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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1400 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1400

o 03 JuL 1%

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

- ' Ref: 97-F-0754

Mr. William Burr

The National Security Archive
Gelman Library, Suite 701
2130 H Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037

Dear Mr. Burr:

This responds to your April 21, 1997} Freedom of Information

Act (FOIA) request. Your reference number 970122DOD024 and our
April 29, 1997, interim response refer.

The Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Asian and Pacific Affairs; the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence;
and Washington Headquarters Services have provided the attached
documents as responsive to your request.

Additional documents were located that are under the
cognizance of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA).
Accordingly, those documents have been referred to DIA at the
following address for FOIA processing and a direct response to

you:
Defense Intelligence Agency
Attn: PSP/FOIA :
Washington, DC 20340-5100
‘There are no fees for processing this request in this
instance. :
Sincerely,
(( ;-‘5:‘0.\ 2
& ‘ A. H. Passarella
Director
Freedom of Information
and Security Review
Enclosures:
As stated
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
~ DIRECTOR, TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

) 4

September 4, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR Assistant Secretary of Defense (Internatidhal 'Security
: Affairs) - Mr. Robert Ellsworth

"SUBJECT: Nuclear C3 Foreign Assistance
You have inquired as to what sort of simple nuclear Camassets might be-
offered the PRC this fall. A potential list follows: ‘ ‘

A, Nuciéar Attack Assessment System

R Provide data or output only from the East and possibiy We st:
Hemisphere DSP satellite (IR sensors) to ascertain the launch
point of missiles enroute to the PRC, their number, projected

impact area, and post-nudet damage assessment.

ALT 1: Provide East Hemisphere DSP output only via simple-.
teletype circuit from CINCPAC and box display in Peking, A%
leased INTELSAT link and some limited software modifications -
would be necessary. Cost: $1M initially plus circuit lease-
costs. Such a system would only be reliable as long as the-

U.S. wanted it to be reliable and Buckley Field, Colorado,
CINC'NORAD, and CINCPAC were not under attack.

ALT 2: Provide direct'East Hemisphere DSP readout on the-
ground at Peking. Do this by providing a. complete Small Proces-
sing Station, to receive downlink, plus associated software. '
Cost: $15M. This short-circuits the dependence on Buckley, .
NORAD and CINCPAC, On the other hangd, it-provides technology
transfer that we may not wish in the area of computers, crypto, .
and satellite readout capability, It-will give the PRC extensive-
information on how our satellites work, will be- subject to
misinterpretation of data, i.e., false alarms that are currently .
filtered out at NORAD and the arrangement cannot be turned off
by the U, S, '
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ALT 3: In addition to 1 or 2 above, share some West Hemisphere
DSP coverage, by means of new or modified software, that would
provide information on SLBM launches aimed at the PRC. Itis
quite possible, for instance, for Soviet Delta class subs to launch
SLBM's from off the U.S. coast. To the PRC early warning,
phased array radar these would appear to be U.S. launched.

This arrangement would also require a teletype link from CINCPAC.
Cost: $1M plus circuit costs.

Please see the attached map for a sketch of East and West Hemisphere DSP
coverage, ' :

B

Assured NCA COnnectivity to the Forces via VLF.

PART‘I- Provide a limited a:.rborne command post capability -

\: similar to SAC's '"Looking Glass.' Inparticular, three EC-135's

equipped with ARC-96 VLF transmitters, UHF air-to-ground"
communication, single sideband HF, plus consoles, interphones,
etc., for airborne command post support. Cost: $50M each A/C,

-or-$150M.

PART 2: Provide VLF receiver electronics and antenna in-a..
hardened configuration, similar to that used for Minuteman.. (ERC
submarines are already equipped with VLF,) Cost: $1IM eachi.
Estimating 100 sites by 1980 leads to $100M., .

P'ART 3: Provide a secure, anti-spoof warhead unlock and.
missile release and firing system that will ensure positive NCA..
control of the nuclear assets.

aj) 616A VLF rnodems for transmission‘security

b) Mxnutema.n fu'e control system (2'man control, enable keys,
lateral vote and override)

c) Enable/unlock codes held only by NCA, in-effect PAL devices.
Cost : $50M

PRC Hot Line . : ’

Provide assured connectivity between PRC and USA leadership.
imrtimes of crisis. MOLINK already connects us to Moscow, and

'ﬂ%_s_% oty
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we have a similar direct line to 10 Downing Street (U.K.)
A Peking hotline would almost require similar circuits to
other nuclear club member, currently France and India, A"

1"P-link" would be provided by INTELSAT, plus ‘cable and HF..

The cost would be insignificant, bemg teletype circuit lease
costs,

c3 Planning.

Provide an Ad Hoc Group, chosen from U.S. industry and
acceptable to the PRC to assist'in the-development of a c3
architecture, similar to our WWMCCS Architecture contract-

~ with IBM. Cost: Depends on scale of work, but on- the order-

of S10M. -

Execution Control Procedures.,

Provide services of NSA and others to develop secure procedires,

‘authenticators, and encoding systems to assure NCA control‘.of:?’

all nuclear forces. (Presidential '"'black bag'') Cost. a-few
million dollars, depending on scope. i

The only mdnnduals in my office pnvy to the above are Mr, William: Wisma.n,
my Deputy for c2 Systems, and Mrs., Sherry Kramer, my confidential®
assistant and secretary. Because of this ""tight hold", I have not thoroughly -
scrubbed either the numbers or-the technical details prov:.ded above. =

you wish further information, please advise.

- )

Thomas C. Reed

L
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASBHINGTON.D.C. 20301

/.

| INTERNATIONAL October 14, 1975 |
SECURITY AFFAIRS. ‘

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Sales of Defense Related Equipment to the PRC.-- ACTION MEMORANDUM

_Récommendation: ' _ .

'That you discuss with Mr. Kissinger his interest ln~ex§loring,with the:PRC.. .
the sale of “defense related equipment and whether he:wants any help from-DOD
in determining .the types of "equipment and the methods of sale.

Discussion:

We. do not know to what extent, if"any, Mr: Kissinger and President Ford, on- \
either of" their trips, will want to. explore the. possibility of sale of“defense
related equipment to the PRC. Some consideration was given to this subject
within the.USG in"1972, but-nothing. has come  of“It;al though the US” has: winked

at-certain possible strategic sales by Western countries (Spey engines)’.

This memorandum discusses this problem and provides background should_you..
wish to discuss this question with Mr. Kissinger or the President. e Tl

: 1:. Are-the Chinese interested in'purchasing either defense related;‘
technology and gquipment or actual weapons from the nonrcommuni;t world?™

——The: development of ‘modern weapons systems seems to be straining
the. current capabilities of China's technological base. The-
usefulness of "the Soviet technology imported in the mid-50s is.

. _ _ .. atror near its.end.

-—The- Chinese have surreptitiously purchased defense related.equip--
ment, mostly from the-Japanese, during the 1960s and early:70s.
While this practice has diminished, they are.still buying:signifi--
cant' amounts of “dual-related (useful in-both civil and military.
sectors) equipment from Western countries. They have also. bought

» . items such as passenger aircraft and helicopters which can-clearly
~ECLASSIFIED 8Y Amoa@o? be:used for milltary purposes. . : : LR

DAcD (}Efﬂ’ . | | ‘ o
: -~ oS Récently the Chinese have apparently been exploring with some: :
;Lﬁ,n."ﬂ— q..z:__\\--ﬁ-coE untries the purchase of both defense related and direct millitary
' cAs . b EE:.’"’" [ . . ]
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items. The most recent of these efforts has been some serious
talk with the Swedes over the JA-37 fighter. A large part of
the avionics as well as other components for this airplane comes
from the US and would thus require our agreement to any sale.
The Chinese have not expressed interest in American lethal
equipment.

-— There is no question that the Chinese military effort would be-

significantly aided by the import of advanced technology from the
West and that they are seriously considering aircraft englnes,
electronic equipment, and computers.

.. What are the problems for the Chinese in the purchase of defense

related or direct military items from the US?

-=-The .purchase of lethal equipment from the US and probably from-

anywhere else is psychologically difficult for the Chinese. It
belies their picture of themselves and of the .image they try to
project to the world.

-==-Foreign exchange and ofher considerations aside, the main problem

for- them would probably be their concern over the Russian reaction.
From most indications, the-Chinese do not envision us making.any
serious contribution to them in a direct military confrontation:
with the Soviets. They may, therefore, be loath to substantially
increase Soviet apprehensions over a dalliance with the US:where
‘they see little compensating gain in terms of US support or-the:
military value of ‘the equipment. Obviously the concern for-the:

~ Soviets would vary with the nature and extent of the equipment-

under consideration. Some equipment of a dual character they
would likely feel would not matter. Pérhaps the dividing line..

for Soviet concern is the. provision of weapons from the US.

Is it in our interest to sell defense reléted equipment to the-

-—»Advantages:

—May put further presSure on the SoViets in our dealings with- them.

-~May help the Chinese in-staving off Soviet pressure and thus
encourage Sino-Soviet antagonism.

—Would be a good signal and opener for developing some sort‘of
security relationship with the PRC.

=~Would help solidify the US=Chinese entente before Chairman Mao
.goes to his rewards. There are at least some forces within the
PRC who want to moderate Mao's anti-Soviet posture. Most of’
these elements appear to.be in the military. To the extent: to
which the military see the relationship with the US as profitable,
they may be more amenable to supporting China's present American
policy after Mao and Chou die.

‘;@@‘SE(}R@ SENSHIVE:
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---Disadvantages:

- Depending upon the character of the equipment, it could overly
excite the Soviets and.affect adversely US-Soviet relations.

--Could possibly mislead the Chinese into inflated notions of- ‘what
we:-will do for them.

-~ Could have adverse political repercussions in the US and. advérsely-
affect the USG's ability to pursue a policy of.closer US=Sino
relations. . el

-~Could help improve Chinese capabilities which might be~ult1mately
turned against the United States. e

4 whét_types of "equipment would seriously be- considered?’

---No. weapons.

---ESentially equipment meant for military purposes but which-could
be reasonably and publTcly pleTured-—as Serving a1so the clvillan
economy. One area we have identified as having promising; pos=-
sibilities is_communications equipment and: generally improving. .
the capabllities between the command ‘authority and the strategic
forces. Chinese needs are extensive and we could design: lowsto:
extensive programs depending upon Chinese interest-(e.g., s
attachment).

57 What are the practical problems in selling such equipment to: the PRC?

-=— The major practical problem is whether we-:proceed secretly o
* through COCOM. : A

--—-Given the fact that most of the equipment would be:commercially
purchased, secret sales cannot be. very extensive or-they are:not
likely to remain secret long. Secret sales would ultimately
lead to the undermining of "COCOM.

—Proceeding .through COCOM will lead to some reduction of“COCOM-
controls. ThRere would be publicity attached to such sales.of™
equipment and we would have to handle publicly why we treat-the: -
PRC differently from the Soviets. B

-—Either way, this subject needs Qery careful scrutiny, but:suct
an effort should not be undertaken if we are not serious. T&o:
many people would have to be involved. LR

i /1

/1 /-—'Iz‘n v(_[uz L1

Robert Ellsworth .
Assistant Secretary of Defens:. ‘ .
International Security Affairs.. %
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 2.5 MAR 1975 -

In reply refer .to:
INTERMATIONAL SICURITY AFPAIRS , 1-21328/75

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SDBJECT& Sales to the People's Republi¢ of China of US Technology ---
ACTION MEMORANDUM ;-

1 purchasing from US commercial firms a broader range of-advanced
technology items than are permitted under current export control
arrangements. Most recently, Peking has been exploring possibilities. '
for ‘the- purchase of" starlight scopes, night photography film and
photogénic plates for microcircultry and guided | missiles. Under
current guidelines it is unTikely that -the:export of “any of “these

items would be approved unless we:continue our occasional’ winking at-
items of this nature. . /

///é;dl The-People's Republic. of China.has demonstrated growing interest-
n

(t::- .t ;

Ca J.‘
. Ao

)}8f As: you know, .the Commerce Department oversees the.strict licensing-
rrangements which control US technological exports to most of the- .
Communist countries. The President has directed (in NSDM 155 as well” .- . -
as in-NSDM 246) that the PRC should be given the same treatment as.the-
USSR and the Warsaw Pact countries (except Poland and Remania) for
export control purposes. OQur approach for-all of these countries
(labeled ''Y'" countries) has been to take advantage of commercial opportunltles
so long as we would not directly or'indirectly improve potentially hostile.
military capabllltles. This approach may now be too simplistic.and limiting
to apply to:the PRC.in view of the rather unique strategic. situation-which-
prevails today because of the Sino-Soviet dispute.

| believe that a look at our-policy toward the PRC in: this matter-.
Is.in-order. A:more formal easing of current restrictions on- technological
exports- to:.the PRC could provide us with a useful mechanism for generally
improving bilateral relations with Peking.

'//LST' There are several options’ whlch could be explored. ln this regard. B -

—LIft most of the current trade restrictions. The PRC.could be- “l _
treated as we treat Yugoslavia. Although a Communist country; R

Classified by._.m&b / L4
SUZJITOT T2 GENZTS ..‘_'C]'.’lQ ITIZLATICY
EEILTIVE Lo 1i632. Ab"'“ \TIELLY

ERVENNN e e _,3')."‘-!-'- DED ) _;____,: -
AT TWQAYEIR INIZRVALS. DECLAS - :
« PECLASSIFIED BY AUTHORITY GECTLASS
‘ JMsb EaP) :
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3 July 1975

: C;I.G?véi

Dr: Maurice Mountain advises that:

-— The technology on-most Items sought is:not"
already exposed in the sense of being.extractable
from the:end products embodying it; although-

, some of "the ‘end products have been shipped to

g communist countries.

=~ Nor is it exposed in the sense of ‘our-having
supplied it to other communist countries.

-*éiany end products could be:supplied without”
zloss of ‘technology, but would Involve violation

of international (COCOM) embargo rules.

: N Il JUL 1175
-PERRYMAN F. DUBOSE.
LTC: : " USA

ASST EXEC OFFICER
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~ Yugoslavia is considered for trade control purposes as a Free
World Nation because of its independence from Soviet control.
(Control of sensitive military items is maintained through

the Munitions List and the Atomic Energy Commission.)

- --Short of considering the PRC like Yugoslavia, apply a selective-
easing of controls, seeking to focus on items most useful to

the PRC in its rivalry with the Soviets.

—Do.not formally change current restrictions but on occasion take
the most liberal possible approach in handling PRC requests.

items that are borderline cases, "tilit" toward approval.

//}‘{ The-question of modifying current control arrangements is.complex
and sensitive, involving as it does not only our internal licensing
arrangements but as well the:COCOM-control system which we:have worked.
[ Many of "our COCOM partners, including-
Japan, have been uncomfortable with the. tight restrictions on trade
with the: PRC .and. would probably be:sympathetic.to.any effort we might
make .now to.ease those restrictions.
prepared to resist the tendency of- some in-COCOM to .equate a relaxation
toward the PRC. with an automatic easing .of “controls toward the

out with our-Western allies.

Edst Elrope:.

/)}85' Récognizing that we-must move most cafefﬁlly in-this sensitive- e
setting, | believe that the current strategic situation arising ffom the=
Sino-Soviet dispute requires at the. very least a-careful review of"

current restrictions on exports of “technology to. the PRC..

Recommendation.

‘As" an initial step, | recommend. that you orally explore the issue Qith*
Secretary Kissinger to determine whether it:might be useful to.set upr

aszsmall infor?al group to review this problem.

[

g d
.3 "l‘

»” c'/ o - o
! '
1 i
Approve v
Disapprove

No coordination required.

-
-

peves 7L e lWIML
mesiztant Jecretary of Cefense
" International Security Afiairs

However, we-would have to be.-

USSR and-

%
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1400 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1400

01 JuL 197

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

- Ref: 92-F-0294

Ms. Kate Doyle

The National Security Archive
Gelman Library, Suite 701
2130 H Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037

Dear Ms. Doyle:

This responds to your February.2, 1992, Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) request to this Directorate. Our February
19, 1992, interim response refers.

The Director for Defense Research and Engineering, the
Defense Science Board, and the Joint Staff have reviewed the
requested document. It has been determined that this record can
now be released in its entirety and is attached herewith.

There are no fees for processing this request in this

instance.
Sincerely,
O™ Passarella
Director
Freedom of Information
and Security Review
Enclosure:
As stated

ﬁ /,g’/mcf
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

DEFENSE SCIENCE

BOARD
20 July 1982

THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
THROUGH: UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING

SUBJECT: Final Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on U.S.
Rapid Deployment Forces

1 am forwarding herewith the report of the DSB Task Force on U.S. Rapid Deploy-
ment Forces (RDF), requested by the Chairman, JCS. Over the past seven months,
this senior 14-man Task Force has reviewed RDOF limitations and deficiencies as
specified by the Services and the operational commands, and, where appropriate,
identified suitable technology for their alleviation. The DSB Task Force has
been impressed with the dedication and motivation of the forces which camprise
the RDJTF. Nonetheless, this critical appraisal has uncovered more problem
areas than expected. In many cases, the solutions do not lie within the tech-
nology damain. In others, available technology ocould easily be applied—given
appropriate priorities and resources. :

The Task Force was samewhat surprised to learn how unique many of the ROF
problems are, and how much they are exacerbated by long-standing joint and
cross-Service difficulties. RDF needs and priorities are not a simple subset
of NATO needs and priorities. Substantial funding will be required to achieve
our stated long-term national objectives, although more modest near-term ex-
penditures could help eliminate same crucial current ROF deficiencies. The
Task Force was particularly concerned by the apparent neglect of several basic
"warfighting” aspects of these forces, and by the occasional failure of the
Services to reflect joint/CINC priorities—in such areas as transportation,
mobility, and communications.

The Task Force recommends adopting a set of temporary management devices to
foster attention to, understanding of, and a constituency for, ROF needs, while
enabling the solution of specific ROF-peculiar and cross-Service problems. I

strongly recommend that you accept the Task Force proposal to establish a broad-

based ad hoc working group under the DRB to review the Task Force's work and
oversee the implementation of those items recommended.

The present organization is deficient when cross-Service R&D programs and
joint Service plans are involved. Where one Service is responsible for
funding a function supporting another Service, or when one Service funds
development of systems for joint use, the priority in the funding Service is
lower than the overall DoD priority. Related to this is the fact that the
users, e.g., the CINCs, do not yet have an effective way of getting their
priorities reflected in the budgeting process. Thus, the proposed ad hoc DRB
ROF working group consists of all the Services, the JCS, the OSD, and the
CINCs to insure RDF priorities are based upon overall DoD requirements.

This report has been approved by the Defense Science Board, and I camend to
your attention the executive summary and the impressions and recammendations
at the end. The implementation of these recommendations should be one more
clear signal of your camittment to rapid deployment forces, and the ROF
working group can transmit this signal throughout the Department.

PR

Norman R. Augustine
Chairman

UNCLASSIFIED
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

25 June 1982

DEFENSE SCIENCE - :
° BOARD : 1

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD :

SUBJECT: .Final Report of the Task Force on Technology for
U.S. ‘Rapid Deployment Forces

On behalf of my task force members, I am pleased to submit herewith our
final report on technology for U.S. Rapid Deployment Forces (RDF). The subject
turned out to be broader than expected, and we were forced to sacrifice depth
and specificity in order to cover the full gamut of problem areas. Our conclu- W
.sions and recommendations are summarized in the Executive Summary: they are
primarily managerial rather than programmatic.

I would like to express my deep gratitude to the hundreds of people who
in some way contributed to this rather concentrated effort. My thirteen cohorts
gave extensively of their time and their mature judgment. Each member assumed
responsibility for one of our day-long sessions and became thoroughly immersed
in the other sessions as well. We received almost 140 briefings from 70 different
defense organizations and 11 defense contractors.

Coordination of these meetings and briefings fell to LtCol} Ernest F.
Hasselbrink, USAF (0JCS, J-5/R&D) and to LCdr Ralph Chatham, USN (OUSDRE/DSB).
They did a remarkable job, and I believe they are largely responsible for the i
unstinting cooperation received from all quarters.

We are also indebted to the RDJTF command staff who not only helped to
guide our education, but who also made available their headquarters at MacDill
AFB for our final formative deliberations. The deputy commander, MajGen Robert
C. Taylor, USAF, attended almost every one of our sessions and did his level
best to keep us on the track. -

In the face of such evident competence, dedication, and enthusiasm, it is
all the more difficult to be critical. Nonetheless, our RDF units are probably
the most likely U.S. forces to be drawn into combat. Our sole intent is to |
provide constructive suggestions that will enhance their chances for success. !

Best regards,

Leonard Sullivan, Jr.
Chairman, DSB Task Force
Technology for U.S. RDF

UNCLASSIFIED
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DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

(U) This report presents the results
of a Defense Science Board Task Force
set up during the final months of 1981
to explore opportunities where technol-
ogy might help in the development of
U.S. rapid deployment forces.

(U) This task force was established in
response to a request by the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Under Secretary of Defense for Research
and Engineering. It was agreed at the
outset that the task force should, if
possible, complete its work within the
first half of 1982.

(U) There is frequent confusion be-
tween U.S. Rapid Deployment Forces (RDF)
in general, and the more limited set of
forces assigned to the Rapid Deployment
Joint Task Force (RDJTF)--a specific
command, headquartered at MacDill AFB,
with regional contingency planning re-
sponsibilities in Southwest Asia (SWA).

(U) This task force was intended to
look across the spectrum at all rapid
deployment forces. However, it is clear
that the major focus is on the RDJTF

and the relatively high priority it cur-
rently enjoys. Our task forcewas unable
to avoid concentrating on these RDJTF
needs for several reasons: a) they are
new and relatively high priority; b)
they seem to represent a critical

case in size and remoteness; and c) the
RDJTF staff was unstinting in their
support of our efforts.

FINAL BRIEFING
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(U) This final report has been prepared in the form of an
anmnotated briefing in the hopes of making it easter and more
interesting to read or scan. Ezplanatory text is on the left

of each page, while these captions expand on the charts themselves.
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(U) The important elements of the

task force's charter are summarized on
the attached chart. We were asked to
address technology for rapid deployment
forces that would protect U.S. national
interests outside the NATO area, by pro-
jecting U.S. military power in areas re-

mote from U.S. territory.

