronics C-and
Combat Equipment Group Europe
Civilian Emplopent Projection
US Amy C-unications and Electronics Materj.el

Read iness C-and
Central Field Agency
Centralized Integrated Systems-International

Logistics
Configuration Item Verification Review
Configuration Management Office
Current Operating Allowance
Comand Operating, Budget
Cmnd Operating Budget Estimate
Components of End Itas
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ii GUIDE* to

DMCOM MISSIONS

10 PERFORM ASSIGNED MATER 1E L
FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMNT OF THE
ARMY Incl.d i.. Research .“d D.,el.omenf:
P,od.ct Im Prov;m.nt, H “m.n F..,.,, E“; ;neer~
in., T,,! .“d Evol.. i!e.; Procurement and Pro. TO COMUND SUCH SUBORDINATE COM-

UNDS, INSTALLATIONS, AN1) ACTIVITIES as
may be mss;g.ed by Heedqv.rters, DeP.rlment
.6 the Army — to ;n.l”de Planning, Pro8ram-
m;”q, coord..ting, and s.perrisi”g the .s. .f
,eso” r.., for the accom PI Ishmt,nt of DA RCOM,S
b.,!. and ,“pport mlssiens, f“n<tion., and

0..,,.. s.
TO PROVIDE WORLDWIDE TECHNICAL AND

TO DWE1OP AND PROVIDE MANAGERIAL PROFESSONAL GUIDANCE ANI> ASSISTANCE 10
AND REMTED LOGISTICS MNAGE~NT SSr”- c.,,omer, in the pl. n”ing ..d mndu” of Logis-
ias h !he U.i!ed St.!., Army and other U.l!ed tics Support Activ;!ies for Arm>, materiel,

DARCOM GOALS

THE READINESS GOAL

Prep.,, Total Force for rapid t,.”slfi.n f. comb.,, f“l!y c.p.ble +., prforming its
wartime mi,, io..

r– , 4—

mE PEOPE GOAL

Provide the Total For.. w;+h Mghly .8..,4,. and m.,. 1ly ,e,pons:ve ,olMer$ and
civikon, cap. ble of x+ormi.g ,etiobly in w.. l“s. re eq..l .pp.rt”niv for .11; provide q..fi!y
of I;fe support for our soldier., ci.ih..s, and *heir f.milie$ and r.q. ?re from !hem reciprocal d.di.
mti.” *O ,.,”l . . .

mTHE S~ATEGIC MOBILIN GOAL

lmp,oYe A,my deployment cnpatihv t- movo fore.s a% scheduled 1. !,,der 10 increase
early availotiti!y of combo+ power.

THE FUNRE DWELOPWNT GOAL

Imp,.., Army eq.;pme.f by exploiting “ew !ech”ology .nd . . . ...>!..

THE SECURIN ASSISTANCE GOAL

Pr..fde w..p.ns, eq.;pment, and a.,vic.s to des!.n.t.d Alliedlfri.nd l;, c.”.tries 1. . .
effect;,. m...., o“ . . integrated b.,;, w!,h DARCOM ,. PPor! to the !otal US A,my.
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DISTR1:UUT“1.DNL1ST———.. -—.-..

SEPAiUS~E[,WITSAND Activities UNUER 11EAUOUART}3RS DARcoM—.—— ———.. ———. —-— -—

US Arnly Central ~N’~E ~ct~v~ ty

Lexi]]gto~lKY 40511

US Azmy DARCOM Automazed Logistics
Management System Acti~Tity

St. Louis, ~ 63101

us Amy DARCON AtJgn Element

US Almy Conlm Sys Agency

Ft. Mon,nouth, NJ 07703

US Amy DARCOM Catalog Data

Activity

New Cumbezl.and, PA 17070

US Amy DARCOX Field Office

HQ AF Systems Com~d

hdre~~s AF3 , \~ashingtOr*, DC 20334

US Army DARCO% FieId S;~fety

Activity

Charles tmm, IN 47111

US Ar~ DARCOM Log Control Activity

Presidj.o of San Fxa})ci.see,

CA 94129

US Amy DARCO}l LOS SyS te,~s Spt

Jhctilrity

Chamhers’burg, PA 17201

Lexington, RY ~0507

US Army DARCQM Security
Activity

FOrest Park, GA 30050

Support

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1.