(U) We were specifically requested to

address issues based on limitations

and deficiencies expressed by the oper-
ational commanders. In short, we were

not encouraged to invent our own prob-

lems for which our technology might be

well suited! ,

(U) We were asked to address both the
near-term and the far-term, and both
new technologies and existing technolo-
gies across a broad spectrum of recog-
nized problem areas. This delineation
of problem areas established the over-
all topics of our various sessions.

(U) We were also asked to look specifi-
cally at opportunities for technical -
support to the RDF organizational struc-
ture, and to seek means to insure the
rapid transition of new technology to
the RDF. We have, in fact, concluded
that we must place more emphasis on the
process for alleviating deficiencies
than on trying to specify individual
solutions to the myriad problems
uncovered.

UNCLASSIFIED
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

\‘

TASK FORCE CHARTER

..."concentrate on the role technology can play to improve
U.S. RDF capabilities, to include:

-- commanders' views of current/future limitations and
deficiencies

-- technological innovation (including existing tech-
nologies) by 1985 and 1990-95, concerning:

* preconnaissance regime * energy

* transportation * Jogistics

* weapons firepower 3 * training
* C71

-- scientific/engineering support to RDF organizational
structure and means to insure rapid transition of
new technology to the RDF"

/

(U)

This charter is summarized from a memorandum to the Chair-

man of the Defense Science Board, Mr. Norman Augustine, from the

USDR&E, Dr. Richard DeLauer, and dated 17 November, 1981 (attached
as an appendix).
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(U) In addition to our charter, these are

the ground rules we set for ourselves.
These are described in greater amﬁmAA in
the introduction.

(U) We were not expected to look at
the RDJTF as the sole U.S. deployable
capability. We were to concentrate on

issues raised by the CINCs, and on prob- .

lem areas, not success stories.

(U) Within the time and resources
available, the task force had to opt
for breadth, not depth.
some very influential issues--such as
base availability--and to set aside
other crucial problem areas such as
our RDF posture for chemical warfare.

(U) We also accepted the notion that
many problem areas do not need fresh
technological solutions if other means
are available. This has had the effect
of limiting the overall technological
tenor of this final report.

(U) Based on these ground rules, then,
the task force makes no bones that its
results are neither complete, balanced,
nor thorough. We have certainly not un-
earthed all the problems, and we cer-
tainly have not found all the best solu-
tions. Nonetheless, we may have taken

a more comprehensive, unfettered, look
across the entire RDF spectrum than any
prior committee. Clearly, it is not
enough, and we hope others will go on
from here.

We had to avoid

\\\l\

TASK FORCE GROUND RULES

Avoid total «oncm

e Don't propose new
be solved by: --

Focus on commanders'

Set aside problems which are:

Based on task force chairman's ground rules and our charter:

on RDJTF
views of limitations/deficiencies

Concentrate on problem areas--not successes
Concentrate on broad problems--not specific details
Avoid problems above our pay grade--force level, bases, etc.

-under study elsewhere
-not primarily RDF-oriented

military technology if problems can
better management

resource reallocation

existing military technology
existing civil technology

/ TASK FORCE RESULTS ARE NEITHER Q.QENUHN.%F BALANCED, nor ﬂmchQQm\

(U) This chart swmmarizes the ground rules which constrained the

efforts of this task force.
all the problems,

UNCLASSIFIED
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£y By the time the task force had
finished its work, the litany of "in-

SE T
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adequacies" in capabilities, resources,
focus, training, responsiveness, etc.,
had grown to seemingly overwhelming
levels. Before summarizing our over-
all impressions and recommendations,
then, it is essential to put some
perspective on our efforts.

(U) The facts of the matter are that
the U.S. continues to have the great-
est force deployment capabilities of
any nation on earth, and much experi-
ence in fighting wars many thousands
of miles from our own continent.

(U) Furthermore, the forces and head-
quarters that have been assembled into
the RDJTF are making great strides to-
wards being prepared to meet their ob-
jectives. Their planning and their
training are improving every day. HMany
of the issues we raise in this report
are already well known to them. If
circumstances require, U.S. rapid de-
ployment forces could do a very credit-
able job under many realistic scenarios.

( But the fact does remain that our
urrent political objectives for RDF
could well exceed U.S. military capa- //r

\\\1

TASK FORCE PERSPECTIVE

e U.S. CAPABILITIES & EXPERIENCE IN WORLDWIDE FORCE DEPLOYMENTS

REMAIN UNPARALLELED:

-- strategic lift --
-- tactical 1lift -~
-- amphibious capabilities --
~-- force versatility --

World War II

Korea

Vietnam

NATO rapid reinforcement

o FORCES ASSIGNED TO RDJTF ARE COMPETENT, ORGANIZED & CONFIDENT:

-- designated units -
-- maturing oplans -
-- unit/joint training -

e BUT CURRENT POLITICAL OBJECTIVES

detailed TPFDLs
regional awareness
fine leadership

FOR RDF COULD WELL EXCEED

REALISTIC U.S. MILITARY CAPABILITIES RELATIVE TO:

-- growing Soviet/client/Third World threats
-- concurrent security obligations elsewhere

bilities relative to growing world
threats and continuing U.S. security
obligations elsewhere. Improving our
RDF capabilities, then, is surely a
worthwhile objective.

(U) This chart tries to put in perspective SQ:Q,Q% the concerns

that will be expressed subsequently.

capable than any others of rapid worldwide deployment.
the problems they face, however, there is still room for improvement.
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(U) On this chart we summarize the
eight major impressions gleaned by the
task force from their observations.
These are summarized here and dis-
cussed in greater detail throughout
the report.

(U) We conclude, for instance, that
there are substantial differences be-
tween typical RDF operations and those
planned for NATO. Many of the problems
seem to arise in cross-Service areas
which are not as prominent for NATO
contingencies.

(U) In many instances, RDF priorities
conflict with service norms. Their prob-
lems run the complete gamut, and a robust
capability will require very substantial
funding.

In areas outside the RDJTF itself,
and above the level of the operational
commanders, we found the emphasis on RDF
concerns to be lacking, and considera-
tions of real warfighting demands to be
rather limited. These assertions will
be further explained on subsequent
pages.

(U) - Finally, and more directly to our
task force charter, there are many areas
in which technology can help the RDF.
Most of it already exists, and a large
portion of it exists in the commercial
sector.

(U) This task force could not justify
a crash high-technology effort in order
to implement U.S. RDF objectives.

\\11

GENERAL TASK FORCE IMPRESSIONS

*

* % % % X % %

N

Substantial RDF-peculiar problems do exist:

RDF operations differ substantially from NATO planning
RDF deficiencies often reflect cross-Service problems
RDF priorities often run counter to Service norms

RDF problems run the full gamut of defense issues

A robust RDF capability will require substantial funding
There is ample evidence of inadequate RDF emphasis

RDF problems are mscdﬂﬁﬂmm by lack of warfighting focus

Technology can help some, but is not the major issue

(see pages R-5 through R-10 for greater detail)

(U) The task force developed eight basic impressions from this
‘investigation. These are listed above and elaborated in the body
of this report. Many of the problems are only peripherally related
to applications of technology.

CONFI
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(U) It is easier to draw conclusions than
to formulate practical or original recom-
mendations for eliminating the limitations
and deficiencies found. Based on the
rationale of the preceding chart, the task
force has elected to propose management
devices for raising Pentagon awareness

and attention to RDF issues. This chart
summarizes the seven specific recommenda-
tions that are discussed in greater detail
at the end of this report.

(U) First, some RDF issues are very large,
very basic, and very tough. The Pentagon
has instituted the mechanism of the DRB

for coming to grips with these. We suggest
it address seven specific areas of concern.

(U) Next, we propose to set up certain
budget 1line items for accommodating smaller
RDF development and procurement issues. We
also propose the establishment of special
cross-Service program offices to solve
three specific and fundamental issues re-
lated to RDF use.

(U) We suggest further studies to increase
RDF awareness and understanding, and the
addition of a Technical Advisor to the
staff of the RDJTF command.

(U) New and unique problems often deserve
special emphasis at the outset, and the
designation of those expected to share the
responsibility for action. We recommend

a combined 0SD/JCS working group to report
to the DRB for 2-3 years.

UNCLASSIFIED
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RECOMMENDATIONS

-

*

* % % % % %

IF DoD wishes to increase emphasis on rapidly deployable forces:

Bring selected issues before Defense Resources Board
Establish an RDF Product _3n10<msm=n\vxoﬁ0ﬁ<umArﬂzm Item
Establish an RDF Limited Procurement Line Item
‘Establish direct-funded cross-Service Program 0ffices
Encourage more analysis of RDF issues

Establish a Technical Advisor on RDJTF Command Staff

Establish an 0SD-JCS Working Group under DRB

(see pages R-13 through R-19 for greater detatil) AL\\

(U) This chart summarizes the seven recommendations of this task
They are explained in greater detail in the %e:QN pages of
this report. ﬂwmw represent seven specific ways to increase manage-
ment focus on issues relevant to RDF capability eSﬁ%Q@mSm:wm.

Sforce.
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— (U) This report has been divided
into four major parts.

(U) Following a descriptive introduc-

— Tems we were asked to address. This

involves delineating the presently per-

ceived RDF 1imitations and deficien-

all segments of a rapid deployment
operation from the standpoint of or-
ganizations, equipments, timing, and
costs. This general background es-
sentially amounts to conducting a very
rudimentary "mission area analysis."

(U) Once the major problems have been

identified and placed in the context of
“the overall operation, the second major
part of the report deals with the quest

for specific solutions, identifying
those which are or are not susceptible
— to the application of either existing
or emerging technology. It might as
well be stated from the outset that
_ the majority of the issues addressed

are either not technological in nature,

or can be solved with existing mili-
tary or commercial technology. In
those cases, we do not press for the
unnecessary application of technology.

—(U) The final part of the briefing
provides our overall conclusions and
recommendations.

tion which lays out the composition and
objectives of the task force, the first
major part deals with scoping the prob-

cies, and then characterizing the over-
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BRIEFING OUTLINE

-

PART 1I:

PART I1:

PART I11:

PART 1Vi

INTRODUCTION
THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM
THE QUEST FOR SOLUTIONS

IMPRESSIONS m_mm0033m20>4~ozm

_

(U)

force briefing.

This chart indicates the major subdivisions of this task
In general it follows the sequence in which the

task force conducted its business.
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(U) There seems to be very little
question about the need to improve the
capabilities of U.S. rapid deployment
forces, for the four reasons shown on
this chart:

(U) There appears to be a growing
worldwide threat of adventurism from
the Soviets and their allies and
clients;

(U) There are not enough allied forces
in the threatened regions, and hence it
will be necessary to move forces to the
threatened areas as crises arise;

There are not enough U.S. forces at
e present time that could be rapidly
deployed that are not already committed
to other reinforcement roles to eijther
NATO or Northeast Asia;

(U) There does not seem to be any less-
ening in the need for forward deployed
U.S. forces in either Europe or the Re-
public of Korea, and hence we cannot
count on a realignment of current U.S.
force dispositions.

(U) There is nothing implicit in this
task force effort to suggest that the
U.S. is attempting to adopt a role of
the "world's policeman." There does
appear, however, a continuing need to
accept a role as one of the world's
firemen.

\\\‘

-

RATIONALE

e Growing worldwide threat from
o . Soviet/client adventurism

; o Insufficient allied forces in
NE . \ the threatened regions

) \
A /7 ‘\1. .
i S 3 1] o Insufficient forward-deployable
{ o \ U.S. forces not already commited
7 o Continuing demand for already
XT forward-stationed U.S. forces

|4

Not the world's policeman -- just one of its firemen

(U) It should be noted that this task force addressed itself

to U.S. rapid deployment forces in general, and not just to the
forces presently assigned to the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force
(RDJTF). In fact, however, the RDJTF and its needs were emphasized.
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(U) A total of 16 people formed the
Task Force, under the chairmanship of
Leonard Sullivan, Jr., a veteran of 12
years in the Pentagon from 1964 to 1976.
Mr. Sullivan has had extensive experi-
ence in DDRE trying to tailor u.s.
equipments to the needs of the war in
Southeast Asia, and had also been close-
ly involved in the equipping of Israeli
forces prior to the 1973 Arab-Israeli

war.
(U) Mr. Sullivan chose six of his mem-

bers from the current Defense Science

Board roster. Most of the rest had
close prior associations with the task
force chairman, primarily during those
years of Pentagon service. All were
picked for their extensive knowledge
and experience in the jssues to be
addressed by the task force. Mr. Harris
Eisenhardt, for instance, had recently
spent 4 months at the RDJTF head-
quarters learning firsthand about many
of their problem areas.

(U) Serving on the Task Force were also
retired senior flag officers from each
of the services who had extensive prior
experience in related areas. They made
very valuable contributions to efforts
of the group.

UNCLASSIFIED

1-3

\\\||

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

*DSB Members
//r [] withdrew

George Blanchard
Joe Braddock
Jack Catton]

Russ Dougherty
Harris Eisenhardt
Dan Fink]

Don Fredericksen

Bob Gibson

eErnie Hasselbrink, CJCS Rep.
eRalph Chatham, Executive Sec.

Josh Lederberg

Reuven Leopold

Hal Lewis

Milt Lohr

Gerry Miller

Phil Shutler

Len Sullivan, Chairman

Dave Israel

_J

(U) Two of the initial members were forced to withdraw during

the course of the task force progran.

Gen Jack Catton resigned

for fear of posstible conflict of interest, and Dan Fink was ©tll and
withdreuw.
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DSB TASK FORCE:

(U) The total aggregate experience of
the task force members was quite im-
pressive. A profile of the "average"
member is shown on this chart.

(U) The "average" member was 57 years
old, and had had 14 years of military
service, 17 years in defense-related
business, and 4 years in DoD as a civil-
ian employee. Al1l have excelled in a
professional career.

(U) Four of the task force members were
able to attend every oneof the sessions.
The overall attendance rate was well
above 67%, discounting those forced to
withdraw for other reasons. This attend-
ance rate is exceptional in view of the
number of meetings held over a relatively
short period of time.

(U) The size of this group, and the
rapidity with which it has attempted to
compiete its business, are not typical
of DSB studies--nor should they become
the norm. Those who made the most con-
scientious effort to attend regularly
found their other business obligations
in growing disarray. Those who did not
attend regularly became somewhat less
productive through lack of continuity.

(U) Whether or not this report will be
useful cannot be judged by this task
force. In any event, smaller groups with
narrower subjects seem more likely to
make more ‘measurable contributions, as

a general rule.

UNCLASSIFIED
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TASK FORCE EXPERIENCE

TOTAL AVERAGE
905 yrs Age 57
225 yrs Military Service 14

67 yrs DoD Gov't Service 4
266 yrs Defense Industry 17
40 Earned Degrees 2}

- N W N O

3-4 Star Military Officers

Senior Executive Service or above
Company Presidents or VPs
Professors

Nobel Laureate

_/

(U) These statistics were prepared for the full task force
roster. They do not vary much after the withdrawals, since one
had military experience and the other had industry and govermment

‘experience.
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(U) This task force received massive
and exemplary cooperation from an extra-
ordinarily broad and diverse spectrum
of Defense Department organizations. In
all, well over 130 separate presenta-
tions were given to the Task Force.

(U) Briefings were received from sev-
eral unified and specified commands,
from the planning and operations staffs
of all the Services, as well as from
the intelligence community and the
RDT&E world. A few defense contractors
were requested to present specific
technology opportunities, and several
briefings were received from various
operations analysis organizations
within 0SD and the military departments.

(U) A minimum of at least 5000 manhours
must have been committed to the prepara-
tion of these briefings, and there is
no way to realistically express the

task force's appreciation for these
efforts.

(U) As usual, however, it is both in-
formative and gratifying to be exposed
to the full range of dedicated military
and civilian personnel who choose to
serve their country in senior positions.

(U) Many things will be said in this
report which are in some way critical
of current RDF capabilities. None of
this criticism should be interpreted
as a lack of sincerity or competence
on the part of those who briefed us.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MAC
-

PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS
JCS 0SD Army Navy Dept Air Force
ACJCS usD(P) GDCSOPS 0P-03 AF/PR
0JCS/J-3 DPA&E (TAP) 0DCSLOG- op-37 AF/LE
0JCS/J-4 MRA&L AARDCOM 0P-04 AF/SA
0JCS/J-5 ASD(HPPS) MERDCOM 0P-40 AF/X0
o;nm\nwm DUSD(S&TNF) TACOM/LAV 0P-06 AF/RD
0JCS/C”CM  OUSDRE (DSB) AMSAA 0P-94 ASAF(RDL)
CINCLANT OUSDRE (OT&E)  AVRDCOM 0P-95 AF/X0K
CINCPAC OUSDRE(R&AT)  TRADOC NORDA AF/NB
CINCRED DARCOM CNA .
COMRDJTF other ACSI MC-L Agencies
SAGA —_—— CATRADA MC-PL DIA
JLC/HFWG MARAD XVIIT Corps MC-POP NSA
TOA GAO 9TH InfDiv  MC-A DCA
—_— 1DA TPTN School MC-RD DLA
MTMC Hu|cmﬁm=mm CAA MC-INT DARPA
MSC Industries  USAWC MC-CCP
MCDEC

/

(U) Each of the organizations listed above by their unintelli-
gtble acronyms, provided at least one briefing on subjects perti-
nent to this task force's efforts, and received a .letter of ac-
knawledgement for their cooperation.
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(U) Without constraints, it is evident
that this task force could have contin-
ued to hold meetings and receive brief-
ings almost indefinitely. The charter,
as discussed on the following page, was
broad enough to allow exploration of
virtually every facet of all of our
general purpose forces.

(U) 1t was decided at the outset, that
it would be more important to have a
timely product than one in scholarly
detail over a much longer period of -
time. Hence, both the total length of -
time, the total number of meetings, and
the total length of this final report.
have been constrained. We have at-
tempted to deliver a responsive and in-
telligible output, timed to the changing
commands, the Pentagon budget cycle, and
the DSB annual schedule.

(U) As indicated on the adjacent chart,
there were seven multi-day sessions in-
volving a total of 16 separate day-long
meetings. All were held in the Wash-
ington area, except the wrap-up session
which was held at MacDill AFB, away from
Pentagon diversions, and closer to the
operational headquarters we hoped to
help the most--or at least damage the
least.
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y

(U) Our fourth session, on technology, was stretched out to en-
The fifth sesstion included split simulta-

neous meetings of differing classification to cover intelligence
and industry inputs.

compass three days.
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(U) The important elements of the

task force's charter are summarized on
the attached chart. We were asked to
address technology for rapid deployment
forces that would protect U.S. national
interests outside the NATO area, by pro-
Jecting U.S. military power in areas re-

mote from U.S. territory.

(U) We were specifically requested to
address 1issues based on limitations

and deficiencies expressed by the oper-
ational commanders. In short, we were
not encouraged to invent our own prob-
lems for which our technology might be
well suited!

(U) We were asked to address both the
near-term and the far-term, and both
new technologies and existing technolo-
gies across a broad spectrum of recog-
nized problem areas. This delineation
of problem areas established the over-
all topics of our various sessions.

(U) We were also asked to Took specifi-
cally at opportunities for technical
support to the RDF organizational struc-
ture, and to seek means to insure the
rapid transition of new technology to
the RDF. We have, in fact, concluded
that we must place more emphasis on the
process for alleviating deficiencies
than on trying to specify individual
solutions to the myriad problems
uncovered.

TASK FORCE CHARTER

..."concentrate on the role technology can play to improve
U.S. RDF capabilities, to include:
-- commanders' views of current/future limitations and
deficiencies

-- technological innovation (including existing tech-
nologies) by 1985 and 1990-95, concerning:

* reconnaissance regime * energy

* transportation * logistics

* weapons firepower 3 * training
* €71

-- scientific/engineering support to RDF organizational
structure and means to insure rapid transition of
new technology to the RDF"

(U) This charter is summarized from a memorandum to the Chair-
man of the Defense Science Board, Mr. Norman Augustine, from the

USDR&E, Dr. Richard DeLauer, and dated 17 November, 1981 (attached
as an appendix).

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) In the somewhat jaundiced view of
the task force chairman, there is a tend-
ency to try to apply technological solu-
tions to non-technological problems.

This is a national cultural problem,

and not a criticism of the DSB per se.

(U) Nonetheless, it was apparent from
the outset that many of the limitations
and deficiencies of our fledgling RDF
forces are neither the product of, nor
the justification for, the indiscriminate
application of unproven technology.

(U) For these reasons, the chairman
established a set of ground rules to
exhort the membership to constrain its
.enthusiasm for new or original technol-
ogy to those areas where there were no
other more readily available or realistic
solutions.

(U) It will become clear that many of
the current RDF problems flow almost
entirely from management and decision-
making voids, and from as yet unre-
solved procurement and resource appli-
cation problems. Moreover, there is a
vast reservoir of existing technology,
both- military and civil, which is di-
rectly applicable to many of the first-
order RDF Timitations and deficiencies.
These opportunities should take clear
precedence over the application of im-
mature new technologies.

TASK FORCE CHAIRMAN'S GROUND RULES

We will NOT propose new military technology to solve:

Pentagon management/decision-making problems
Pentagon procurement/resource allocation problems
problems already solved with civil technology

problems already solved with existing military
technology

We WILL ::amsﬁmxm”

[ a rudimentary RDF Mission Area Analysis

.

L

(U) The task force found it advisable to conduct a rudimentary
"mission area analysis" in order to rank order the broad spectrum
of problems associated with assembling, transporting, deploying,
and sustaining a force of expected numerical disadvantage.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) From the very first meeting, it
was apparent that the work of this task
force could be expanded to include vir-
tually all the problems faced by general
purpose forces both now and into the
future. Our first problem was to limit
the scope, and to make sure that we
could understand the problems within
the context of likely contingency oper-
ations for rapid deployment forces.

(U) As established in our charter, the
task force first heard from the opera-
tional and Component commanders tasked
with developing, fielding, and using
these forces. We then listened to de-
scriptions of various intelligence esti-
mates and war games to understand how

a typical real-world scenario might
unfold. We were also fortunate in hav-
ing quite detailed recent analyses avail-
able by which to understand the relative
sizes, costs, and importance of the

many aspects of the problems raised by
the "users."

(U) The summary of this educational
process is provided in this part of
the briefing. For those already inti-
mately familiar with the basic issues
for RDF forces, we suggest you jump
forward directly to the following sec-
tion in which we address potential so-
Tutions to the problems raised.

UNCLASSIFIED
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BRIEFING OUTLINE

-

PART 1. INTRODUCTION

PART 111 THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

PART TI1: THE QUEST FOR SOLUTIONS

PART 1Vi IMPRESSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

P-1

(U)

This section deals with the background material and state-

ment of the problem areas as perceived by both the operational

and Component commanders.

It forms the basis within which the

task force has tried to find practical solutions.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) During our first session, the

task force was briefed by GEN Paul
Gorman, Assistant to the Chairman, JCS,
and other elements of the JCS, by the
DUSD(policy), GEN Stillwell, by senior
representatives from four CINCs, and by
each of the four Services.

(U) From these briefings, we devel-
oped our list of important issues.
attached chart shows the commonality
of these issues between the various
expert sources. After filtering and
sorting, these issues will be spelled
out in greater detail on subsequent
-Charts.

(U) There had been no cross-checking
between the various organizations that
expressed these concerns: it is felt
that if each had coordinated with the
next, then there would be more black
dots across the chart. There were no
issues (at this level of generality)
that were unique to one agency, and
there was certainly no indication of
disagreement concerning these issues.

(U) We recognize that this listing is
significantly biased by what each organ-
jzation felt was appropriate to bring

to the attention of a DSB task force on
technology. It should not be assumed to

The

be either complete or authoritative.
The similarity of views expressed, how-
ever, is of interest.

Dmﬂ:m._.

41//

RDF LIMITATIONS & DEFICIENCIES (U)

) — .n.. L

SOURCE: = o 2203 i

o s w=z2=220z s

ISSUES: 844553008582 gz

Force Levels © o 0 0 0 o ¢ o

Bases/Allies ° ° ) °

Mobility e o o ¢ o o o )
Survivability e o o o e o
Effectiveness ) ‘ [ I | o °
Sustainability o o 06 0 06 0 ¢ o0 o °
Communications o o o .
Intelligence e 0o 0 ¢ 0 o o °

Planning o o ] °

/ Training ° . ° MmODmQ

(U) Across the top, this chart shows the agencies that briefed

‘the task force on RDF deficiencies and limitations.
side are the major issues.
sized which issues.

SFCRFT

Down the left
The dots indicate which commands empha-
The commonality of issues is of interest.
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(U) Three of the issues mentioned by
the CINCs and others were clearly be-
yond the scope of this DSB task
force--and beyond science for that
matter. They include the following:

There was general agreement that
U.S. force levels are not adequate to
meet the demands of existing commit-
ments plus the additional needs for
rapid deployment forces to other parts
of the world. A1l the forces assigned
to the RDJTF, for instance, are "double-
hatted" for possible utilization in sev-
eral other types of contingencies as
well as the reinforcement of NATO.

There was also general agreement

hat rapid deployment forces cannot
realistically be expected to conduct
sustained combat tens of thousands of
miles from the CONUS without bases
along the way and some sort of land
jump-off points within a few hundred
miles of the objective area. Such
bases and facilities abroad are a pre-
requisite to successful RDF operations.

(U) Lastly, there was mention made of
the need for some sort of dependence on
allies in the objective area--not so
much to reinforce our own combat ele-
ments as to provide bases, logistic
support, and some form of cultural
bridge to the people and geography of
the region.

CONEJDENTIAL

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

ISSUES BEYOND SCIENCE. ...
.+ ++AND OUR TASK FORCE 'SCOPE

-

% LARGE FORCE LEVELS
....with less "double-hatting"

% MORE ASHORE BASES/FACILITIES ABROAD
....to provide way stations and jump-off points

%  MORE CAPABLE AND COOPERATIVE ALLIES
....to help share the burden

(U)

Mhese three limitations and deficiencies in current RDI opcr-

ations planning are probably more serious--and basic--than any of
the issues dealt with subsequently. Nonetheless, they are not
considered to be within the purview of this task force.

CONFJDENTIAL
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As nearly as we can tell, U.S. mili-
tary commanders have never been satisfied
with the level of forces available to
carry out the strategies of their times.
There has always been a deficit between
JCS "minimum risk" forces, and the actual
forces supported by the Defense Depart-
ment.

This graphic suggests the extent of
the shortfall over the past decades since
the end of World War II. There have been
three major U.S. strategies during that
time: starting from a "2% war" strategy
while the PRC was still aligned with the
‘Soviét Union, and progressing to the cur-
rent concept of a "worldwide conflict
with the Soviets," either growing from,
or expanding to include, additional op-
erations against Third World nations
sympathetic to our adversaries.

(U) This disparity between available
and required forces is important from
the standpoint of recognizing that the
U.S. will not have the luxury of tailor-
ing rapid deployment forces to the extent
that they become ineffective in other
contingencies. Furthermore, there
should be a considerable premium on
minimizing the total force levels re-
quired to accomplish the RDF missions.
Finally, RDF units must be ready to
fight anywhere, anytime--requiring a
level of readiness and sustainability

at least as high as any other U.S. con-
ventional forces.

w

FORCE LEVEL INADEQUACIES

(%) ] " .‘
] JCS "MINIMUM RISK" FORCES 27

>

@ \\

— — e,

W | =~ ~ _

(8]

20 . 4
v Tetnam , e *°°

4+

© |

e ACTUAL FORCES

o

< Strategy:—2 wars ——1)5 wars ~—'"global" war—~

1

1950

\_

1 T

NOTE: graphic is highly stylized

1990

\\h@ﬂ\ This chart shows the classic disparity between forces need-
ed and forces available to carry out U.S. strategy over the years.
The task force was unable to get reiiable values here, and this

graphic is highly schematic.
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(u) ‘Each of the organizations which
briefed our task force on deficiencies
and limitations also presented "laundry
lists" of problems which varied in mag-
nitude from a shortage of ships and
aircraft down to the need for better
diving gear for the Navy's unconven-
tional warfare units.

(U) It was thus necessary to filter out
some of these specific items in order to
keep the task force effort manageable.
We therefore adopted three separate cri-
teria for ignoring specific problems.

Wle agreed to ignore issues that:

-- were not really peculiar or
unique to rapid deployment
forces;

-- were so detailed that the task
force could not treat them in-
dividually. In this case, we
felt that the real problem lay
with the requirements process
itself; or

-- were already being covered by
other DSB task forces which
could afford to cover them in
greater detail.

(U) Several very important issues were
dismissed on the basis of this selection
process. It must be stressed that their
elimination was not based on relative
importance. We neglected several first-
order problems on the basis that’ they
would distract us from RDF-unique issues.

UNCLASSIFIED
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TASK FORCE FILTERING OF PROBLEM AREAS

\_

PROBLEMS HAVE BEEN SET ASIDE WHICH ARE:

e Not primarily peculiar to rapid deployment

e Too detailed & reflect generic problems with
requirements process

e Being covered by other DSB Task Forces

(U) These three criteria were used as the basis for rejecting

detailed consideration of some of the problems brought before the

task force. Some of thc culled items are described on a later

chart.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The next four charts spell out
in greater detail the major deficien-
cies and limitations of RDF forces as
perceived by the operational com-
manders that the task force felt were
primarily related to rapid deployment
to areas beyond NATO, thereby meeting
our griteria.

Virtually no aspect of U.S. mo-
ility capabilities appears adequate
to permit a rapid, sustained, deploy-

ment of a large (several divisions)
force to a relatively remote place
which has little existing U.S.--ori-
ented logistic infrastructure. We
looked individually at all ten of the
aspects called out on this chart. Our
findings for each are discussed sub-
sequently.

(U) It was also important for us to
note that the operational commanders
appear to take much more seriously the
threats to en-route survivability than
do those organizations charged with pro-
viding the necessary assets and their
defenses. We will return to this sub-
ject later in this report, but will men-
tion here that the lack of stated con-
cern within the supporting agencies for
the real "warfighting" capabilities of
the RDF led us to adopt the phrase that
U.S. forces appear to be preparing to
wage "immaculate warfare" in which
losses are not a consideration.

SECRET

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

\Uzn..>wm_m_mo
SELECTED RDF ISSUES
—
*  MOBILITY....
e more airlift e improved accountability
e more refueling capability e improved "transloadability"
e more sealift e improved "retail delivery"
e more amphibious 1ift e improved packaging
e lighter, less bulky e improved energy efficiency
equipment
....& SURVIVABILITY IN TRANSIT
e better AAW & ASW LOC defense/countermeasures
e better port defense
e better mine-sweeping capabilities
o UNCLASSIFIED /
(U) This is the first of four charts delineating in greater de-

tail the major areas of concern of the operational commanders.
These formed the basis for the subsequent briefings, and provide
the organizational structure for the body of this report.
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(U) Closely related to the problems

of moving our forces to the scene of
the action, is the question of deriving
the maximum effectiveness from the early
deployed units, so that an unfavorable
outcome- can be forestalled until the
later arrival of stronger U.S. forces.

(U) Of course, there exists the faint
hope that technology might be able to
make substantial--even order of magni-
tude--reductions in the weight and bulk
of equipment required to support a U.S.
expeditionary force. Our task farce was
unable to divine any such missed oppor-
tunities. Rather, it appears to require
a very diverse combination of efforts

to bring about a major improvement in
overall RDF capabilities.

(U) There is a very clear requirement,

therefore, to create special, highly
agile, initial forces to provide stop-
gap capabilities which will slow the
advance of the opposing forces. Enemy
advances are most likely to involve
either rapid armor thrusts on the ground,
or rapid thrusts by airborne forces, to-
wards objectives that would deny U.S. en-
try or reinforcement. Interdiction to
slow the enemy becomes a primary objec-
tive for technological initiatives.

(U) Moreover, the vast bulk of the to-
tal transportation requirements involves
the sustaining of committed forces. As
will be discussed further, decreasing
the size of the "tail" is possibly more
important than whittling down on the
"teeth."

p-7
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SELECTED RDF ISSUES (CONT)

.

%  FORCE EFFECTIVENESS....

e lighter “"stop-gap" anti-armor forces
e longer range tacair
o better land mines/delayers

«...& SUSTAINABILITY

e more/better prepositioning

e lower consumption rates

e better environmental suitability
e better equipment maintainability

\

(U) "Stop-gap forces" are those required to slow the rate of
enemy advance until U.S. reinforcements can reach the objective area.

"Environmental suitability" relates to ability of U.S. equipments

operate in non-NATO environments such as jungle, desert, cte.

UNCLASSIFIED
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() Operational commanders faced with
he problems of deploying forces into
new and remote areas are unanimous in
their concern for the adequacy of both
communications and intelligence capa-
biljties.
The vast majority of all U.S. mili-

‘tary communications and intelligence

has grown up over the years to support
the more or less permanent requirements
of U.S. forces in the NATO area or, to a
lesser extent, in the Pacific. Intelli-
gence assets are also trained primarily
on the Soviet Union with less emphasis
on other regions under the control of
their allies and clients. Many regions
of the Third World receive precious
litAle attention of any sort.

) Moreover, the Soviets have devoted
Substantial efforts to the conduct of
electronic warfare. Their capabilities
to penetrate insecure communications
and to jam or deceive U.S. assets has

grown enormously. The fragility of hast-

ily assembled U.S. €3I for operations
with RDF forces is a matter of substan-
tial concern.

(U) It was also recognized from the
outset that one possible substitute for
more rapid deployability would be the
exploitation of better early warning
that would allow Tonger reaction times.
The task force therefore explored the
possibilities of trade-offs between
intelligence assets and mobility assets.

SECRET

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

(" sec

RET

SELECTED-RDF 1SSUES (conT) (U)

-

% COMMUNICATIONS....

better portable long-haul communications

better secure communications (UHF & SHF)

better jam-resistance and interoperability

more/better linguists

easier connectivity to DCS and WWMCSS

«...& INTELLIGENCE

more worldwide intelligence outside NATO, USSR
more space assets

more useful pre-deployment reaction time
better portable, shallow water ASW surveillance
more remote battlefield surveillance

S

g )

>

(U) Five areas within each communications and intelligence were
identified by the operational commands as matters of serious con-
cern, and were subsequently explored by the task force. WWMCCS
stands for Worldwide Military Command and Control System.

SECRET
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(U) The operational commanders also
indicated the need for more sophisti-
cated joint planning and training for
contingencies outside the NATO area.

In all 1likelihood, the concerns for

the failed hostage rescue mission con-
tributed to this. Beyond this, how-
ever, was the frequently stated con-
cern for the preoccupation with the
NATO scenario, more irreverently re-
ferred to as the "Fulda Gap Mentality."
Non-NATO contingency planning and train-
ing might be an area where technology
could offer some important new capa-
bilities.

(U) On the other side of the coin, our
task force charter requested that we
consider the entire matter of responding
to RDF requirements and providing them
with technical support. This was cer-
tainly consistent with the task force's
inability to deal separately with each
issue raised during this exploratory
effort.

(U) The scope and variety of problem
areas considered to be within the
charter of this task force is probably

as great as has ever been considered in

a single DSB study. This is not stated
as a boast. Rather, it is intended as

an explanation for the very broad--and
seemingly superficial--nature of our
task force results. We have been forced
to address a multitude of diverse issues,
some on a virtually anecdotal basis,
while restraining ourselves from plunging
too deeply into any single one.

-~ f

SELECTED RDF ISSUES (CONT)

% BETTER TRAINING & PLANNING....

e more troop and CP exercises

e better war game simulators

e better staff training

e better rapid contingency planning
|

.... & MORE RESPONSIVE MATERIEL SUPPORT

e more responsive RDT&E community
e more responsive procurement community
e more maintainable and interoperable equipment

(U) These RDF-oriented issues were also raised both by the oper-
ational commanders and by our task force charter. As on the prior

pages, a task force one-day meeting was dedicated to each of the
two major topics outlined above.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) This chart spells out nine of the
specific problem areas which our task

force elected to set aside--for any of
the three reasons explained earlier.

(U) It -should be clearly reiterated
that many of these issues are of first-
order priority and need to be solved to
have an effective RDF. The matters of
chemical warfare, satellite defense,
electromagnetic pulse (EMP) protection,
and the whole area of battlefield ECM
and jamming could all be prime determi-
nants in the outcome of rapid deployment
operations. However, because of the
force-wide nature of these problems, we
believe they would be better treated in
greater detail by task forces oriented
toward these special technologies.

(U) Other issues, such as equipment re-
quirements for the special forces, the
development of better disease immuniza-
tion capabilities, and the availability
of better road maintenance equipment,
appear to be too specific for this task
force and indicative of shortcomings in
the overall requirements process.

(U) Finally, the very important require-
ments for fresh water and for better
“command support" are being covered by
other DSB task forces. With so many
other issues to address, we elected not
to duplicate ongoing etforts.

\\114

ISSUES SET ASIDE

Water Requirements

C/B Warfare (Off & Def)
Special Forces Requirements
Better Command Support
Satellite Defense

EMP Protection

Battlefield ECM/Jamming
Better Disease Immunization

Better Road Maintenance
Equipment

G

FORCEWIDE

RQMTS

PROBLEM PROBLEMS

COVERED
ELSEWHERE

X

(U) This chart displays wnine particularly important problem areuc
that this task force chose to set aside for the reasons indicated

across the top--which were explained on Chart P-5.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) There is, of course, no one well-
defined threat force against which U.S.
RDF forces must be able to hold their
own. Unlike the NATO or Northeast Asia
scenarios, the size and nature of the
opposition could vary from a relatively
small Third World terrorist force, to

a large, well-orchestrated Soviet in-
vasion of one of their neighbors on

the Eurasian continent.

(U) The task force was briefed on a
variety of potential scenarios that need
not be repeated here. The fundamental
point is that RDF forces are competing
across the seas with an enemy force most
likely attacking across a land border
with ground or airborne forces. The
forces may be Soviets or their clients,
and the attack may be as large as 10-15
mechanized or armored divisions.

(U) There was considerable debate over
the probable sophistication level of
enemy equipments. We concluded that RDF
forces should be prepared to go against
modern--but not necessarily the very
latest--Soviet or European equipment
including aircraft, missiles, and elec-
tronic warfare. Given the likely geo-
graphy and client states, however, it
seems reasonable to assume that these
modern equipments will not be used in
the same densities, or with the same
expertise, as might be expected in the

“standard NATO scenario.

UNCLASSIFIED
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CHARACTER OF THE OPPOSITION

e U.S. GOAL: Thwart aggression from some outside power

against a regime requesting U.S. support

—- in some rather remote, undeveloped place overseas
—— with little hope of help from allies/friends
—— and little useful warning time (a few days or weeks)

e AGGRESSORS: Soviet and/or Soviet client forces, up to
and including multi-divisional units

-- generally attacking overland, probably with armor
-- maybe with airborne units trying to pre-empt U.S. entry

e EQUIPMENT:

with aircraft, missiles, and EW

—- not necessarily the very latest models
-- probably at lower densities than expected in NATO
-~ probably used by less skilled operators

Generally modern Soviet or European weaponry

)

(U)

This chart attempts to describe the general characteristics

of the potential opposition to RDF forces, indicating that they
will probably be less capable than Warsaw Pact forces--but by no
means trivial in their size,

equipage, or capabilities.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) Our task force was never told, in

so many words, what RDF combat objec-
tives would be. We specifically avoid-
ed viewing current oplans. Nevertheless,
it appears to be desirable to create some
notional objectives to indicate the na-
ture of the operations.

(U) Initially, the RDF must gain some
toehole which they can then expand into

a full-blown base of operations. The RDF
must simultaneously try to slow the rate
of enemy advance, while developing secure
and robust lines of communications, and
demonstrating an evident will to perse-
vere. These are quite different from
initial NATO-scenario requirements.

(U) Subsequently, the RDF must amass
sufficient forces to destroy the enemy's
confidence in victory and wrest from
him the tactical initiative, while con-
tinuing to fight at a numerical disad-
vantage. This must be done without in-
viting expansion of the conflict by Tow-
ering our guard elsewhere. These con-
siderations led us to a concept of
"asymmetric warfare" in which the RDF
would avoid matching enemy weapons,
tactics, or goals.

(U) Finally, the RDF must be able to

sustain combat--and non-combat--losses
for an indefinite period of fighting,

which may be moderate in intensity.

UNCLASSIFIED
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-

CHARACTER OF RDF oBJECTIVES

INITIAL: Quickly establish toehold in theater

from which to develop base of operations

/
while slowing enemy rate of advance :
developing reliable lines of communication to/over shore
demonstrating commitment to resist aggression
INTERMEDIATE: Amass sufficient force to change enemy's
perception of his capability to succeed

denying him the tactical initiative on his favored terms
while continuing to fight at a numerical disadvantage
without lowering deterrent elsewhere in world

EVENTUAL : Display a level of sustainability such
that enemy cannot hope to outlast RDF

in the face of real combat & non-combat casualties
under moderate intensity combat conditions
wtth no assured conflict tevmination date ahead

\

(v)

This chart attempts to summarize the basic characterisiics

of a U.S. RDF operation, in order to make the point that its objec-

tives are by no means equivalent to thos
confrontation.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The second two-day session of the
task force was devoted entirely to try-
ing to improve our understanding of the
transportation and mobility requirements
of rapid deployment forces. Limitations
in these areas aggravate the need for
specially tailored equipments, units,
and tactics for RDF.

(U) This first chart simply indicates
the major organizational elements in-
volved in the "wholesale" movement of
U.S. forces to a theater of operations,
such as the East coast of Africa.

(U) Possibly the least known of these
organizations is the Military Traffic
Management Command (MTMC) charged with
delivering U.S. military materiel and
personnel to Ports Of Embarkation (POE),
from which the Military Airlift Command
(MAC), or the Military Sealift Command
(MAS), moves them to Ports Of Debark-
ation (POD) in or near the theater of
operations. All of these commands use
a mix of military transport and assets
drawn from the civil sector.

(U) This chart also tries to show the
possibly important contribution to be
played by material prepositioned (PREPO)
nearer to the combat theater. In this
hypothetical example, the use of Diego
Garcia provides a logistics base as much
as 12,000 miles closer to the objective
area. This chart does not represent any
known or anticipated war plan.

ORGANIZATION FOR MOVEMENT

MAC
airlift

ee Next Chart

.

Nz

~

(U) This chart shows a schematic of the manner in which troops
and materiel are collected at the sea- and airports of embarkation
(SPOE/APOE) and transported by strategic lift to the war zone. The
following chart deals with aspects of 'retail® delivery."

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The task force rapidly became
aware that the problems of "retail de-
livery" can well be more demanding than
considerations of strategic 1ift alone
would indicate.

(U) The problems of getting from ship
to shore in undeveloped regions, plus
the problems of getting from "shore-to-
war" are by no means inconsequential.
Moreover, keeping the forces and the
airfields provided with petroleum pro-
ducts (POL) is no mean job.

(U) Also, there are sure to be vast un-
certainties concerning the most likely
arrival conditions for any particular
RDF operation. The host transportation
infrastructure may vary from good to
none, and the host population may vary
from cooperative to resistant. Addition-
ally, the distances involved are expect-
ed to be very different than those faced
in either NATO or South Korea. The con-
flict may be engaged many hundreds of
miles inland from the nearest seaports,
and the nearest prepositioning may be
well over 1000 miles distant.

The questions of negotiating these
interfaces from "wholesale" to "retail"
delivery, under such a variety of initial
conditions, is surely one of the most
unique problems facing RDF forces. And
it is clearly aggravated by inadequate
coordination among the many split and
overlapping cross-Service and inter-
agency responsibilities.’ ,

VARIABILITY IN ARRIVAL CONDITIONS
REQUIRES ENORMOUS FLEXIBILITY

PORT/FIELD/ROAD DISTANCE IN-
INFRASTRUCTURE LAND TO WAR
e Good 0-50 mi o
e Poor 50-500 mi o
e None 00-1000 mi o
HOST REMOTENESS
POPULATION OF PREPO

At Hand e
100s of mi o
1000s of mi e

e Cooperative
e Harrassing

//n,zmmﬂmﬁﬂsm

R

(U) This crowded schematic attempts to portray the major aspects
of "retail delivery" for RDF forces, and to indicate the broad
variety of problems which may confront them at their air- and
seaports of debarkation (APOD/SPOD).
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(U) One of the most surprising reali-
ties brought to the attention of this
task force is that "nobody gets them-

CONFI TIAL
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selves to the war." Virtually every \
military component is dependent on some
other organization somewhere in the
total transportation loop.