‘).

TJSAxmy DARCOM Surety Fie ld Activity

Dover, NJ 07801

US Army Equipment Authorizations

Review Activity

Alexandria, VA 22333

US Ar~ Federal. Acquisition

Regulation Work Grou?

Ross lyn, VA 22209

US ArT Foreign Science and

Technology Center

Charlottesville, VA 22!)01

US Ar~ Human Engineeri]lg Laborato]cy

Aberdeen , ~ 21005

US ArmJ Indus trial Base Engineeri.n;~
Activity

Rock Island Arsenal, IL 41299

US Amy LAO-ACC

Ft. Huacht,ca, AZ 85613

US Ar~ LAO-Europe

AFo NY 09403

US Arv LAO–FORS COM

Ft. McFl,erson, GA 30330

US Armj LAO-Korea

AYO SF 96301

US Amy LAO-Pacific

Ft. Shafter, HI 96858

US Ar~ LAG-NGB

Rooln 2E~!25

Washir:gton, DC 20310

US Ar~- LAO-TEADOC
Ft. ~on~~~ , V,i 23651

us krn~, Lag Xgt’ Center
pt. ‘-ee, VA 23801.

US .4r1nyi.i~l:.Engr Tng .~t:ti.vity
R!>ck.;2“1?nd ,,TT,, hl.299

US Army Materials & Mechani~~
Research Center

Watertown, MA 02172
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DTS,~RTCTIT’10N 1,TS7

MAJOR SUBORDINATE CO~4NDS

(ARRCON)
Commander

US Am Amament Materie 1

Readiness Comxand

Rock Island, IL 61299

(ARRADCOM)
Commander

US Amy Amaent R&D Comand

Dover, NJ 07801.

(AVWDCON)
Commander
US Amy Aviation R&D Command

P.O. BOX 209

St. Louis , MO 63166

(CECOF1)
Commander
US Amy Communi cations ad

Electronics Commd

Ft. Nonmouth, NJ 07703

(DEsCON)
Comn~’mder

US ArT Depot System Commad

Chanlbersburg, PA 17201

(ERADCOli)
Cmmander

US ATIT Electronics R&D Coma,ld

Adelphi , ND 20783

(MICON)
Cor,mmde r

US A~ lfissile Comand

Redstone Arsenal, AL 35809

(~mDCOM)
Comander

US Am- Mobility Equipment R&D

Conmand

Ft. Belvoir, VA 22060

(NARAUCm4 )
Commander

.US Ar~ iiatic~<Research ad

Develop jxent Laboratories
Kansas Street

Katick, W 01760

(TACOM)
C,om.s.llde ;

US Ar ,,,yTz-J:.4.<(:,,:.,>L:,:,...,c .::,.,?
\,T.2.1.~:>~, *:1,.~.$~j,,:

————=

No. CYS lIAJOR SU50RDI.NATE CONNANDS (Cent) NO. CYS- — ——

26 (~COM) 15
Comander

US Amy Tes t and Evaluation Com,nand

Aberdeen Proving Gromd, ~ 21005

(TSARCOM)

3 Comnlander

US Ar~ Troop Support & Aviation

Materiel Readiness Command

Federal Center

4300 Good fellow Bl”d

St. LOUIS, NO 63120

7

18

5

1

4
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

sEPAhlTE UNITS AVD ACTIVI TI.ES UNDER !lEADQUAI<TERS, DARCOI1 (Con t)

US Arq }latSys hal Activity
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD Z1005

us Arv Research office
Research Triangle Park
D“xhm, NC 27709

US Arv Research & Stdzn Gp/Europe

BOX 65

London, Engl=d

FPO, New YOrk 09510

US Amy Science & Technology

CenterFar East

APO SF 06328

US Amy Scientific & Technology

Information Team-Europe

APO Ne\r York 09757

US A.~my Standardization

Group/Australia
Canberra, Aus tralia

APO San Francisco 96404

US Amy Standardization Gp/Canada

Otta~a 4 Cmada”