(U) For instance, everyone is in some
way dependent on MTMC to move peopie and

TRANSPORTATION INTERDEPENDENCE

supplies to the departure points. And
strategic 1ift is provided by separate
agencies and commands under the JCS and
the Services. Even in-theater, the Army
depends on the Air Force for intra-the-
ater airlift, and the Air Force depends

(COLLECTION) (WHOLESALE ) (RETAIL)
INTRA  STRATEGIC/ INTRA-THEATER
CONUS  INTER-THEATER ARMY  AF _NAVY  MARINE

utMc mMsc MAC SELF Tre HELo PIPE a/c AOE/AOR ASSETS

on the Army and Navy to bring them most DEPL (POL)

of their fuel and their bombs. And the

Marines are dependent on both if they UE X X X ® X

move inland much more than 25 miles from ARMY RESUP X X X ® ” Q®

the coastline. Even the Navy must de-

pend on MAC and MSC for their logistic NAVY UE [

resupply, which must compete in prior- RESUP X X X o

ities with the needs of other deployed UE X X X X X o

forces. USHC pesls Xk ox @ X X x x *
)~ The task force quickly became con- UE x x @

vinced that none of the Services fully USAF RESUP X x X x @

appreciated nor placed very high prior- X

ity on solving the requirements of their

sister services, and that the separate @ using own assets

transportation commands had little pri- / * only within about 25-50 mi of coast \

ority or attention within the military
departments charged with developing and/
or procuring their transport equipment.
This will be discussed further.

(U)  This chart shows the Services down the left, and the trar:-
portation entities for wholesale and retail delivery across the
top. The "x's" indicate where each depends on another for some
aspect of moving its unit equipment (UE) or resupply (RESUP).
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(U) The next three charts summarize

our views of major transportation

issues gleaned from our extensive brief-
ings from both the "carriers" (MTMC,
MAC, and MSC) and the operational

forces to be shipped. The distinctions
between the two sets of organizations
surely create some of the problems
identified for RDF forces.

(U) The carriers appear to have little
or no say in what is to be shipped, nor
can they insist on the use of standard
containers--or whatever else might ease
their tasks.

(U) The carriers have little or no
authority to develop, prototype, or
procure new assets unless it meets the
approval and priorities of the Ser-
vices--which may not themselves bene-

fit from those procurements. Moreover,
they do not interface sufficiently with
the U.S. civil transportation sector to
stimulate their expertise and assistance.

(U) Moreover, since the wholesale car-
riers have no direct responsibility for
the subsequent retail distribution of
their cargos, they tend to "suboptimize"
for their own leg of the trip without
adequate consideration of arrival port
lTimitations, ‘repackaging needs for re-
tail delivery, or even the possibility
of en route losses.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MAJOR STRATEGIC LIFT ISSUES

(FROM MANAGEMENT VIEWPOINT)

D ——— —

\—

THE CARRIERS (MTMC, MAC & MSC) HAVE VIRTUALLY NO SAY IN
THE SIZE AND BULK OF THE STUFF SHIPPED

® can mangmxﬂﬁNm containers but not force their
use, for instance

THE CARRIERS HAVE LITTLE OR NO AUTHORITY TO DEVELOP,
PROTOTYPE, OR PROCURE NEW TRANSPORT TECHNIQUES OR ASSETS

® cannot really stimulate or benefit from civil
sector

THE CARRIERS TEND TO OPTIMIZE FOR ECONOMY OF WHOLESALE
TRANSPORT WITHOUT ADEQUATELY CONSIDERING:

e arrival port limitations
e ‘"retail delivery" re-packaging needs
® en route or destination attrition

(v)

This chart presents some of the task force's conclusions con-
‘cerning the inadequacies of the methods of managing U.S. strategic
Lift responsibilities.

It is continued on the following page.

"Suboptimization" appears to be a plague of the Components.
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(U) This chart presents three more
major strategic 1ift issues from the
management standpoint.

First, the carriers appear pre-
occupied with maximizing lToading effici-
ency and accountability because there
simply aren't enough 1ift assets--or
enough material to move for a "real war."
Under certain circumstances there are
planned restrictions on flying partially
loaded aircraft, even if full loading
causes departure delays.

(U) Second, the carriers have no mean-
ingful criteria by which to improve
logistics movement decisions. They were
unable to provide meaningful estimates
of the value or costs of containeriza-
tion, airlift vs sealift, or even the
real costs of a prepositioning alter-
native.

Finally, the whole issue of when,
here, or how to preposition materiel
nearer to the expected theaters of oper-
ations remains imprecise., There are no
firm guidelines for choosing between
prepo and:fast 1ift, and the carriers do
not appear to contribute to the debate.
The Air Force, which might have easier
access to the airlift, is increasing its
levels of prepo. The Army, claiming
Congress will not fund additional equip-
ment buys for prepo, is pressing for
more air or sealift. RDF capabilities
suffer from the indecision.

MAJOR STRATEGIC LIFT ISSUES (CONT)

(FROM MANAGEMENT VIEWPOINT)

% THE CARRIERS ARE PREOCCUPIED WITH MAXIMIZING LOADING
EFFICIENCY & MINUTE-BY-MINUTE ACCOUNTABILITY BECAUSE OF

e inadequate 1ift assets
e inadequate warfighting materiel (i.e., War Reserves)
e lots of computers (but not enough)

X THE CARRIERS HAVE NOT EVOLVED MEANINGFUL CRITERIA BY WHICH
TO IMPROVE LOGISTICS DECISIONS--SUCH AS:

e value of fitting into standard containers or
cargo spaces

e real costs of airlift vs sealift

e real costs of prepositioning

% - THE CARRIERS DO NOT CONTRIBUTE USEFULLY IN DEVELOPING
PREPOSITIONING ALTERNATIVES OR TECHNIQUES:

[ few groups do outside 0OSD!

/

(U) This chart continues to show major management issues asso-

‘ciated with strategic lift to RDF forces. Organizational and

Service interfaces currently create extensive inefficiencies which
the JCS can neither identify nor solve without resources or authority.
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( There is no absence of major
ssues concerning intra-theater 1ift

capabilities either. Again, such assets

tend to receive low priority within
their parent Services which may not be
the major benefactors of their avail-
ability.

There is no evident plan to replace
the aging C-130 fleet even though it is
widely recognized as a pressing problem.
In'a similar vein, the Army seems little
interested in developing a substantial
capability to deliver operational UE
equipment across an undeveloped beach,
although they are working at a low
pace on port development assets.

¥* There also appears to be little
Ainterest in prepositioning the trucks
of the non-organic truck companies that
fi11l the intra-theater ground 1ift role,

’ and there seems to be very little pri-

ority on improving our minimal tactical
pipe-laying capabilities.

) There appears to be no rationale
for, or urgency associated with, the
improvement of our helicopter airlift
capabilities, and very little thought
seems to have been given as to how to
get these ungainly, but essential,
machines into the war zone. The Army
does not seriously compromise their
helo designs for airlift, and the Air
Force doesn't significantly compromise
their airlift designs for helos.

MAJOR INTRA-THEATER LIFT ISSUES
(FROM MANAGEMENT VIEWPOINT)

% WHY IS THERE NO C-130 REPLACEMENT PROGRAM?

% WHY IS THERE SO LITTLE EFFORT TOWARD OFF-LOADING
AWAY FROM DEVELOPED PORTS?

X WHY AREN'T TRUCKS PREPOSITIONED?

% WHAT ARE THE INCENTIVES TO IMPROVE TACTICAL
PIPE-LAYING ASSETS?

% HOW SHOULD HELO AIRLIFT BE SIZED?
Y HOW CAN HEAVY HELO BE TRANSPORTED INTO WAR ZONE? .

\_

(U) This chart poses a series of simple but basic questions which
stemmed from the task force's briefings on intra-theater Lift capa-
bilities. Again, many of the deficiencies and shortfalls appear
_to arise from the interservice nature of the problem.
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(U) Subsequent charts will discuss
airlift requirements in terms of the
size and shape of the equipments and
materiel to be moved.

(U) This chart simply shows the basic
categories prevalent in the terminology
of the shipping community.

(U) Bulk material tends to be handled
on pallets, in sacks, or whatever, and
can generally be transported by any
available system.

(U) On the other hand, "oversized"
equipment does not fit standard ship-
ping dimensions and requires air ship-
ment in either the C-130 or the C-141,
but is not generally suitable to com-
mercial airliners. "Outsized" equip-
ment will not fit the C-130 or the
C-141, or the widebody CRAF, and must
go by C-5, or by ship. The level of
outsized equipment in all our opera-
tional units is steadily increasing.

(U) There are, of course, some very
large materiel items, such as engineer
equipment or heavy 1ift helicopters,
that cannot be airlifted at all unless
severely disassembled. These items
must either be prepositioned within
self-deployment range, or sent by sea-
1ift--unless reassembly facilities can

be made available in or near the theater.

P-19

s

TRANSPORTATION SHAPES

BU NON-AIR
LK OVERSIZED OUTSIZED o4 NepORTABLE

CRAF

NOTE: Widebody CRAF and KC-10s will accommodate
some OVERSIZED vehicles & equipment

\

\

(U) These simple drawings depict the categories of equipment that
can be shipped by various airlift assets. The Civil Reserve Air-

craft Fleet (CRAF) are regular civil airliners which are on-call
for government use in times of military erisis.
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(U) There are vast differences in
both the density and the costs of the
various equipments organic to combat
units. This chart simply shows that
range.

(U) Helicopters are by far the least
"dense" (at 15-30 kilograms per cubic
meter) and thus are difficult to trans-
port by air, even though they are some
of the most important elements associ-
ated with both the mobility and the re-
supply of the early-deploying units of
an RDF force. Moreover, with costs
ranging from several hundred thousand
to a_few million dollars per ton, it

is unlikely that it would be econom-
ically feasible to preposition dupli-
cate sets.

(U) In the middle of the density
spectrum, and the low end of the cost
spectrum, are the ubiquitous trucks and
engineer equipment that must accompany
any military operation. They would
appear to be obvious candidates for
prepositioning rather than fast 1ift.

(U) The real heavyweights, of course,
are the armored vehicles which, like
ammunition, weigh in at several hundred
kilos per cubic meter. They tend to
cost on the order of 10 to 50 thousand
dollars per ton. Whether they should
be Tifted or prepositioned depends on
available timing and shipping costs.

\\\1

EQUIPMENT DENSITY AND COST

Helicopters
Trucks & Engr Equip

Armored Vehicles

DENSITY

Arm\awv
15-30
150-300

300-500

CosT
($/ton)

$100,000-
2,000,000

$5,000-
10,000

$10,000-
50,000

/

(U)  This chart illustrates the relative cost-per-ton and overall

"density" of various ground force equipments which must be de-
Such considerations should

ployed in quantity with RDF forces.
influence shipping and prepositioning decisions.
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(Uy We will subsequently discuss the
total 1ift demands of a multi-division
force used to analyze U.S. military lift
requirements under a Congressionally
Mandated Mobility Study (CMMS). One
scenario within that study required the
deployment of a relatively large force
into the Persian Gulf area on short
notice.

(U) This peculiar chart shows the
cumulative procurement cost of every-
thing sent in that notional force as

a function of the cumulative weight

of all that equipment. Equipments are
aggregated in the order of increasing
unit costs per ton.

(U) The total weight -of the unit equip-
ment of this composite Army/Marine force
was almost exactly 300,000 tons, and its
total replacement value was on the order
of $10 billion dollars. The relation-
ship is, however, far from linear. The
first 200,000 tons cost roughly $1

billion, and the next 50,000 tons cost

another billion.  The next 40,000 tons
cost another $2 billion, and the last
10,000 tons of helicopters, C3I equip-
ment, and sophisticated maintenance
equipment cost another $6 billion.

(U) It should be noted that all Army
equipment is specified as to whether it
is suitable for, and hence authorized
for, prepositioning. In general, the
lower the per-ton cost, the more "prepo-
able" it is.

UNCLASSIFIED
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CUMULATIVE COSTS & WEIGHTS OF GROUND FORCES

(cMMs scenario 1)

_J

L
$10B _ S I
$3,000,000/ton ——— 40% AFP
8B HELOs, C°r
3
2 & SUPPORT
S 6B
m $1,000,000/ton —
I
m 4B $100,000/ton >
8 $25,000/ton l////.
4
Ao d 1 810,000/ton ™\ | ARMOR VEHICLES
90% )
$5000/to ot NGR EQUIP * Authorized
0B - LIRUCKS | [ for Prepo
L | ] |
0 100, 000 200,000 300,000 tons
(U) This chart shows the total cost and weight of a notional RDF

force aggregated in order of increasing pecr-ton cost.

It clearly

suggests that there should be no difficulty in establishing cri-
teria for shipping modes, or prepositioning.
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(U) Like the previous chart, this
chart derives from briefings received
from OSD(PA&E) related to their CMMS
study work and other mobility analyses.

(U) 1t shows the total 20-year life
cycle costs associated with developing
and retaining the 1ift capabilities to
move a ton of material to some remote
location within 30 days. Adrcraft are
of course sensitive to both distance

and time available, while the ships are
assumed able to make only 1 one-way trip
from CONUS (or prepo) to the delivery
point. | 20-yr
(U) New C-5swill cost the nation about
$400,000 per ton moved 8000 miles,
while the C-141 or KC-10 will cost $200K —
about $230,000 per ton. Civil-owned
CRAF aircraft costs could get as low as
$70,000 and compete with surface-effects Cost
ships (SES) operating from a nearby
prepo site. These aircraft costs would
triple, however, if required to de- $100K —
1iver each ton in 10 days instead of 30. .

(U) Conventional ship costs will vary Per Ton
from around $40 K for new fast RoRos, down
to less than $10 K for existing bulk- ;
cargo ships now in the Ready Reserves.
The costs of various kinds of preposi- ‘ -
tioning are also shown--along with an- 30-DAY AIRLIFT 30-DAY SEALIFT 20-YR STORAGE EXTRA wc<x\\¥
other display of the costs associated //rf _

with buying the extra equipments for

~

VAN

MOBILITY MODE COSTS (NOM)
(20-yr Life Cycle Costs)

8000 mi

$300K —

5000 mi l
Vane

ehouses
nt

es (max)

8000 mi |
ity War
hic

-4

mmeer equiome
A
" 3 .
~tere, C°7T, Mci

Armored ve

2000 m£1‘f

ielicor

fa

8000 mi
5000 mi
2000 mt

0
[£5]
0
w
N
o
+
(93]
.
(S
Q
N

t new RoRos
New Prepo ships

Fas

mno  bun

Slow new RoRos
Converted Containerships

Stretched C-4s -- RRF

Converted Prepo ships

Depot ships
ontrolled humid
kers

KCc-10/C-141
Trucks & Eng

CRAF
744
C

A

prepositioning. Prepo and storage costs (U) This stwomwww bar chart compares the relative total 20-
must be added before equating to 1ift year costs of airlift, sealift, and prepositioning with extra pro-
costs. And costs alone, of course, do cured equipment. The vast differences in cost are evident.

not provide any measure of operational

tility. —
utiinty UNCLASSIFIED
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(U)  This chart expands on the data
presented on the previous two. The cumu-
lative costs vs cumulative weight chart
has been broken out by the size of the
unit equipments to be shipped. Resupply

requirements, mostly bulk, are not in-

cluded. The majority of the equipment
by weight is clearly oversized; by cost,
outsized. .

(U)  These curved lines, then, can be
viewed as the cost of an additional set
of equipment for prepo. The sloping
straight lines, on the other hand, rep-
resent the cost of shipping by various
modes such as 747 CRAF or RoRo ships,
less the 20-year storage costs on depot
ships or in warehouses. Thus, where a
straight and a curved line intersect,
the total costs of the two modes are
equal.

(U) Hence, the cheapest form of air
transport (747 CRAF), minus the 20-yr
costs of prepoing on a depot ship, is
always more expensive than buying addi-
tional equipment. At the other extreme,
the "net" cost of slow RoRo transport
is almost always less than buying an-
other set of equipment for prepo.

(U) In between, the chart indicates

it is cheaper to buy and prepo the first
80,000 tons of outsized in a depot ship
than to ship the original set by fast
RoRo. It is no more costly to buy and
prepo an additional set of all the over-
sized equipment than to use fast RoRos.

wzmvv_zm VS PREPO COSTS |
(20-yr Life Cycle Costs)

! 10-day Fast RoRo
747 CRAF OUTSIZED rel. depot
$3B - rel. depot ship pre
ship prepo
- OVERSIZED
8
° $28 14
-
- - Slow RoRo
3 rel. waret
E house prejpo
S $1B T
—— ~ Slow RoRo
rel. depot
ship prepo
$08

o So.ooo 890883
Cumulative Weight 1\¥

(U) This chart devises a means of showing the relative cost of
various shipping and prepo modes, relative to the cost of unit
equipment itself (here representing the cost of an additional set

for prepo). Prepo is cheaper below each sloping line; shipping above.
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(U) This chart expands on the total
costs of shipping and/or prepositioning
as a function of the days available for
delivery--which, for RDF forces is gen-
erally more important than the relative
shipping costs alone.

(U) Again, the chart is severely com-
plicated by the range of alternatives
available. For each of six alternatives,
different transit distances are shown

by the symbols. When the time available
is less than that required to transit
from the CONUS to the objective area
(here, the Persian Gulf), then the costs
are increased by that required to pro-
vide an additional equipment set and 20-
year warehousing costs.

(U) This shows for instance, that the
converted SL-7s in the current Navy/MSC
program are relatively inexpensive. If
22-28 days are available, the ships can
make it from CONUS with or without using
the Suez Canal. While not as cheap as
the older C-4s in the Ready Reserve
Fleet (RRF), they are cheaper than slow
or fast RoRos, or the SESs making two
or three roundtrips from Diego Gurcia
or Australia.

(U) If less time is available, then
the prepo costs must be added, and the
ships should shuttle from the prepo
site. Fast new RoRos and the Maritime
Prepositioning ships offer the fastest
capabilities, and are still slightly
cheaper than the SES approach.

UNCLASSIFIED
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SHIPPING/PREPO COSTS VS DAYS AVAILABLE

(20-yr Life Cycle Costs)

Shipped from:

SES(2x)

O Egypt or Diego Garcia

| =
2 $60K 1 O West Australia

s (O East CONUS via Suez
> mmmammu E/W CONUS w/o Suez
4+

w
8 $40K 7

()]
O
s} Prepo Costs: \\\\\\\ \\\\é
« $20K 4 Extra Buy = $13K 4 Slow new Rolto
3 Warehouse = $12K ©A- «mS wxao )~

£ Totql = §25K/ton |..,_ -~ \\/ .C-4/RRF

]
nn/w. 4 \\ §

%O—A ] ]
0 10 .20 wo bo mo

Days Available for Delivery

(U) This chart shows how shipping or shipping + prepo costs in-

crease

as the days available for delivery decrease. If delivery

is required within 10 days, costs between $40 K and $60 K per ton are

likely.

If 30-50 days are available, costs may drop to $6-20 K.
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(U) Airlift costs are far more sens-
itive to shortened delivery times, but
have the unmistakeable advantage of
being able to deliver something very
fast indeed.

(U) Whenever practical, the cheapest
form of airlift would be widebody CRAF,
since neither the acquisition nor the
operational costs are borne by the DoD
during peacetime. The impact of reducing
time available and of increasing distance
are clear however. Costs of well over a
million dollars per ton could be required
to get any of the military-owned solu-
tions down to less than a week. Further-
more, the C-5 is substantially more cost-
1y than the C-141 or newer KC-10.

(U) It would appear almost irrefutable
that airlift should be constrained to
the minimum essential to meet the de-
livery time requirements, that it should
be flown over the shortest possible dis-
tance, and wherever practical, commer-
cially owned aircraft should be used.

(U) Specifically, the possibility of
airlifting prepo from some nearby logis-
tics base appears to be an extremely
attractive alternative. In’Air Force
parlance, this is known as "reposition-
ing." It has been recognized in both Air
Force and RDJTF planning as a preferred
mode, but does not appear in the ration-
ale for acquisition or resource planning.

Note there is no allowance for en
route attrition in these calculations.

~

AIRLIFT VS SEALIFT COSTS
(20-yr Life Cycle Costs)
[ g
o
T
s $600K A
[«}]
Q.
4+
w
8 N
\
2 $400K KC-10 C-5
g C-141 N
M 8000mX 8000 mi
Y
o— 5000m 8000m<
Mwmoox - fa\ — — 5000m1
> 2000m%
S ~ T = === 2000mL
$0K sealift : . . .
0 10 20 30 40 50
Days Available for Delivery xl\\¥

(U) This chart shows the relative costs of different kinds of air-
Lift over differing distances within various acceptable delivery
times. CRAF and C-5 are shown for 3 distances, KC-10 and C-141 for
8000 miles only. The sealift envelope from the prior chart is shown
at the botton.
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(U) There has been very little growth

in the total U.S. military airlift capac-

ity since the completion of C-5 produc-
tion in the middle 1970s. Moreover the
contribution of the Civil Reserve Air-
craft Fleet (CRAF) to that total has re-
mained relatively constant. This is
shown on the graphs on this chart.

(U) By increasing manning and buying
more spares, it is possible to achieve
greater fleet utilization without adding
more aircraft. This is shown by the
dotted Tine above the strategic 1ift
total. This does not really add to to-
tal capacity: only to.the utilization
of the existing capacity. HMoreover,
the C-141 stretch program does not here
show an increase in capacity, since
these graphs portray ton-miles per day,
assuming each aircraft is used to its
weight 1imit, not its volume or floor
space limit.

(U) The growth in tactical 1ift capac-
ity has also been very slight over the
past decade. There is certainly noth-
ing implicit in either of these graphs
to indicate that there has been a shift
in strategy to emphasize greater force
mobility. This is due in part to the
fact that new production airlift assets
will not yet be in the fleet by 1985.

(U) These trends do not parallel the
growth in commercial air transport
which is now far more able to support
military needs.

UNCLASSIFIED
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TOTAL AIRLIFT CAPABILITY

(in millions of ton-miles per day)

STRATEGIC LIFT TACTICAL LIFT

50 - 5

4 ¥4 )

6

70 -. 80 60 70 80

J

(U) These graphs show the total strategic and tactical airlift
s of millions of ton-miles per day for U.S. mili-
There has been Llittle meaningful growth

capacity in te
tury and CRAF aircraft.

over the past decade.
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(U) One indicator of the state of mod-
ernization of airlift assets is the
average age of various components of the
air transport fleet. This is shown on
this graph.

(U) Commercial air transports are
normally "written off" over a period

of 11 years. Military airlift aircraft
are used far fewer hours per day, and
hence can be expected to last longer,
or until they become technologically
obsolete--from the standpoint of fuel
consumption, metal fatigue, or inabili-
ty to maintain on-board systems. If the
fleet is to have a total useful life of
roughly 40 years, then its average age
at any time should not exceed 20 years.

(U) Using these criteria, then, it is
clear that the narrow-body CRAF assets
will exceed their 1life-expectancy (by
commercial standards) by 1985. While
the military strategic 1ift assets will
still be within limits, over 75% of the
tactical airlift fleet will be more than
20 years old, and almost 25% will have
reached 30 years old. There would ap-
pear to be a very good chance that this
tactical fleet will approach block ob-
solescence before a replacement program
can be implemented.

(U) The Air Force apparently still
hopes that the C-17 program can be pur-
sued to satisfy this requirement for a
C-130 replacement.
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p-27

\\11

AVERAGE AGE OF AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT IN 1985
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(U) The height of
age of each type of airlift asset to be in

1985.

able--as noted below each bar.

The width of each bar approximates
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(U) One of our Air Force briefings
brought out the very interesting point
that technology and force modernization
is not currently reducing the weight or
size of ground forces combat equipment.
In fact, tne opposite appears to be the
case.

(U) This chart shows both the total
weight of each kind of Army division,
and the fraction of its equipment that
is "outsized" (i.e., requires C-5 trans-
port) in both 1980 and 1986.

(U) If one averages by weight the
annual rate of change in either total
weight or outsized fraction, the re-
sult is a 4% annual rate of growth.

(U) We have dubbed this the "techno-
logical bloat factor." It is apparently
not dissimilar from the "technological
growth factor" found to exist in virtu-
ally all defense equipment unit costs
(in constant dollars) over the past
three decades. To a first approximation,
USDR&E Tong-range planning studies are
showing an annual Army procurement unit
cost growth of 4.5% yearly since the
1950s. The correlation between cost,
weight, and size growth is uncanny--

and very possibly suspect because of

its superficiality.

(U) The fact remains, however, that if
technology is going to be used to reduce
ground force equipment weight and bulk,
it will require a reversal of much
recent experience.

\\\!

TECHNOLOGICAL BLOAT FACTOR

GROWTH IN EQUIPMENT WEIGHT & BULK:

1980 1986
TONS OUTSIZED TONS OUTSIZED

Airborne Div 16,700 1% 20,400 9%
Infantry Div 30,400 21% 37,500 23% _

Mechanized Div 51,200 407% 63,800 - 52%

Armored Div 54,400 46% 70,800 56%

Average 38,200 34% 48,200 43% |
ANNUAL BLOAT RATE = 4% (in weight & size) X
m
- T
N,
(U) This chart, developed by the Air Force, illustrates the rate
at which Army divisional equipments are growing in weight and size, =
primarily to meet NATO-oriented requirements. RDF requirements - ;
would seek to reverse this trend.

J

* maveres,
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(U) These next two charts elaborate
on the surmary findings concerning
"technological bloat" which surfaced
on the previous chart.

(U) Here are shown the past- and new-
generation equipment weights and sizes
for a cross-section of Army equipments.
Only in cases where an arrow is shown,
are either weights or sizes decreasing.

(U) The new Bradley fighting vehicle
destined to replace the trusty old
M-113 armored personnel carrier is one
of the most exaggerated examples of
growth: 102% in weight; 49% in floor
space from the older to the newer gen-
eration. In fact, the M-2/3 has so
grown in size that its external armor
must be partially removed if it is to
fit in a C-141.

(U) The growth in tank weight appears
somewhat more constrained, but never-
theless real. The task force was con-
cerned to learn that the fuel consump-
tion of the M-1 is roughly twice that
of the M-60.

(U) Growth in weight and size of heli-
copters has also been substantial. In
all three categories (attack, troop,

“and cargo), both weights and sizes are

increasing in the newer series. Ve do
not question the greater effectiveness

of the newer equipments in any category--

only the difficulty of deploying them.

\l

TECHNOLOGICAL BLOAT (CONT)

GROWTH IN EQUIPMENT WEIGHT & BULK:

WT GROWTH SIZE GROWTH

-

TYPE OLD NEW
APC MIT13A1 ('60) M-2/3 ('82)  +102% +49%
Tank M6OA1 ('59) M-1  ('81) + 14% + 9%
Troop Helo UH-TH ('68) UH-60 ('79)  +104% +49%
Attack Helo AH-1S ('66) AH-64 ('79) + 59% +79%
Cargo Helo CH-53D ('69) CH-53E ('80) +38% ~  + 9%

*floor space

J

(U) This chart shows the weight and size growth between older
and newer ground force equipments, indicating the designation and
year of introduction of each. Size is measured in terms of repre-

sentative floor space required:
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(U) The trend in armored vehicles
and helicopters are also evident, but
to a lesser extent, in trucks and
artillery systeus.

(U) This chart shows the growth in the
size of the Army's new 5/4-ton vehicle
over the jeep, but a more .encouraging
trend is the size constraints of its
heavier trucks. HNote that the weight
of the 10-ton truck has grown by 41%,
however.

(U) Newer technology appears to have
resulted in a substantial weight re-
duction for the Army's newer self-pro-
pelled 8" howitzer, although its size
has grown 15%. On the other hand, no
equivalent savings are apparent in the
smaller and more deployable 155 howitzer
which, due to its versatility is likely
to be the choice for early deployment

of RDF forces.

(U) The existence of this technological
bloat factor does not really mean that
newer technology cannot make ground
force weapon systems easier to transport.
More 1likely, it only implies that the
requirement for greater transportabil-
ity has not been afforded high priority
in recent NATO-oriented modernization
programs. As will be discussed again
subsequently, Army systems do not seem
to be designed for convenience of Havy
or Air Force Tift.
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TECHNOLOGICAL BLOAT (CONT)

GROWTH IN EQUIPMENT WEIGHT & BULK:

N

TYPE OLD NEW WT GROWTH SIZE GROWTH
Jeep MIS1  ('50) HMMWV ('80)  +20% +53%
Nw.ﬁo= Trk  M35A2 () M35A2C ( )  + 4%+ 2%
5-ton Trk M54  ('60) M813 ('70) -12€ -3 @
10-ton Trk ~ M520 ( ) M985 ( )  +41% - 7% @
155 Howitzer M114 ('51) M198 ('72)  +20% +17%

SP 8" How M55  ('52) MI10  ('77) -362 @ +15%

*floor space

(U) This chart continues the theme cof the preceding one and
tllustrates the change in weight and size of successor gencration
military equipments for ground forces. On balance, mobility hau
not been considered as tmportant as other improvement:.
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(U) This next series of charts is in-
tended to continue the rudimentary
"mission area analysis" by which the
task force members enhanced their own
understanding of the deployability
needs of RDF forces.

(U) The next 11 charts are all plotted
to the same scale, showing tons of equip-
ment either wanted or delivered as a
function of time, for a typical RDF sce-
nario. It involves the deployment of a
multi-divisional force to the Persian
Gulf area, with the intent to be able to
forestall an advance by Soviet/client
forces towards the coast.

(U) The data are derived almost entire-
1y from the Congressionally Mandated
Mobility Study previously mentioned. It
is a current study; it does not violate
real military planning, and it is pri-
marily unclassified for Congressional
consumption. The computer models on
which the study is based are generally
well-known and used by PA&E, OUSDR&E,
and JCS(SAGA). Ve have concentrated

on only one of the four scenarios used
in that study: the one most clearly
representative of a major non-NATO RDF
contingency.

(U) This first chart shows the cumu-
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"TYPICAL MOBILITY DEMANDS
(cMmMs SCENARIO T1) P
1500
30 60day s
o 00%
. Resup N [
esupply

£ 1000 & Ammo «ﬁﬁmmwwm ' (53%)
& / ﬁ
- i
o /- 50%
N c nit {, 5,
@ 500 Army U.E. acm&;maxﬁw.«gx=y
2
BN

_YNavy -

L Marine
0 v 1 yr—— - mulswx Force
//r‘ 0 20 40 60 days tk\\

lative tonnage demand over the first 60
days and the proportions of the total
tonnage between unit equipments and re-
supply items (excluding fuel).

(U) This chart shows that on a typical large RDF contingency, there
could be a cumulative demand for over 1.5 million tons of equipment
It is split roughly

50-50 between unit equipment and resupply/ammnition.

and resupply needed within the first 60 days.

UNCLASSIFIED



P-32

UNCLASSIFIED

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

(U) These charts only indicate the
tonnage of equipment that must go by
“common carrier," as it were. In other
words, the material carried aboard
naval or amphibious vessels is not in-
cluded in the totals. Llikewise, Air
Force aircraft that can be flown to

the theater of operations are not in-
cluded--only munitions, food, spares,
and other resupply items.

(U) In the early days, it is clear--
and obvious--that there is a greater
requirement for unit equipment than
for resupply. It is this early unit
equipment which needs to have good
enough performance capabilities to de-
lay enemy progress until larger U.S.
forces can arrive.

(U) By Service, this chart shows that
Army unit equipment delivered by common
carrier far exceeds that required by

the others: 70% of the total, compared
to 11-12% for Navy and Marines, and
only 7% for the Air Force. For the pur-
poses of this analysis, we can take at
face value that the distribution of
force components is appropriate and
representative.

(U) Equally important, however, is
the recognition that it is also the
Army that is the most dependent on the
other Services and commands to provide
the necessary 1ift. And therein lies
the rub: Tittle incentive to minimize
the need or maximize the "liftability."

TYPICAL MOBILITY DEMANDS

(cMms Scenario 1) s
L )
1500~ AN
2 . //// //////// 100%
M Resupply |
& 1000 & Ammo
1m g
i /// Usa | (70%)
%,
S - 50%
0
..M L
m 500 Army U.E. sy | (11%)
%. usmMc | (12%)
USAT | (7% .
_~Navy N
—Marine

~ ~Alr Force

0 20 40 60 days

(U)  This chart concentrates on the unit equipment part of the
lift demand, and indicates that the preponderance of the total

cumulative requirement is generated by Army forces.

UNCLASSIFIED



(U) The third chart in this series

concentrates on the composition of the
Army unit equipment planned for deploy-
ment--and arrival--within the first

60 days of a Southwest Asia (SWA)/Persian
Gulf notional contingency.

(U) The important and surprising ele-
ment of this chart-is the distribution
of equipments between combat and combat
support. The fact that over 50% of the
total equipment delivered is trucks gen-
erally comes as a surprise to the high
technology community which prefers to
focus its attention on the 14% combat
equipment, or the 2% in helicopters.

(U) Trucks are absolutely essential

to any operations on another continent,
particularly if the combat zone is
spread out over large distances. Al-
most every briefer felt obliged to show
the task force a map of the SWA super-
imposed on a map of the United States.
Clearly, the distances are severalfold
as great as those in the HATO arena.

(U) Moreover, with an undeveloped
transportation infrastructure typical

of most potential RDF areas of inter-
est, there will also be large require-
ments for engineer equipment. Addition-
ally, all U.S. equipments require exten-
sive maintenance support. Hence main-
tenance and engineering requirements
alone exceed the total weight of combat
equipment.
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TYPICAL COMPOSITION OF ARMY U.E.
(cmms SCENARIO 11) s
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() This chart shows that of the Army's 70% of total deployed
equipment, 84% consists of trucks, engineer and maintenance equip-

ment, not combat equipment.

This is an important perception to gain.

Moreover, these weights do not include the POL for these w&te@im:wm.
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(U) 1t is, of course, interesting to
note that much more of the Army's unit
equipment is either outsized or over-
sized (see chart T-7), while the vast
majority of its resupply requirements
are simple "bulk" that can be carried
more easily by a wider variety of
available transport assets.

(U) This chart shows that approximate-
ly 31% of all the Army's equipment (by
weight) is outsized and must go by C-5,
if it is to go by air at all. Only 4%
is bulk (which could go by CRAF), while
the majority (57%) is oversized.

(U) This again shows that the most
important items to get to the combat
zone rapidly are the most difficult
to transport by air. It is not, how-
ever, necessarily the most expensive
of the materiel to be committed.

(U) There seems to be an almost over-
whelming case for the prepositioning

of all possible oversized and outsized
equipment, unless its procurement and
storage costs are excessive. The task
force was exposed to all the concerns
about the vulnerability of prepo, the
fact that it "could be in the wrong
place," the fact that we might not get
title to the needed real estate, etc.
While these arguments are surely more
than just excuses, we concluded that
there are compelling reasons for putting
greater emphasis on prepositioning. The
Army appears to be moving in this direc-
tion.

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

\

TYPICAL SIZING OF ARMY U.E,
(cMMS SCENARIO 11D
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N //// NonAvn .
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& 1000 % Ammo N stzed | 7"
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m 500 Army U.E. 1
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<
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(U) This chart shows that the vast majority of the Army's untit

equipment is either oversized or outsized, and thus more diffi-

cult to transport by air, even though it is needed as

possible in the theater of operations.
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(U) This next chart shifts from the
Army's unit equipment problems to their
resupply needs. As was mentioned ear-
lier, the vast majority of this non-POL
resupply is bulk materiel which can

be transported by a very wide variety
of transportation systems.

(U) Not too surprisingly, the major
demand is for ammunition (41%) of
which artillery shells alone comprise
33%. Bombs for aircraft delivery con-
stitute another 25%, and all the rest
(food, medical, spares, construction
materials, PX supplies, etc.) amount to
34%.

(U) While not specifically discussed
here, it should also be recognized that
as much as 40-50% of the total weight
of ammunition is caused by its shipping
containers rather than the rounds them-
selves. Again, it becomes evident that
solving some of the problems at the
lower end of the technological sophis-
tication spectrum could be more valu-
able in alleviating the overall trans-
portation/mobility problems than at-
tempting to raise the weight-efficiency

-of the higher sophistication weaponry

itself.

(U) It might be noted here that we do
not have high confidence in the assump-
tions concerning ammunition consumption
rates. Nevertheless, we see no reason
to concentrate on reducing ammunition

use as a means of increasing RDF power.
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TYPICAL RESUPPLY REQUIREMENTS

(cMms scenArTO 11) P

" Resupply

ammo

R N

Arty [

/

Bombs [~

Thousands of Short Tons

1000 — \\ & Ammo Shelld

ALl 1
Other

S N _Navy
XS <—Marine
0 —y Sy Air Force
//r 0 20 40 60 days

_
P\\ * 99% BULK
200%

(8%)

(33%)

\

(U) This chart shows how much of the non-POL resupply require-
ments are driven by ground and air ammunition--and by artillery
shells in particular. Shells and bombs dwarf all other resupply

needs.
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(U) Another way to avoid large re-
supply requirements for ammunition
would be to delay (or avoid) the onset
of combat. This graph shows the im-
pact of a 10-day delay in the beginning
of large scale ammunition consumption
rates relative to the total demand.

(U) Since steady-state consumption
rates for resupply items approach
20,000 tons a day for a multi-division
operation, a delayed onset of battle
could obviously decrease the early
resupply requirements. Whether an op-
erational force would be willing to
insert itself without substantial
levels of resupply on hand is, of
course, another matter. The Marines
clearly are unwilling to do so. The
Army, on the other hand does not ap-
pear to have worked out as stringent

a requirement. Unlike the Marines, the
Army does not move ashore with 15 days
worth of resupply organic to the units.

(U) In any event, the task force in-
terprets this reduced consumption not
as an opportunity to reduce 1ift, but
as a bonus to be derived from somehow
delaying the onset of major unit con-
flict. In other words, it raises the
premium on interdicting the aggressor
force earlier and more remotely. The
concept of "stop-gap" forces arises
again.

\

//!, 0 20 40

IMPACT OF CONSUMPTION RATES
(cMMs SCENARIO 11) e
1500- A
rILﬂMWucuaww delay
\\\\ in warfighting)
[2] \\
m I
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% _ CONUS-based
o, armo stocks
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3
@ 500 Army U.E.
] . ///M
o<
&
—— - \EQE&
NN NN SN—Marine
0 N — ' P~ A1 FOPCE
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(U) This chart indicates that there would be a considerable
savings in resupply requirements if the omset of large-scale
combat could be delayed for a significant period of time. This

appears to raise the premium on successful ear
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(U) The prior charts have all dealt

with the demand for 1ift in this par-
ticular scenario, regardless of the
ability of U.S. 1ift forces to meet the
demand. This chart now turns to an over-
simplified display of typically avail-
able 1ift to support an SWA RDF contin-
gency--assuming no attrition.

(U) To the same scale as the prior
charts, this graph illustrates the
1ift contribution made by.each of the
major classes of transport in support-
ing a multi-divisional deployment into
the Indian Ocean. Again, it is the
proportions rather than the absolute
magnitude that is important.

(U) The first means of getting any-
thing into a remote area will, of
course, be airlift. The bottom wedge
on this chart clearly shows the typ-
ical ramp-shaped buildup possible us-
ing the very rapid round-trip air
assets. The steeper slope at about
the 12th day is the result of reserve
augmentation of the active airlift
support forces.

(U) The next wedge of equipment to ar-
rive will almost certainly come from
nearby prepositioned equipment, brought
in by, say, fast prepositioning ships
on which the materiel was stored.

These tonnages tend to arrive en masse,
as is typical of ships. Next will come
the fast sealift from the COMNUS, and
finally, the large deliveries will

come by conventional "slow" sealift.

p-37
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TYPICAL LIFT CAPABILITIES
(cMMs scenNARIO 11D
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(U) This chart shows a typical rate of buildup of supplies
in-theater using currently available lift assets and a limited

amount of near-theater prepositioning.

The major issue, of

course, 1s how to improve the near-term arrival rates.
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4

( The gap between the amount of
ift needed (Charts P-31 thru 36) and
that available (Chart 37) constitutes
the shortfall in current U.S. capa- \\\\
bilities to meet this particular
hypothetical RDF contingency. In this
specific case, demand exceeds capa-
bility by more than 50% for the first
40 days of the campaign--until slow
shipping can get loaded, deploy half-
way round the world, and unload. 1500 -
There is no allowance for en route at-
trition, nor is the impact of the short-
fall in the early days reflected in
Jater requirements.

(U) There appear to be four separate
approaches available to rectify this
shortfall: 1) we can try to reduce the
weight of stuff needed over the first

40 days; 2) we can try to enhance our
overall 1ift capabilities; 3) we can

try to shift the delivery capability to
the left by starting sooner on the basis
of better early warning of the need; or
4) we can try to devise means to lower
the need for so rapid a buildup in U.S. 41—
forces.

(U) A1l of these options are explored

superficially on the following pages. 0 Y T Y I T \
It might be noted incidentally, that //r 0 20 40 60 days
it was analyses similar to this in the

CMMS study that led to the requirement
for new sea- and airlift assets to () This chart overlays the top lines of the two prior charts

support the RDF. to illustrate the potential gap, or shortfall, before lift demand
and 1ift availability. Minimizing this shortfall through technol-
ogy becomes the major objective of this task force study.

TYPICAL MOBILITY SHORTFALL
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(U) The first variation on the short-
fall depicted on the prior chart, indi-
cates the advantages to be gained by
delaying the onset of warfighting by

10 days (chart P-36) on the one hand,
while also beginning the 1ift just

5 days earlier, on the other hand.

(U) These two actions alone, were they
plausible, could eliminate the majority
of the shortfall demonstrated for this
particular scenario. Whether or not
either alternative is practical is not
known. In view of the very high costs
associated with the proposed 1ift add-
ons (tens of billions), there would
appear to be a very high premium on
innovations that would permit movement
in both of the directions indicated.

(U) Specifically, the task force has
probed the need to be able to slow down
very substantially the rate of advance
of enemy forces early-on, while also
looking at the possibilities for ex-
tending intelligence early-warning in-
dicators as a means of getting the Tift
under way sooner.

(U) 1t must also be remembered that

this particular notional attrition-free
scenario, does not represent any ulti-
mate scenario against which to establish
U.S. force requirements. It is by no
means clear that our RDF problems would
disappear if no shortfall at all remained

on this chart.
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(U) This chart slows down the onset of warfighting and speeds
up the inttiation of force deployment to demonstrate how a few

days more warning and a few days delay in enemy rates of advance

can reduce the shortfalls seen in this particular RDF scenario.
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(U) This next chart attempts to elim-
inate the perceived shortfall in RDF
mobility capabilities by working on

the high technology end of the total
1ift spectrum. It derives directly
from the insights gained on chart P-33
concerning the relatively small weight
of "teeth" compared to the large weight
of "tail," and from chart P-37 that shows
the contribution of airlift to the total
tonnage moved.

(U) In short, a 50% reduction in the
weight of all Army combat equipment,
coupled with a 50% increase in the total
level of airlift assets flying all the
way from the CONUS to SWA, doesn't make
a significant difference in the over-
all shortfall in mobility capabilities.

(U) There may be other reasons for
making both of these high technology
fixes. For instance, reducing the
weight of the Army's combat equipment
may add greatly to its in-theater op-
erational mobility--a consideration

not assessed in this strategic 1ift
model. By the same token, there may

be very valid reasons to increase to-
tal airlift capacity if only to permit

a substantial increase in"reposition-
ing" capability (discussed subsequently)
or to compensate for attrition. The
point is that the rationales for accom-
plishing these other objectives should
be developed on their own merits and not
confused in their application.

\
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(U) This chart shows that a 50% reduction in Army combat systems
weight as well as a 50% increase in total airlift capabilities do
not do much to eliminate the perceived U.S. mobility shortfall--
although they may be valuable for other reasons.
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(U) As a corollary to the last chart,
this one explores the impact of success-
fully attacking the Tlower technology end
of the mobility spectrum.

(U) 'In this case, the tonnage demand
is reduced by making 10% savings in

all the Army's non-combat equipments--
such as trucks, engineer, and main-
tenance equipment (re: chart M-3 again).
At the same time, several alternative
steps are taken to increase U.S. Tift
capabilities. First, 150,000 tons of
airliftable prepositioning is procured
and stored at forward bases, and half
the existing U.S. airlift capability is
used to reposition this materiel before
returning to the CONUS to engage in the
lTonger-range CONUS-SWA airlift. This
is only one of the ways to impact on
the very early shortfall. Next, the
current prepositioning levels of rough-
1y 100,000 tons is doubled, and trans-
ferred into theater by high priority,
fast shipping not previously allocated
to this job. Finally, the fast sea-
1ift from the CONUS is doubled in size
by the addition of less than a dozen
more speedy ships.