US Amy Oft, Test Dir Jc)int Svcs
Electro–Optical Guided Ideapons

Couxtern=ascres Test Pro Eram

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

tfiite S2nds Missile Range, -NM 88002

tlSAmy Toxic & HazardoL!s 1

}laterials Agency

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21C1O

Batt12fi.eld. Expiaitati.or~ & Target 1
Acq”isiti,cfi (]jE. TA) .Zoint Project

Of fi.cc

Adell>F,i, ND 20783

Jolm.t ?!].1.i:zry-F ;:c!{~;.!i~-.~, 1TI:<?i.r,.ing .

Cer2t.~r

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MI) 21OO5
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

PRODUCT/PROJECT lANACERS (Reporting to HQ, DARCOM)

Adv=ced Attack Helicopter 1
Building 105

4300 Goodfe 11OW Blvd

St. Louis , NO 63120

BLACK WAWK 1

Federal Center

4300 Good fellot~ Blvd
St. Louis , MO 63120

De fel}se Communications Systems 1

(ArT)
Ft. Monmouth , NJ 07703

Fighting Vehicle Sys terns 1
Warren, ~ 48090

Mobile Electric Pmer 1
7500 Backli ck Road

Springfield, VA 22150

Nuclear Munitions 1
Dover, NJ 07801

PATRIOT 1
USA. NI COM

Reds tone Arsenal, AL 35898

Saudi Arabian National Guard (SANG) 1

5001 Eisenhower Ave

Alexandria, VA 22333

SMOW/Obscurants 1
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005

Training Devices (TRADE ), Naval 1
Training Equipn!ent Center

Orlando, FL 32813

Ml Abrams Tank Systen,

War ren, MI 48090
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DISTRIBUTION LIST———

SISTORTCAL OFFICES No. CYS .— .-..

A1-I!VWar College 2
C2rlisle Barracks, PA 17013

US AW Center of Xilita~ 2

Histo~

Pulaski Building
Washington, DC 20314

US Am,y Forces Commd 2

ATTR : AFSG-HI
Ft McPherson, GA 30330

US Al~ }!ilita~ Histo~ I]lstitute 3

Carlisle Barracks , PA 17013

US A- Trair)ing and Doctri,le 2

Con]mand

ATTN : ATCS-H
Ft Monroe% VA 23651

-—
HEAWUARR R.S DARCO?~ HEADQUAR~ RS , DARCO)[
——

Safety Office 1

Chaplain 1
Mief of Staff 1

Civilian Personnel 1

CO~trOller 1
Coxn~n2ndCOuns el 1
Comand Sergeant Major 1
Com~,ander’s Personal Staff 1

Cocmunica tions-Electroni cs 1

DCG for Research, Development and Acquisition

DCG for F1ateriel Readiness 1
DCG for R2s OUr Ce and ]Iana{:ement 1

Developu,ent, Engineering +~ndAcquisition
Exec Dir for Conventional Anm”nition
HQ Office of Equal Opport~lnity 1
Historical Office 8
Iaspector General 1
Ins tallations and Servi ce~j 1
Management In fomati on Sy{jtem 1
ifantlf?,cturingTechnology 1

Materiel Management 1
Nuclear O>etical Of fj.ce 1
Office of Equal O?portunit.y 1
Pers OBnel , -irai.ni,>ga,ldForce Developmentt

Procuren,ent. aridPr?d.l~ctio>x “

Pro+d@:t Assl,ranc,? and Tes t 1
FroEra,,>A,>zlysis ,~n.,:Ev~>.,azti,,o,, :
p,)o+i~ ~ffz<,:;

?C;di?)ens .

*

Security Assistance 1

Security Office 1

Senior Advisors - DRCSA-I!G 1

- DRCSA-AK 1

Service Support Activity 1

Small & Dis advantaged Business
Utilj.zati On 1

Special Ass istants - DRCSA-JS 1

1 - DIICSA-C 1

- DI{CSA-T 1

Surgeon

~ Supply, >!aintenance

1 Technology Planing

1

1
& ::ransportati. on 1

& 14anagewnt 1
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