(U) The composite impact of these
changes, which might entail 2-5 billion
dollars, is to very greatly diminish

the shortfall--essentially the same way
that the timing changes did on chart P-39.

(U) There are, of course, many other
alternatives that could be explored.

UNCLASSIFIED

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

P-41

LOW TECHNOLOGY MOBILITY FIXES

(cmMs scenArio 1)

\____
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AIRLIFT 150K NEW PREPO
= - o Aitrlift from CONUS
0 1 Y T v 1
20 40 60 days
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(U) This chart shows the impact of reducing the weight of Army
non-combat equipment while increasing prepositioning and sealift,
and using airlift to "reposition" the highest priority forward-
These lower technology fixes appear effective.

stored materiel.
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(U) This chart summarizes the major
considerations that seem to scope RDF
problems, as identified in the preceding
section of this report.

(U) Tt is clear that RDF problems run
the full gamut of U.S. conventional force
capabilities in the eyes of the opera-
tional commanders. It is also clear that
RDF objectives, as well as the forces
most 1ikely to oppose them, are not a
simple extension of NATO planning.

Getting to the war across the seas
and then across the beach may be RDF's
toughest problem, and unsolved cross-
Service issues are magnified in this
regard. Transportation costs to deploy
RDF are extremely high, and airlift is
surely the highest of all. Tradeoffs
between airlift, sealift, and preposi-
tioning can have important impacts on
both transit times and costs.

(U) It is clear that the bulk of the
materiel to be transported is support
equipment and ammunition: most of these
items are candidates for prepositioning.
A 10% reduction in support equipment
weight is more valuable 1ift wise than a
50% weight in combat equipment.

(U) Finally, it is clear that RDF tac-
tics--and thus their equipment--may be
substantially different from that re-
quired in the early stages of a NATO war
in Europe, where opposing forces are
already largely in place.

~

THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

e RDF problems run the gamut of U.S. military capabilities

||SQ@&N&w¢||m:wcwcszNwwmtuwxﬁwQﬁwcmzwmmnumzmwawszvﬁN&wm
——03T-—training--planning--testing--materiel support

e RDF opposing forces and objectives are somewhat unique
-- and are not a simple extension of NATO planning
e Getting there in time may be the toughest RDF problem
—- complicated by unsolved cross-Service issues
e Transportation costs may exceed equipment procurement cost
-- and long-range airlift is by far the most cestly
o The RDF tail is much harder to deploy than the teeth
-— further emphasizing the desirability of prepositioning
e High initial force effectiveness is essential

-- to buy time for subsequent reinforcement

\

(U) This final chart in this section of the report summarizes
the major issues that comprise the total scope of RDF problems as

viewed by this task force. These are by no means the same problems

faced by U.S. forces assigned to NATO.
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(U) Armed with the limitations and
deficiencies identified earlier, and

in the context of the threat, scenarios,
and analyses just discussed, the task
force -set out to explore systemati-
cally the potential opportunities for
improving RDF capabilities.

(U) The course of our investigations
is paralleled by the outline of this
major section. We tried to assess the
validity of the problems, the adequacy
of steps already in progress to al-

leviate them, and the opportunities

to apply new technologies where neces-
sary.

(U) In cases where it seemed that the

requisite technology was abundantly a-

vailable, we asked selected contractors
and government agencies to show us what
they had to offer. Some of the results
of this informal "show & tell" are in-

cluded at the appropriate points.

(U) The vast predominance of our brief-
ings were from appropriate Defense de-
velopment entities. We were thus able
to assess not only what is possible,

but what priority is currently being
applied by "management," and whether
there is a common view of the RDF
needs. Clearly, there is not, and we
will comment on this where proper.

\\\ll

BRIEFING OUTLINE

PART 1: INTRODUCTION
PART I1: THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM
PART II1: THE QUEST FOR SOLUTIONS

PART 1V: _vammm_ozm & RECOMMENDATIONS

G _/

(U) This is the beginning of the third section of this report.
Here, we will summarize our findings for each of the problem areas
spelled out on charts P-€ through P-9.
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(U) There was little question in the
minds of the task force that additional
strategic airlift would be valuable to
hasten force deployments. Improvements
to the C-141 and C-5 fleet appear sound,
and the production of additional C-5s
appears more practical than undertaking
an all-new C-17. We were unconvinced by
enthusiastic briefings that the C-17
would provide sufficient advantages to
warrant its additional costs. We were
particularly skeptical that it would
ever be widely operated in an intra-
theater role.

(U) We were not uniformly satisfied,
however, that the airlift community

or its beneficiaries had worked very
hard to tailor the airlift to the most
important tasks: i.e., the shipment of
Army cargos too complicated or too cost-
ly to preposition, and more than likely
outsized. Things 1ike large helicopters,
C3I vans, and some maintenance equipment,
appear to require very large inter-

nal volume, while more dense equipments
and resupply items can take a much
smaller volume. Designing to an “aver-
age" may optimize the airlift for Army
trucks, for which the justification of
airlift will be difficult indeed.

(U) Commercially available technology
seems perfectly adequate to meet real-
istic airlift needs, and the CRAF pro-
gram should be pursued wherever possi-
ble (discussed again later).

—

MOBILITY: MORE AIRLIFT

e Need appears to exist
e C(-141 stretch & C-5 Wing mod are "naturals"

e For new aircraft, highest 1ift priority appears to be for
Army cargo early combat & mobility that is:

-- too complicated to prepo...

-- ...and too expensive to prepo...

-- ...mma oversized or outsized, (i.e., helicopters,
C°I, and maintenance vans)

e C(-5B appears to be good, rapid solution

e The C-17 appears to be an unrealistic composite solution
to broadly different requirements

o Enhanced CRAF is by far the most cost-effective alternative
e Commercial technology appears adequate

(U)  This chart summarizes the task force views on strategic
airlift. There are no apparent technological limitations which
should prevent RDF forces from attaining their objectives in
this regard. Intra-thecter airlift is addressed separately.
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(U) The task force was briefed by the
manufacturers of the oversized "Guppy"
aircraft, derived from C-97 airframes,
to meet special NASA and commercial
shipping requirements. While we doubt
that the skies will ever be black with
Guppies, it is also abundantly clear
that it is practical to modify existing
older airframes to meet certain peculiar
1ift requirements--such as hauling CH-47
helicopters around the world without
dismantling them first. Moreover, to
the extent that there is a civil demand
for this type of machine, then there

is little reason why it should be kept
in military inventories between emer-
gencies.

(U) At first inspection, there appears
to be no basic reason why the same type
of fuselage enlargement could not be
applied to the Boeing 707s now leaving
civil inventories due to age and EPA
restrictions. A fleetof 20 such modi-
fied aircraft, either kept in the re-
serves or maintained by some commercial
concern, might be exceptionally useful
for specialized RDF requirements. They
could presumably be made available in

a relatively short period of time for a
fraction of the development costs of

an all-new militarized aircraft.

~ R

COMMERCIAL "GUPPIES” FOR OUTSIZED LOADS
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(U) This chart shows the relative size and performance of the
existing "Guppy" aircraft compared to the well-known C-130. This
Mehow & tell” item was intended to demonstrate the practicality
of special solutions to special problems at reasonable cost.
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(U) For some of the extreme distances
associated with some RDF contingencies,
and in view of the uncertainty of inter-
mediate airfield availability, aerial
refueling capability appears certain

to continue to be needed.

(U) The task force felt that the plan
to re-engine the KC-135 and keep the
machine in inventory for another few
decades appears eminently sensible.
Furthermore, the KC-10 derivative of
the commercial widebody jet also seems
to provide a realistic solution to in-
creasing strategic 1ift refueling capa-
bilities.

(U) There seems to be no question that
the requisite technology is well in
hand, and it would further appear that
there are several other missions for
which the tanker-sized airframe would
be very valuable. These are listed on
the chart. Some of them might be con-
veniently pursued after the major air-
1ift requirements have been met--in a
given contingency.

(U) It might also be noted in passing
that several other countries are be-
ginning to add tankers to their inven-
tories. These are derivatives of either
DC-8s or 707s retired from commercial
service. Such mod programs might be a
Tow cost alternative for RDF forces too.

UNCLASSIFIED
TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF
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MOBILITY: MORE REFUELING CAPABILITY:

) Need mvcmmxm to exist
. KC-135 re-engining appears sensible

° KC-10 appears-to be very sensible solution to solve
both Air Force & Navy refueling needs

° Alternate missions for tankers appear practical:

-- intelligence gathering
-- commo relays

-~ ocean surveillance

-- TACAMO

-- etc.

° Adequate technology exists

/

(U) The task force found no technological handicaps in the pro-

vision of additional aerial refueling capabilities for RDF airlift
purposes. Moreover, there do appear to be opportunities for add-

ttional uses for large, long-endurance craft like the KC-10.
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(U) At the request of the task force,
the McDonnell Douglas company provided
a letter describing the differences in
cost associated with -converting an ex-
jsting, in-fleet commercial DC-10 to

a CRAF configuration compared with in-
stalling the modifications as the air-
craft is initially manufactured.

(U) The task force was concerned that
there appeared to be too little inter-
est on the part of the military in ex-
panding the size and capabilities of the
CRAF in view of the clear cost advan-
tages of this approach. Ve had been told
by some briefers, perhaps inaccurately,
that plans for additional CRAF-enhance-
ment funding had been abandoned as

"too expensive." This appeared anoma-
lous in view of the quoted costs for a
new C-17 program, for which widespread
support had been evidenced over the past
year.

(U) This chart shows that there are
clear cost advantages in including the
CRAF-enhancements at the time of air-
craft construction. It also shows that
the total costs are very low indeed com-
pared to the far higher costs of procur-
ing and owning airlift assets for life.

(U) The task force was unanimous in
urging greater use of the CRAF approach
wherever practical.

\

cRAF DC-10 FREIGHTER COSTS

CONFIGURATION CHANGES
Heavy Floor, Loading Door, etc.

AIRLINE REIMBURSEMENT
16-yr Operating Costs
Landing Fees, Tire Wear, etc.

Out-of-Service Lost Revenue

$FY82 TOTAL

-

RETRO-
_FIT

$10.2

5.8
1.7
4.2

$21.9 M

ON-LINE

MOD

$ 5.6

5.3
1.6

$12.5 M

(U) This chart shows the major cost items assoctiated with
adding CRAF-enhancements to a commercial DC-10 design. The cost
savings of catching the aircraft on the production line rather
than subsequently standing it down for rework are evident.
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(¢ Although not reinforced by the

rder of these charts, the task force
agrees that the backbone of any RDF op-
erations will be fast, modern, sealift--
not airlift. We were rather discouraged
to find the Tow priority being accorded
by the Navy to the valid sealift re-
quirement. The fact that the Navy has
not even been able to fully fund the
modifications required for the recently
procured SL-7s stood in stark contrast
to the budget request for two nuclear
aircraft carriers.

(U) There is no absence of available
technology in the commercial world--

and particularly among foreign countries
maintaining competitive merchant marines.
The only new U.S. technology, in Surface
Effects Ship (SES), seems very unlikely
to have any major payoff, except possi-
bly in "repositioning" forward-stored
materiel. Such forward prepositioning
was considered by the task force to be
far more appropriate afloat, and the

use of barges in this regard should be
carefully explored. .

\\khA) The limited Navy priority on pro-

viding sealift appears to extend to a
lack of genuine understanding of the
need for self-offloading, perhaps off-
shore, as well as the need to consider
survivability both through active de-
fenses and precautionary "spread loading"
to minimize losses. Warfighting needs

appear to have been afforded low priority.

\

.

MOBILITY: MORE SEALIFT

Need unquestionably exists

Hi-speed SL-7 mod program is sound but underfunded and
overplayed compared to total needs

More sealift needed, adapting current designs Tike:
LASH SEA BEE Stretched C-4 RoRo FloFlo Mini RoRo
Maritime Prepo should be expanded--including use of barges

-- total needs
Inadequate attention to: -- offloading °
-- survivability: spread loading
AAW & ASW
defensive needs

Limited priority still evident
SES technology offers limited use for high speed/short range
Adequate technology exists in civil sector ‘ »\\\

(C) The task force was extremely impressed by the variety of civil
technologies now being applied to modern sealift--primarily outside
the U.S.--and surprised by the lack of priority with which the Nuvy
has approached national sealift needs for MSC.
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(U) Several different types of new
technology ships have come -into commer-
cial use over the past two decades. The
most common of these, of course, is the
containership, which is by far the most
common type for the transport of fin-
ished goods worldwide. At present, there
is somewhat of a glut of these ships, and
they could easily be made available for
military missions.

(U) One of the most extraordinary new
ship classes is the "Lighter Aboard
Ship" (LASH) configuration shown here.

It is usedto transport large barges
which can be stacked/unstacked by a
giant on-board crane, and dropped into
the water off the stern. Tugs and land-
ing craft can be carried like the barges.

(U) Like giant containers, these barges
can be used to transport very heavy mat-
eriel, and can easily be floated ashore
one at a time. The mission of the ship
can be specialized by varying the con-
tent or configuration of the barges. For
instance, one can easily visualize a
LASH ship being converted into a tacti-
cal pipeline-laying vessel--or an oil-
field repair vessel. Using different
barges, it could readily become a "kit"
for carrying all the major elements of
an off-shore causeway for unloading
across the beach.

(U) We found 1ittle or no indication
that the full capabilities of this
functional new technology are being
exploited for RDF purposes.

-~

MODERN TECHNOLOGY LASH sHiIP

/

(U) This sketch shows one of the new LASH ships capable of
carrying up to 89 barges. Each barge is 30' wide, 60' long, and
over 11' deep--and can be loaded with up to 500 tons. It has a
broad variety of potential military uses, as yet unexplored.
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The task force recognized that
operational commanders repeatedly point
to a shortage of amphibious 1ift capa-
bility, which limits the rate at which
Marines can be deployed in any contin-
gency where an opposed entry may be
faced.

(U) 1In fact, however, the task force
spent 1ittle time exploring the prob-
lems of amphibious ships other than be-
ing briefed on the new follow-on design
to the LHA. This billion-dollar-plus
ship certainly testifies to the avail-
ability of technology both for the ship
itself and for the landing craft it will
carry.

(U) This is another case where Navy
priorities appear to be too low, but
also where the application of tech-
nology may possibly be excessive. Sev-
eral of the smaller coastal shipping de-
signs briefed to us by the Maritime Ad-
ministration would indicate that there
are less sophisticated alternatives to
getting equipment and supplies across
an undeveloped beach. The smaller
coastal roll-on/vroll-off designs (Mini
RoRos), and the more specialized float-
on/float-off barge carriers (FloFlos)
are two cases in point.

(U) The task force saw no technologi-
cal limits to enhancing U.S. amphibious
capabilities--only a lack of interest.

CON

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

ENTIAL

e

MOBILITY: MORE AMPHIBIOUS LIFT

&

e Need certainly exists

® Priority too low in Navy

e Possible Adaptation of Mini RoRos?

e Technology exists

\

\k&d\ The task force spent little time exploring technological
limits on amphibious shipping. There are none. We were however,
d:pressed by the lack of priority afforded to this mission, and
to the application of interesting new civil technologies.
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(U) The generally stated need for
lighter, and less bulky equipment is
certainly a noble objective with which
the task force would readily sympathize.
It is by no means clear, however, that
new technology is the answer. In fact,
it would appear that the older technol-
ogies provide the lighter equipment,
based on the "technological bloat" dis-
cussed earlier. In a more serious vein,
however, there is a real question as

to whether some of the older equipments
might not be better suited to RDF needs
from the standpoint of both mobility
and maintainability.

(U) More generally, however, the major-
ity of the task force was not convinced
that the Army has taken its own mobility
requirements seriously. There seem to
be abundant opportunities to tailor ex-
isting forces and their TOE to enhance
mobility. Replacing unarmed LOH heli-
copters with armed LOHs provides a
striking immediate increase in early
deployed firepower, for instance. More-
over, there is a big difference between
assuring that a machine can barely be
fit into an aircraft, and striving for
maximum airliftability--or sealiftabil-
ity, for that matter.

(U) There is no shortage of existing
technology to enhance equipment trans-
portability. The experiments of the 9th
Infantry Division should demonstrate
this.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Zow_r~ﬂ<" LIGHTER, LESS BULKY EQUIPMENT

o Need
e Most

e Army
o Arny

-

certainly exists

trends in opposite direction:

Technology bloat & 4%/per year

has not emphasized mobility requirements

only beginning to tailor forces for mobility

"Pyulda Gap mentality" is dominant

opportunities to change TOE mix seem to exist:

substitute armed for unarmed scout helicopters
trade 105's for more capable 155's

trade smaller trucks for fewer larger ones
etc.

o Technology exists--9th InfDiv focus may help apply it

.

(U) The development of lighter and less bulky equipment seemed to
the task force to depend less on the application of new technology
than on re-configuring forces and equipment to meet the limits im-
posed by scarce lift assets.
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(U) The task force explored several
avenues for increasing early deploy-
able, mobile, firepower. The model
500MD, a derivative of the OH-6, al-
ready in operational inventories in

at least three foreign countries with
applicable environments (Korea, Israel,
and Kenya), is particularly amenable to
airlift, as shown on the attached chart.

(U) For moderate threat environments,
where there is an extremely high pre-
mium on early combat power and high
mobility to interdict an advancing
enemy force, the acceptance of weapons
such as this would appear to be inevit-
able. Whether they are rmore effective
than the Army's current two generations
of armed helicopters is not really the
point: the question is whether they
would be more effective than unarmed
scout helicopters which now abound in
both of the light Army divisions pro-
grammed for immediate deployment with
RDF forces.

(U) As in the case of other "show &
tell" items reviewed by the task force,
the DSB in no way considers that it has
the expertise to recommend specific
acquisition decisions to the military
departments. We only wish to use these
examples to demonstrate that much of
the needed technology is already "on

the shelf" and available for application.

UNCLASSIFIED
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EXISTING ARMED SCOUT HELICOPTER

(U)

The Model 500MD helicopter was briefed to the task force as an

example of existing technology (already used abroad) which could
well be used to enhance early-deploying RDF firepower because of
its easy air transportability.

UNCLASSIFIED

NN T

e



UNCLASSIFIED >-11

DSB TASK FORCE: ._.mOIZOrOO< FOR U.S. RDF

(U) The logistic "accountability"
associated with shipping vast quantities
of materiel rapidly was one problem area
where we failed to accomplish our objec-
tives. This chart is intended to show
the scope of the problems.

(U) The RDF problem 1is accentuated by
the convergence of at least five differ-
ent difficulties. First, there isn't
much to send, and the right things must
get to the right place in the right
order. Second, there are shortages in
shipping assets, and in "transloading"
(including "ship-to-shore" and "shore-
to-war"). The system must not become
clogged with lTow priority items. Third,

the material changes hands (and commands)

several times. Feurth, there is no com-
monality in computers or software for
"tracking" the materiel sent--or lost.
Finally, there is a shortage of communi-
cations, and no developed mechanism for
automated data transfer. Extraneous dia-
Togue concerning logistics probably will
not be tolerated.

(U) These considerations combine to
suggest the need to be able to provide
high-grade accountability of equipment
“in the pipeline." These are not basi-
cally technological problems, but we do
not see the efforts under way, nor the
mechanisms in place to assure their
satisfaction. As with so many other RDF
issues, there is a large cross-Service
element involved here.

s

IN TRANSIT LOGISTIC ACCOUNTABILITY
a [an] a Q
< <C < <
[an] o o (@]
7 & *shot down A Sbombed & texpended
Z ‘*forgotten F = o el =
& Apissent X s strafed &
%, = = = *shelled &
o¢
CONUS %ﬁ% AREA COMBAT
X
GA/./ *
*mislaid Jamaged
*damaged enroute xwwmw € *wasted
* sunk
o Insufficient materiel to "waste" in transit
e Inadequate 1ift and transloading resources
e Several changes of command -- no common authority
o Inconsistent/incompatible computers & software
e Insufficient communications & poor data transfer »\\¥

(U) The matter of "accountability" <in shipping what is needed,
only what is needed, and when it is needed, is a valid RDF concern.
The task force did not address it in detail. This chart indicates
the scope of the problems. The technology exists to solve them.
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(U) The matter of "transloadability,"
and bridging the artificial interfaces
between "wholesale" and "retail" deliv-
ery in areas lacking a developed trans-
portation infrastructure, represents
one of the most obvious and pressing
RDF problems brought before this task
force.

(U) It should be self-evident that RDF
forces will have to. be able to plunge
ashore without available developed ports.
The task force was surprised to find how
little emphasis is being placed on this
relatively plebeian subject, despite the
ready availability of modern civil "off-
shore rig technology."

(U) The Army appears bent on only devel-
oping ports, while the Navy and Marines
appear unwilling to accept responsibil-

ity beyond the portable needs of a rel-
atively small expeditionary Marine force.
The development agencies of both Services
have suffered low priorities for a long
time. They are unaccustomed to addressing
major systems problems--and opportunities--
presented by the need to bring several di-
visions across the beach in the early weeks
of an operation half a world away. They
are very knowledgeable about the problems
involved, but have 1ittle expectation of
being encouraged to provide near-term op-
erational solutions. Exciting ship and
equipment technologies exist, waiting to
be applied.

-~

MOBILITY: IMPROVED "TRANSLOADABILITY”

-

Essential to eliminate dependence on developed ports

Developed across-the-beach components not being bought in
sufficient quantities

Navy buying some components for Marines--none for Army
Army stressing port upgrades--not UE-across-the-beach
Army addressing resupply handling for the '90s:

-- avoid the beach with big amphibians and
air cushion vehicles
-- only 50% containerized resupply

No systems approach to getting components to the site
Marine components must be reusable--cannot fill Army needs
Technology exists: systems approach missing

)

\hqq\wﬁm matter of getting UE equipment and resupply across un-

"developed shores is a serious problem receiving inadequate atten-

tion even though civil and military technology exist in abundance.
A major cross-Service effort is probably warranted.
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(U) The lack of emphasis within De-
fense on in-theater transport struck
the task force as rather odd, in view
of the higher apparent interest on
strategic 1ift. Several briefers in-
dicated that "uncertainty in require-
ments" were impeding Service progress
towards enhancing--or at least modern-
izing--existing intra-theater air- and
ground Tift.

(U) The task force was unable to dis-
cern why the intra-theater 1ift require-
ments were any less certain than the in-
ter-theater needs. Again, much of these
1ift assets would benefit forces other
than those of the acquirer, and in this
regard, priorities appear to suffer.

(U) Both fixed and rotary wing airlift
assets are aging and in need of modern-
jzation, even if total ultimate require-
ments cannot yet be "proven." We were
unable to ascertain why the Air Force has
not proposed a more practical modernization
program. As mentioned previously, we were
not enthusiastic about the C-17 program.
Some Army programs appear to be no more ro-
bust: the CH-47 upgrade program is strung
out over a decade, with no equivalent pro-
gram for the CH-54. In addition, truck,
tactical pipe for POL delivery, and road-
way maintenance capabilities all appear
slated for very gradual improvements.

There are no evident technological bar-
riers here.

MOBILITY:

IMPROVED "“RETAIL DELIVERY"

° Uncertainty in
and movement

° Aging tac airlift assets must be modernized

0 C-17 in retail

] Too ‘1ittle emphasis on:

-- helo airlift

total truck needs

tactical pipe assets

roadway maintenance/stabilization

® Army program to upgrade CH-47 appears sound but very

protracted:

“requirements"” for intra-theater lift
appears questionable

delivery node is nct convincing ,

no equivalent for CH-54;

(U) There is no shortage of technology to upgrade U.S. intra-

theater capabilities.

There does secem to be a lack of priority

inhibiting a more rapid modernization of existing Service assets.

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

S-14

(U) As a matter of curiosity, the
task force sought to determine what
the manufacturer of the CH-54 "Flying -

Crane" considered to be the opportuni- \\\\‘ ¢J//
ties to upgrade that helicopter, so .

familiar to Vietnam veterans.

(U) The resulting notional presentation
indicated that an upgrade would be pos-
sible that should extend the life of the

CH-54 perhaps to the end of this cen- . AW\HMw ﬂMhW//

UPDATED CH-5Y4 FOR LOGISTICS SUPPORT

tury. One commercial model of the fly- O

ing crane has already been used on civil R

projects (including ship unloading) on <

the Arabian Penninsula. T e 'S N\
NN L .

p o7
IR ™ Ay
TR

(U) Several other specialized missions
also come to mind to which the CH-54
might be adapted--with no particular
loss to other military missions. Among
these is the laying of tactical hose

or pipe to provide needed fuel 1in the
forward areas. Another might be to con-
vert some of the 70-odd available heli-
copters to minesweeping to augment our
very slim national mine-countermeasures

capabilities.

(U) While the task force is in no posi-
tion to evaluate the CH-54 per se, it
does appear to represent another mature,
existing capability that could well be
tailored to "another 1ife" of special
application to RDF forces. It is not (U)
an inconsequential capability, even
though it is not at the Teading edge
of modern technology.

R e

The CH-54 is currently assigned to the Army National Guard
with only modest modernization yplans ahead. The task force suggesty
it might find some valuable specialized mission applications with
the RDF forces before it is retired from the inventory.

1IN/ ACCICIEN
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(U) Intra-theater ground transport
— by truck and pipe also appears to lack
high priority. There seem to be no
technological impediments to bringing \\1\
U.S. military truck capabilities up to
- civil standards, or bringing our pipe- . n n
laying capabilities up to Soviet stan- MOBILITY: IMPROVED "RETAIL DELIVERY (CONT)
dards.
_ (U) In both cases, our briefings pri-
marily indicated that the sense of ur-
gency is not prevalent, and that a full
understanding of RDF-peculiar needs has e Army truck modernization program appears long overdue:
- not yet developed. .Having found that good emphasis on commercial designs, but little on:
ﬁﬂcoxmxmmU1mmm:ﬁ M<mxsawawvwwm ﬁossmmm -~ constraining weight or tailoring TOE
a R c s . . - .
mox moxm ﬁﬁmumﬂmwﬁ oﬂ Mommd 1mmmvm%w re- -- EﬂsﬂsﬂwAza.adsmzm,o:m for air shipment
- quirements, we felt obligated to explore -- amﬁmdd design for dead storage (prepo afloat/ashore)
the extent to which these "drivers" were -- detail design for RDF environment
benefiting from a place in the sun. o Army tactical pipe program appears marginal:
- %CV H:M Army's truck u1omxms mm.ogmm14< -- pipe laying technology behind the Soviets'
c1w<ma ﬁk 1mmcdmeWMﬂm %ﬁm->mﬁd=@.ﬁ € -- making off-shore terminals airliftable vice prepo
2. 1N mMmM mn hand m rmy umamdwxo- -- can't bring POL from more than 2 mi ‘offshore
— mww%mnm:ﬂ:nmmmmmmxxowzmmﬁmmmMommwcdM :Wn -- hope to double unit pipe-laying speed to 15-18 mpd
jer u -- avoid use of available commercial storage bladders
much funding, and an unfortunate tendency 11 onl 1200 mi of pipe by '87
to seek technology different from that T w.w w: z.:m<m p U%d woruﬁum x« ios by 87
_ available--and used--in the civil sector. -- but planning to double ruck companies by
The only briefer of this task force that e Commercial technology almost certainly ahead of military
mentioned robotics was the fellow re-
sponsible for upgrading tactical pipe- //r \\\

— laying capabilities. It would appear a
dubious first military application of this

brand new technology. (C). There are substantial needs to further upgrade ground ve-

hicle and pipe-laying assets for the RDF. Neither area appears
bound by technological limits, and neither currently scems to take m
advantage of current civil technologies.

CONPBIDENTIAL
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(U) The truck division of General
Motors responded to a request from the
task force to show us the latest in
commercial trucks, with emphasis on
transportability, "prepo-ability,"

and reliable operation in a desert sand
environment. The result was a briefing
on a GM truck currently made in England
and sold to Saudi Arabia, among others.

STORABLE, AIRLIFTABLE TRUCK P
COMMERCIAL -- 3% TON

(U) It is a cab-over-engine design
which improves packing density. It can
be stored for long periods in a stand-
ard container. As a matter of fact,

a larger version uses its own trailer
body as its storage container. The
design is both lighter and carries

more than the current Army "deuce-and-
a-half" which has been around for more
than a generation. This particular de-
sign also happens to exceed Army nu-
clear/biological warfare (NBW) standards.
Moreover, it appears suited to being
1ifted by relatively small helicopters.

(U) This is another outstanding ex-
ample of a real RDF problem area for
which the solution is commercially avail-
able. While we cannot vouch for this
particular design, we were most cer-
tainly favorably impressed by the on-
target responsiveness of the concept
already being applied commercially.

(U)  This "show & tell" item depicts a commercially available
3% ton truck which is 27% lighter than the current Army 2%-ton
payload truck and is suitable for helo airlift and sustained
storage in containers. It is today's technology.

(U) This may be one of the only means
to achieve a 25% weight reduction in
57% of the Army's RDF U.E.!

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) Possibly the only other area in
which it might be pussible to make very
substantial gross weight savings is 1in
the area of packaging. Even without
weight savings, mechanisms which im-
prove capabilities to move, handie,
store, and transload materiel are of
real value to the RDF.

(U) The commercial world moves in con-
tainers. There is a glut of high speed
container ships. There are hundreds

of thousands of available containers
around the world. 0SD is establishing
military container standards, but there
is little evident emphasis on requiring
that anything fit in them. Ve are, in
fact, "uncontainerizing" the SL-7 ships
to make them more useful to Defense
cargos.

(U) The Marines have developed an ex-
cellent container family suitable for
subdivision for retail delivery, but it
has not been accepted by the Army. The
two services cannot even agree to stand-
ardize shelters.

(U) Most exciting are the apparent op-
portunities to reduce the weight of the
packaging which adds 40-100% to the
shipping weight of Army ammunition.
technology is currently being applied
to "optimize" packages for CONUS boxcar
shipment, which are incompatible with
international container standards.

The

UNCLASSIFIED
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MOBILITY: IMPROVED PACKAGING

DoD pressing greater container standardization to match
commercial progress, port and handling gear

-- but no requirement to fit equipment into them

Forced to "uncontainerize" ship to accept DoD loads:
flat racks, sea sheds, etc.

Marine FLS modular container program well thought out
‘even though requiring some dedicated assets

-~ USA/USMC shelters not standardized after 2-yr effort
Packaging adds 40-100% to ammo weight; but Arny favoring:

-- peacetime CONUS rail shipment demands
-- boxcar and NATO metric standards vice containers
-- convenience of shipper vice combat user

Commercial and military technology exists--discipline
to focus on warfighting requirenments does not:

-- insufficient management attention

\

(U)

The commercial world is far ahead of the military in the us

of standardized containers and advanced low-weight packaging.
Roughly half the weight of Army ammunition 18 in its packaging.
Substantial reductions may be possible.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) Some very important RDF early-
delivery items do not lend themselves

to tight or efficient packaging for
transportation. Yet they are essential
to the conduct of high-mobility inter-
diction and resupply operations of stop-
gap forces. The most worrisome article
among these is helicopters.

(U) At the request of the task force,
the Army briefed us on some rudimentary
experiments that had been conducted to
tow helicopters behind fixed-wing air-
craft. Additional studies using the
C-130 as a tow aircraft had been subse-

.:‘ncm:ﬁﬁk conducted with an eye towards

certain special operations.

(U) There is no fundamental reason why

a modern helicopter could not be towed

in some sort of autorotation mode for
considerable distances. Quite possibly
the ease and practicality of such opera-
tions could be improved by the develop-
ment of suitable engagement/disengagement
hardware, and through the addition of
some sort of stabilizing autopilot to
Tower the burden on the pilot.

(U) One can envision this technique be-
ing used for both inter- and intra-the-
ater mobility, as an alternative to par-
tially disassembling the machine for air
transport. One can also envision this
technique as a means of stretching the
range of combat loaded, armed or troop
helicopters involved in high-mobility
tactical operations.

\\\\

HELICOPTER TOWING

(U) This simplistic chart is intended to suggest the ability of
fixed wing transport aireraft to tow helicopters for extended
ranges on either combat or administrative deployment missions. The
technology is thought to be available but unexploited.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The task force was asked to look
for long-term technological opportun-
jties that would be useful to RDF
forces. In the mobility field, the
most important benefits might well re-
sult from major improvements in the
weight effectiveness of explosive and
propellants, since these constitute

a major portion of the resupply re-
quirement.

(u) Based on briefings from the techno-
logy communities in DDR&E and the Army,
there do not appear to be any substan-
tial "breakthroughs" in the offing.
There may be some reductions in the sen-
sitivity of both propellants and ex-
plosives, but this will improve surviv-
ability more than it will reduce weight.

(U) There is some possibility that
stronger explosives and propellants with
some structural capabilities could re-
duce weight. The same would be true for
caseless ammunition. MNeither option ap-
pears imminent. There are also some in-
teresting developments under way in "trav-
eling charges" which should increase muz-
zle velocities, but not reduce weight
much.

We were also briefed on the electro-
magnetic gun programs. We concluded that
this development had a lTong way to go,
and would be unlikely to be applied to
RDF needs first. In short, we found no
promising avenues for important progress
for RDF forces in improved explosives or
propellants to benefit RDF forces.

CcoO ENTIAL
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MOBILITY: IMPROVED ENERGY EFFICIENCIES
EXPLOSIVES & PROPELLANTS

0 Low vulnerability propellants and insensitive explosives

may improve survivability of tanks, dumps, etc.

° Structural explosives could permit thinner walled pro-
jectiles and warheads

° Caseless ammo could reduce small caliber weights by 50%

-- if Germans solve practical problems of
vulnerability, moisture, ete.

. Traveling charges could increase muzzle velocities
. Electromagnetic gun requires far more development

° Technology not RDF-unique

-- substantial near-term progress wunlikely

_/

(U) This chart shows the major task force conclusions in the
fields of improved explosives and propellants. Although there

is some interesting work under way, none offers high promise of

easing RDF mobility problems in the foresecable futurc.

CONFIDENTIAL
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(U) Higher energy fuels, or signifi-
cantly improved engine fuel consumption
could make RDF forces much easier to de-
ploy and sustain. Based on the briefings
received from 0SD and the Army, no big
improvements are foreseen. This chart in-
dicates how the fuel is consumed by
operational Army units. Power plants for
helicopters, vehicles, and generators
appear to be becoming more fuel efficient
at the rate of somewhere between 1% and
2% annually.

(U) The hitch, of course, is that ear-
Tier analysis indicates military equip-
ments are becoming larger and heavier at

a rate of about 4% per year. The net
result, borne out by statistics, is that
military equipments are becoming more
fuel-consuming rather than less. Certain-
ly, new machines such as the M-1 tank or
the AH-64 helicopter would confirm this
trend.

(U) It does not appear practical to use
additives to increase the energy content
of fuels. However, the most important
avenue for the Army may be to improve the
fuel tolerance of its engines so they can
use a broader variety of fossil-based
fuels. Many army engines have a very

Tow tolerance and apparently will not
even run satisfactorily on 10% gasahol.

(U) No technological breakthroughs, nor
the wider use of solar power, appear
1ikely to benefit RDF forces.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MOBILITY: IMPROVED ENERGY EFFICIENCIES

FUELS & FUEL CONSUMPTION

53% wheels & tracks 45% diesel
28% aircraft 30% jet fuel
16% power generation 24% mogas

o Primary Army
fuel consumers:

° Engine SFCs improving 1-2% per year at best

-- not matching 4% technological bloat

° More practical to adapt engines for wider range of fuels:

synthetics, coal shale, heavy crude, etc.

-- current Army engines won't run on 10% gasahol
° Unlikely to improve energy content of fuels very much
° Solar power limited by weight of accompanying batteries
() Technological breakthroughs not predicted:

-- focus on: limiting growth

broadening fuel tolerances
old engine retrofits

(U) This chart summarizes the task force's exploration of new
fuels and more efficient propulsion units.
that the Army should concentrate on constraining weight growth,

broadening fuel tolerance, and replacing less efficient engines.

.
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(U) Issues surrounding survivability
of RDF forces in transit were a source
of some frustration to the task force.
While the operational commands and the
shippers evidenced concern, some Navy
briefers appeared relatively indifferent
to the problems.

There appear to be practical al-
ternatives in defending merchant ships
against a modest Third World air threat
without involving scarce naval escorts,
but virtually no means of avoiding a
lurking diesel submarine. Our ASH review
was far from exhaustive, but we strongly
believe this area deserves more serious
consideration. Task force members were
exposed to at least two development pro-
grams (ocean environment calibrator, and
shallow water weapon) which are firmly
supported by at least one CINC, but are
not currently being implemented. Higher
priority on RDF sealift defense is cer-
tainly warranted.

Similarly, port defense and mine-
Sweeping appear to be other areas where
there is a Service tendency to ignore
the potential problems. There are no
new near-term technologies to be applied,
but we saw no shortage of available tech-
niques to solve these problems--only a
lack of assets and a lack of interest in
tailoring special assets to meet them.

(U) In the absence of better defenses,
the RDJTF would do well to insist on
spread loading and redundant shipping.

S T

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

o

SURVIVABILITY IN TRANSIT

e Sealane threats exist from Soviets, their clients, and
Third World forces:

* AAW & ASW LOC defense:
-- may be able to arm merchantmen for close-in AAW

-- modular self-contained ASW packages less practical

-- torpedo countermeasures not promising
-- may need P-3 or frigate escort

* Port defense:

-- no new technology appears imminent
-- see Force Effectiveness--Air Defense

* Mine-sweeping:

-- no new near-term technologies apparent
-- more assets probably needed

e AVOID SHIPPING SCARCE EGGS IN TOO FEW BASKETS

_J

(U) The task force looked briefly at the problems of tranuit

vulnerability, and concluded that a real threat exists at and below

the level of Soviet interposition. We concluded that shippers

should

avoid putting all their eggs in one basket for "economy of scale."

SECRET
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(U) The task force sought to explore
means for merchantship self defense.

One concept looked at whether the NATO
SEA-SPARROW system could be modularized
and placed aboard merchantships such as
the LASH vessel shown on this chart. All
air defense elements would be self-con-
tained and operable independent of ship's
power or personnel. The intent would be
to provide some vestigial defense against
aircraft or cruise missile attack. This
is the same air defense missile system
that is currently aboard most of the
Navy's major fleet resupply ships--for
the same purpose. -

(U) Some members of the task force had
hoped to find an equivalent set of modu-
lar equipments which would provide some
defense against marauding submarines.
Third World countries might elect--or be
encouraged--to harrass an American RDF.
We were more than a little disappointed
by the apparent lack of initiatives in-
dicated in Navy R&D circles. The notions
of towing TACTASS, or containerizing
ASROC, or even putting LAMPS helicopters
on commercial ships, were discouraged or
dismissed. No more worthy alternatives
were put forward by the Navy, however.

) We feel that we have inadequately
addressed the overall problem of RDF vul-
nerability in transit. The Navy or its
advisory panels should be encouraged to
undertake a serious 'study along these
lines.

CON

ENTIAL
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~

mopuLAR SEA SPARROW FOR MERCHANTSHIP DEFENSE

(c)

fend?
units
not s

CON

This chart shows an artist's concept of a merchant ship de-
ng itself against air attack with modularized NATO SEA-SPARROW
similar to those on Navy resupply vessels. The task force was
atisfied with its review of RDF vulnerabilities in transit.
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(U) The task force next turned its
attention to technological opportunities
for increasing RDF force effectiveness,
concentrating on those aspects which
could enhance the ability of light stop-
gap forces to slow the enemy's initial
rate of advance.

(U) In the realm of armor and armor pen-
etrators, we judge that progress is cer-
tain to be made in both areas, and at
about the same rate, leaving the same
kind of standoff as exists today. New
kinetic energy rounds and shaped charges
are on the way, and so is better armor
to defeat them. Primary armored combat-
ants are virtually certain to continue

to grow in size and cost, although some
of the new lighter weight armors do now
offer the possibility of lightly protect-
ing shelters and vans against fragments
and small arms fire--at the cost of
increased weight, of course.

( There are no major new systems ex-
ected to be fielded in quantity during
this decade that will provide substan-
tial new anti-armor capabilities. Among
those further down the road, however,
are those that attack armored vehicles
from either the top or the bottom, where
the armor is less heavy. These develop-
ments could result in a substantial prob-
lem for tanks, APCs, and self-propelied
artillery which cannot afford to put
frontal-weight armor all over their ve-
hicles. In this respect, technology may
favor anti-armor forces during the 1990s.

CONF

NTIAL
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FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--MUNITIONS

LIGHTER "“STOP-GAP"” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES

-

Penetrator technology expected to continue to improve

-- kinetie energy and shaped charge

Missile/submunition attacks from atop becoming practical

New rocket-launched and air-dropped guided submunitions

and smart mines not expected in this decade

At best, armor improvements may hope to match penetrators

Lighter tanks unlikely against growing threat
- wmmx:owom&mmN bloat will continue

But new armor technology may increase the use of:
-- lighter armored vehicles in other roles

-- shelters & vans hardened against small arms/fragments

-- thereby increasing total unit weight

/

(U)  This is the first of a series of charts on technological

opportunities to enhance stop-gap force effectiveness.
that improvements will be made bolh in armor and penetrators,
that the major advance may result from attacking from above or below.

CON
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(U) One of the few areas in which
technology is apparently being focused
on RDF problems is in the area of new
lightly armored vehicles, for deploy-
ment--and tactical mobility--by air.
This seems to be a valid requirement,
if tpe lightweight is not oversold.

The task force is concerned that

hese vehicle requirements are being
driven primarily by helo transportabil-
ity requirements, and by a preference
for wheels over tracks, rather than by
the threat these vehicles will face.
While both DARPA and Army studies have
indicated that a near 20-ton vehicle is
required to defeat the common 12.7 mm
threat, the joint Marine/Army Light
Armored Vehicle (LAV) program is pur-
suing a lighter vehicle that can be
1ifted by CH-53E. At 14 tons, it will
provide only Timited protection--even
with the newest armor. The task force
felt that ope alternative should in-
volve further product improvements of
the M-113 APC--which is not considered
a contender.

(U) The task force also learned that
the weight of the M-1 will grow substan-
tially in its next version, requiring
all new rail and road transporters, and
further decreasing its RDF utility.
There would seem to be a growing ques-
tion whether equipment designed for
armor-intensive combat in NATO is suit-
able for RDF operations.

FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--VEHICLES
LIGHTER "sToP-GAP"” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES

Need exists if prepositioning is not acceptable

DARPA ACVT program indicated ~ 20-ton vehicle weight
needed to survive pervasive 12.7 mm rapid-fire threat

Quick-reaction Marine/Army LAV program based on product
improving existing designs is commendable, although:

-- will not provide a real assault vehicle

-— survivability compromised to get wheels and meet
CH-53E 14-ton- Lift limit

-- excluston of M-113 seciiis very unfortunate

MIE1 will continue trend towards heavier tanks

-- requiring all-new road and rail transporters

J

(U)

This chart indicates some of the progress being made in lightly

armored vehicles. The task force is worried that the interest in
new lightly armored vehicles is driven not by the threat but by meo
transportability as an end in itself.

co
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(U) The task force became concerned
that derivatives of the standard M-113
APC are no longer being considered in
the Army/Marine competition for a light
armored vehicle. It is not even a
standard of comparison in the runoff
tests.

(U) The basic objective of the LAV
program--to field rapidly a new capabil-
ity by combining elements of existing
systems with minimal RDT&E time and cost
--is certainly worthwhile. The DSB has
no intent to interfere in this acauisi-
tion program. Nonetheless, we did elect
to ask FMC if they had any candidate de-
rivatives of the ubiquitous M-113, which
has been. used so extensively around the
world for so long. The result was a
briefing showing an 11-113 modified to
take, without major changes, the 25 mm
turret from the new M-2/3 Bradley fight-
ing vehicle. This design appears to

of fer another alternative to those al-
ready being evaluated. A1l the candi-
date designs are well under the 1l4-ton
limit. In fact, it may be that this
version of the M-113 could take addi-
tional new armor and still meet the
weight Timits.

(U) As mentioned previously, there may
be some inherent advantages in seeking
product improvements of more mature de-
signs to satisfy near-term RDF require-
ments. They frequently offer lighter
weight, as well as a better known main-
tenance and sustainability record. HMore
detailed analysis appears warranted.

UNCLASSIFIED
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BRADLEY M2 25 MM TurRreT on M-113 APC

(U) This graphic is derived from a contractor presentation on a
further upgrade of the Army's M-113 APC, with the Bradley's 25 mm
turret added. It appears to offer one attractive option for RDF
forces, with only minor deviation from current TOE equipment.
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{(U) The RDF could clearly benefit from
the use of more capable battlefield
sensors, particularly those that would
allow better stand-off in-depth obser-
vation of the expected enemy advances.

(U) The development of the PAVE MOVER
stand-off motion detection radar has
great appeal if it allows unambiguous
indication of enemy routes of advance.
These routes may be quite restricted
in relatively undeveloped countries
with poor transportation infrastruc-
tures--or inhospitable terrain. The
main limitation on these standoff
radars may be their susceptibility to
spogfing.

Our task force briefings also in-
dicate that we can look forward to sub-
stantially more capable long-range in-
frared (IR) imagery, and some new seek-
ers using mosaic focal plane arrays to
better discriminate individual targets.

(U) There also appears to be an op-
portunity to improve deployed radar
capabilities by netting them together
through new technology. This could be
particularly valuable for "thin" early-
deployed anti-aircraft units.

(U) We noted the potential of the
Global Positioning System (GPS) in the
long term, but were surprised to find
no plans for an interim theater navi-
gation system such as LORAN C/D from
Vietnam days.

CONE

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

NTIAL

FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--SENSORS

LIGHTER "“STOP-GAP” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES

.

PAVE MOVER standoff radar should provide excellent

warning and aircraft or weapon guidance

-- 1f not decoyed!

IR imaging may provide target recognition out to 20-30 km

Mosaic focal plane arrays may provide improved seekers
-- development will allow use in top-attack of tanks

Netted radars could substantially improve light force C

GPS could provide excellent navigation capability even-

tually
-- No plans for interim deployable LORAN C/D

3

K

which will add to RDF force effectiveness, as well as a valuable
new theaterwide navigation system.

There appear to be some new sensor technologies on the way

to be at least several years away, if not longer.

CONFIRENTIAL

These technologies still appear
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(U) In all likelihood, the first com-
bat forces to go into action in an RDF
contingency would be self-deploying tac-
tical air forces used in an interdiction
role. Because of the Tonger distances
involved in many potential conflict
areas outside NATO, longer-range tacair
will also be highly desirable.

(U} We could not discern any high-
priority programs specifically tailored
for RDF operations. There are several
new anti-armor programs in development,
but not specifically for the non-NATO
scenarios. Better dispensers, night
attack systems, weapon and delivery
systems, and anti-armor gun pods all
promise to improve tacair effectiveness,
and will become available in due course.

Meanwhile, however, there are sev-
eral disturbing signs that the tacair
community is really not addressing some
of its most basic problems. The E¥/CAS
tests, for instance, indicated that our
air forces are poorly prepared to op-
erate in extensive electronic jamming.
Our Mavy/Marine forces have very few
precision guided munitions (PGMs) in
stock, and none of our forces appear
ready for wartime consumption rates or
battle damage repair capabilities. Sus-
tainability continues to enjoy low pri-

.ority.

(U) We were not exposed tc any new tech-
nology programs that could qualify as
"breakthroughs."

FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--TACAIR
LIGHTER "STOP-GAP” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES

e EW/CAS tests prove tacair difficulties in jamming
e Navy/Marine PGM inventories and training inadequate

e Spares & maintenance capabilities appear based on peace-
time usage and no battle damage

e Sustainability issues appear to be given low priority
o New delivery systems and weapons should help some:

-- F-16 LANTIRN & A-10 night attack capabilities

-- ARBS to improve A-4 & AV-8 dunb bonb delivery accuracy
-- GATOR mine dispenser to slow armor advance _

-- 30 mn anti-armor pod for minimum logistic burden

-- Maverick, LGB, and Hellfire for interdiction

e HNo imminent tacair breakthroughs

-- programs seem to be businecss-as-usual
-= 30 mm gun pod might be most useful add-on

\ -- plus adding PGM capubility to RDF-assigned F-111s \\\¥

(U) This chart summarizes tacair-oriented technology. Producing

the new 30 mm gun pod in quantity, and wiring the F-111 fleet for
PGMs appear to offer some near-term advantages for the RDF. In
general, the tacair programs appear to represent "business as usual."
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(U) This task force has tended to as-
sess DoD efforts toward the RDF as in-
sufficient if not pursued with the

vigor of an ongoing conflict. To some
extent this approach reflected the task
force chairman's background in expedit-
ing technology for the war in South-
east Asia 15 years ago. Clearly, cur-
rent DoD programs do not accord RDF that
priority.

(U) In this particular case in point,
the task force gave brief considera-

tion to what could be done to upgrade

the F-111 for RDF operations. The

F-111 is our longest-legged tactical air-
craft, and should be able to provide a
unique RDF interdiction capability. We
were somewhat surprised to learn that
the F-111s assigned to the RDJTF lack any
PGM capability at all. The more capable
F-111s are assigned to NATO, and the Air
Force plans to further reduce the number
of F-111s assigned to the RDJTF, despite
their range advantages.

(U) There appear to be quite a diverse
series of practical updates which could
not only improve F-111 range and wea-
pon delivery, but eliminate some of its
worst maintenance problems. In this
case, already available new technology
(as currently used in the newer F-16)
could substantially improve the older
F-111's utility.

UNCLASSIFIED
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prODUCT IMPROVED F-111 rFor PGM-INTERDICTION

LETHALITY

[

* EOSCHSONS

e LNODCANVIEAPONS
* ADD DBSTO
RADAR

SUPPORTABILITY

UPGRADED AVIONICS
RADAR ILPROVEMENTS
NEWFLT CONTROL COMPUTER
DIGITAL CADC

ENGINE APROVEMENTS

# SURVIVABILITY _

* HCSNEDUCTION
o TFRELECTRONICS
~ UPGRADE/ECCM
“~~_/ *INIEGHATED EW.
SYSTEM
e SELF-PRUOTECTVICAPON

FLEXIBILITY

e VEAPON BAY FUEL TANKS

o EXTENDED WING TIPS

e JETTISONABLE FUEL TANK
ANDPYLON

(U) This chart is drawn from a contractor briefing on possible
modernizations to the F-111 for RDF interdiction roles. There are
significant opportunities to upgrade this aircraft into a special
long-range PGM-carrying interdictor, with better maintainability.
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(U) The task force also reviewed the
opportunities to apply new technology

to the area of fire support, including
the utilization of armed helicopters.

No major breakthroughs appear ta be

on the way. Nonetheless, there are

some promising applications of lighter,
longer-range rockets and barrage weapons,
using a variety of new bomblets and sub-
munitions. These will allow either high-
er accuracy, or more controlled disper-
sion against relatively hard targets.

(U) The Army does appear to have a
worthwhile program to standardize muni-
tions for its armed helicopters, and

also to arm its UH-60s. However, there
appears to be less than adequate planning
for helicopter sustainability and battle
damage repair. :

(U) Two of the most interesting fledg-
ling notions involve a concept for a

1ight anti-tank vehicle armed with ver-
tically launched anti-tank.rockets, and

a "smart mortar" capable of seeking out
and homing on enemy vehicles. This latter
idea is described on the following page.

There was some limited discussion
on the use of decoys and deception as a
means of diminishing the disadvantage
of numerically inferior forces. These
would play on specific weaknesses in

CONFIRENTIAL
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FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--FIRE SUPPORT
LIGHTER "“STOP-GAP” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES
e Army studying potential of multi-purpose helo for RDF:
-~ armed scouts -- store stations on UH-60
e Little expressed concern for armed helo sustainability
—— even less for battle dumage repair
e Army analyses see high RDF potential for:
* tungsten bomblets * light wt 155 how & MLRS
* @cdama mortar shells * vertical Taunch tank breaker
*  terminally guided 155 * containerized corps supt wpn
* terminally guided MLRS wide-area influence wines
e Little consideration of uecoys/jammers/other countermeasures
-~ by Soviets: to defeat our PCMs
—— by U.S. RDF: to mask small initial force siuze & locution
o No imminent technological breakthroughs for fire support:
//r -- smart mortar may be best bet to help RDF interdict enemy )
(U) This chart provides a summary of task force views on new op-

enemy reconnaissance and targeting. We
found no enthusiasm for this concept
among those who briefed us.

portunities for RDF-oriented fire support weapons. In general, some

progress in submunitions is expected, but no other major break-
throughs in our ability to hit the enemy indirectly.
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(U) Possibly one of the most intrigu-
ing new ideas now within the technologi-
cal horizon involves the use of "smart
mortars" to allow indirect attack of
armored columns from a considerable
stand-off distance.

(U) The task force was briefed on a
research program to add a two-color

IR seeker to a 120 mm mortar round.
This would allow it to be launched to-
wards a target based on forward observ-
er information. The round itself would
scan and pick its own target after
launch, requiring minimum cooperation
from the scout. Such a combination
appears to be ideally suited to behind-
the-1ines interdiction operations, in
which the scouting force cannot be
obliged to carry their own weapons
against a vastly superior advancing
force. The scout patrol could thus be
inserted in some inaccessible spot for
covert observation, while the weapon
launching force could be several miles
away outside the screen of the advanc-
ing force. This relatively Tow burden-
system appears to incorporate the es-
sential characteristics of a good RDF
solution. We found few other items
with this appeal.

(U) It should be noted, however, that
this technology is not just around the
corner. Considerable effort will be
needed to convert this early develop-
ment into an affordable, operational
item.

~

GUIDED 120 MM MORTARS FOR ANTI-ARMOR PATROLS

[Ty
urms b
- ——
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(U) This sketch is intended to portray the operational utility
of a guided mortar system. It would permit forward observers to
locate targets which would subsequently be independently re-
acquired by the seeker of a mortar shell, fired from several
miles away.
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(U) Another important capability for
RDF forces would be the availability of
a truly mobile air defense system that
minimizes the demand on early airlift
both to and within the theater of oper-
.ations.

.(U) Based on briefings provided by

elements of the Army, the task force
gained the impression that 1ittle empha-
sis was being placed on this RDF need.
There have been some efforts to tailor

a "get-light HAWK" system, achieved
mainly by leaving some components be-
hind. There is also talk of the virtues
of both STINGER and CHAPARRAL with the
latest IR seeker.

(U) We were briefed on some Army stud-
jes which left the unfortunate impres-
sion that the Army was hoping somebody
else would solve the air defense prob-
lem for them. We learned virtually
nothing, for.instance, on the possible
applicability of West European light air
defense systems. This should be classed
as another area in which the task force's
work was far from exhaustive. An in-
depth study by some Army group appears
to be in order.

( We were reminded on several dif-
frent occasions that HAWK missile in-
ventories are inadequate to meet RDF
needs (the sustainability issue again).
Furthermore, the lack of a good Cross-
Service "“interconnected" airspace con-
trol system was noted as a potentially
serious problem.

S-31

FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--AIR DEFENSE
LIGHTER "“STOP-GAP"” ANTI-ARMOR FORCES

e Army does not appear to have come to grips with
problems--which appear real

e Best near-term solutions may be:

-- "get-1light HAWK"
—— CHAPARRAL and STINGER with POST seeker

e Army studies show virtues in passing buck to:

-- Ship-borne SAMs on cruisers & destroyers
-- Air Force fighters

-~ Indigenous forces

-- Shoulder-fired weapons against FENCERS

e HAWK inventories unacceptably low

(U) This chart swmarizes the task force's limited findings

in the area of RDF air defense systems. While the need appears
real, the task force can only suggest that some other group take
a far more comprehensive Look at practical solutions.

CONFEWENTIAL
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(U) In quest for higher effec-
tiveness air mobile equipment, the

task force was briefed on a new com-
bined air defense/anti-tank system
(ADATS) which is being developed for

a private Swiss firm. It involves a
relatively simple radar and a laser
beam-riding missile which will go after
any target at which the laser is point-
ed. A compromise warhead size has been
selected to give the system substantial
capabilities against aircraft or tanks.
ABATS is now in early flight-test.

(U) There are two particularly inter-
esting aspects to this development. One
is that it is being done completely as

a private capital venture, and the other
is that it is non-U.S. capital. It sug-
gests that the technology base is now
broad enough to permit non-government
sponsored weapon development with con-
siderable sophistication. It also sug-
gests that such private developments are
probably carried out with more modest
funding--using more austere management,
and probably more mature technology.
These could also be the hallmarks of

any special developments directed to-
wards urgent near-term RDF problem
areas.

(U) This development also indicates

the possible practicality of develop-
ing dual mode systems to meet the un-
certain requirements of RDF operations--
as long as one does not reach too far.

a )

COMBINED ANTI-AIRCRAFT/ANTI-TANK UNIT

(U)  This is a sketch of a contractor-sponsored development of

‘a light weight, highly mobile composite anti-aircraft/anti-tank
system using a laser beam-riding missile. Its dual use makes it an
attractive concept for weight-limited RDF systems.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) On three separate occasions, the
task force was briefed by elements of
"High-Tech" 9th Infantry Division staff.
This division-sized effort seems to be \\\1‘
following the early patterns of the air-
mobile division concept. It was initial- FORCE EFFECTIVENESS--HI _TECH 9TH INFDIV
1y started to find a way to increase the N "
firepower and effectiveness of U.S. in- LIGHTER "STOP-GAP" ANTI-ARMOR FORCES
fantry divisions without taking on the
overall weight and bulk of a heavy
armored division. It still retains the
basic goal of serving as a model for e Goal is prototype for modernizing & mechanizing infantry
equipping U.S. infantry units, which : units for RDF and rapid reinforcement of NATO
increasingly appear under-armed, but - gy PN
hich are still needed as reinforcement --seeking more combat capability and less airlift
in the NATO scenario. e Adopting "Air-Land 2000" approach of high-mobility tactics
(U) While the task force admired these e Probably too much emphasis on:
WWWMMﬁHMMM1chMmeﬁ“:@ a high-mobility -- Air Force providing in-theater mobility (no AF plans?)
R g new technology more ‘ . - . . .

rapid] d shifti -- Total strategic 1ift in C-141s (without prepo?)

pidly, and shifting the focus away . . . . S
from the emphasis on NATO-only heavy -— Maximum in-theater 1ift with UH-60 (not realistic)
units, several of the members were -- Rapid near-term introduction of sdm: «mo::odoak
skeptical about some of the program -- Combat teeth vs larger/heavier logistic tail
emphasis. It appears to assume a Tevel e Praiseworthy effort to:
of in-theater mobility support from the ] ) o )
Mir Force that is unwarranted. It seems -- shift Army focus toward manning/equipping lighter
to place too much stress on total move- units ) i )
ment by C-141 (why not prepo?) and on -- encourage expedited procurement techniques
in-theater 1ift by UH-60 (where are the

CH-47s?), while giving less attention
to its own logistic tail (what about /
trucks, ammo, and fuel?).

(U) This chart summarizes the task force's views of the Army's

() owmvdMmmAWMWOHMMmmmnMﬂnMM:Mm zmosmu "High-Tech" 9th Infantry Division experiment. Although -we Tl some
Mmmmmsswm and QJWﬁmﬂm:ﬁ and mzwocmw e coneerns over the direction of the effort, we would rather see the
9 g effort expanded than curtatiled.

the continuation of this activity.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The size of a potential war zone

can obviously impact severely on the capa-
bilities of the opposing forces. It is
clear that the RDJTF must be prepared for
intra-theater operations over much larger
areas than would be visualized for combat
in the NATO area or in Northeast Asia.

(U) The attached chart indicates the
relative.sizes of Southwest Asia, includ-
ing the Arabian Peninsula, compared with
Western Europe and the continental U.S.
Also shown for comparison are the Korean
Penninsula, and the combined Vietnams.

(U) While Korea is about the size of

the British Isles, and Vietnam is about
the size of the U.S. East Coast, SWA is
substantially Targer than all of Western
Europe, and easily two-thirds the size of
the U.S.

(U) This has serious implications

for RDF. Intra-theater distances, com-
bined with the lack of a developed infra-
structure, impacts heavily on the needs
for both air and ground transportation,
as well as for communications, and for
intelligence gathering. Moreover, the
"density" of the combat forces will be
far less, and troop mobility requirements
far more influential.

(U) These greater distances will place
additional stress on tactical air power,
reconnaissance assets, helicopter 1ift
capabilities, road-building and pipe-
laying needs, and a variety of other
combat and logistics aspects.

- Y,

UNCLASSIFIED
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RELATIVE THEATER SIZES

WHest Europe

Korean
Peninsula

CONUS

Southwest Asia
ineluding Arabian Peninsula

(U) This chart shows the relative size of the Southwest Asia area
compared to the United States and Western Europe. Also shown are
the Korean Peninsula and Vietnam. This provides some indication of
the distances involved for intra-theater movement and communications.
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(U) The task force devoted consider-
able attention to the matter of prepo-
sitioning. For both transport economy
and timely arrival, additional prepo
ceems worthwhile -- even though the Pen-
tagon has not yet accurately quantified
the relative costs of the various modes
of shipping and storing war materiel.

(U) Most Army equipment is designed for
prepo: much is already prepositioned in
NATO under the POMCUS program. The Army
claims Congress has refused funding for
additional prepo equipment. Any further
prepo must therefore encroach on active
force modernization--unless it consti-
tutes war reserve materiel. It is.diffi-
cult to believe that DoD cannot persuade
the Congress of its real needs.

(U) Assuming funding is provided, we

are convinced that additional prepo--
better afloat than ashore -- would be
very useful, and would permit far more
rapid entry into a theater of operations
by "aerial repositioning.” This not only
reduces airlift requirements, but makes
existing airlift assets more productive.
We recognize that unlike POMCUS, this
prepo will probably require U.S. contrac-
tor support.

(U) The task force was told repeatedly
that forward prepo of refined POL was
also sorely needed but we did not explore
this in detail. There are no techno-
logical hurdles in prepositioning POL
aboard ships.

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUSTAINABILITY:

MORE/BETTER PREPOSITIONING

Need appears to exist
96+% of Army UE "approved for POMCUS"

POMCUS results good: 99% start-up rate
90% reliability in use

Army/MC prepo probably better afloat than ashore

>1s<.mmmm prepo as poor way to raise war reserves

Army won't buy prepo "out of its hide"--pushing air/sealift
Regional prepo + aerial REPOSITIONING appears sound

Prepo vs Repo vs Transpo costs not worked out

Lack of "host nation support" will require contractors
Prepo of refined POL appears to be inadequate

Technology exists now--might be improved for better "shelf
life", easier "depreservation”

_J

(U)

tioning, the task force feels more would be appropriate.

Despite Army resistance to putting more funds into preposi-

There may

also be some areas in which technology can improve "shelf life" and
case "depreservation'' problems currently experienced.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The Air Force had given the task
force the impression that the C-130 in-
tra-theater transport could not function
at the increased distances associated
with SWA contingency operations and that
a new design like the AMST or C-17 would
be needed.

(U) The task force, on the other hand,
felt it should explore the possibilities
for further modernization and updating
of the widely used C-130. Both, engine,
aerodynamic, and equipment modernization
could be used to improve the reliability
and range performance of this mature
aircraft. It is still being produced
for foreign and civil customers at three
per month.

(U) While the performance quoted here
is not supported by MAC (which demands
more conservative fuel allowances, land-
ing sink rates, etc.) it is very likely
that product-improved C-130s could do a
creditable "repositioning” job if the
military so desired.

(U)  The basic problem was summarized by
one Air Force briefer who said "we'll
never buy a 25-year old design again."
Given overall defense resource short-
falls--and the slow pace of technolog-
ical advances in this type of aircraft--
the task force cannot support the need
to start over again with an all-new de-
velopment in this area. There would
appear to be far higher priorities for
those marginal funds.

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

-

—~

PRODUCT-IMPROVED (C-130 “REPOSITIONER"”

\

This "stretched" C-130 with improved engines and landing
gear wtll carry 40,000 1lbs 1860 nmi, land on a 2900' field
on a hot day, unload, takeoff in 1700' and veturn 1860 nmi
with 5000 lbs--without refueling

(MAC considers these estimates to be optimistic) \\\\

(U) This sketch shows a product-improved C-130 transport with
stretched fuselage, improved engines (higher power and greater
fuel efficiency), and new on-board equipments. It represents

one available alternative for intra-theater airlift modernizatiomn.
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(U) One possible means for improving
RDF sustainability is to lower consump-
tion rates, primarily of ammunition--
which represents the largest resupply
requirement other than fuel.

(U) The task force was in no position

to make a serious evaluation of whether
or not currently planned consumption
rates are too high or too low: this will
clearly vary with different scenarios.
There is, of course, the hope that tech-
nology and higher accuracy weapons will
lower the total numbers of rounds needed.
While this may be true in the destruction
of some special target classes, we doubt
that substantial reductions in artillery
requirements, for instance, would result.
e do not believe that this is the first
place to save on RDF shipping needs,
although less packaging weight might
offer some practical advantages.

As far as we could determine, the
lack of war reserve ammunition and missiles
is very serious indeed. We have been un-
able to obtain from 0SD the actual dura-
tion of sustainability of the notional
CMS study force (without NATO dravdowns).
We doubt they meet quidance, and we
doubt the guidance is adequate.

(U) Against this background, this task
force is unwilling to suggest that any
new technologies will justify scrimping
on the stockpiling of RDF-oriented
expendables.

\\\1|4

SUSTAINABILITY: LOWER CONSUMPTION RATES

° Consumption rates uncertain at best--and will remain SO

® Big ticket items are artillery munitions at NATO
moderate rate, aircraft bombs, and POL

. Attempts to lower no:mcsnﬁﬂoz may be penny-wise
( Guided munitions unlikely to lower total need much

. Lack of sustainability at any consumption rate
is a paramount national problem

. Lighter packaging may reduce weight without reducing
firepower _
® Technology unlikely to solve problem

J

(1) This chart summarizes the task force judgments concerniig
opportunities to use technology to lower RDF combat consunplLion

rates. We do not feel this is a profitable avenue of pursuit in
view of current low levels of war reserves.

SEQRET
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(U) There is ample information to sup-
port the view that several different
RDF environments could be harder on U.S.
equipment than the generally visualized
NATO conditions. There are certainly
places that are hotter, colder, wetter,
drier, and sandier--though not, of
course, all at once.

(U) At the same time, reliable logis-
tic support at the end of a long, thin
resupply route to a region with little
host nation mechanical aptitude, could
become a major, and possibly unexpected,
Timitation on sustained operations. The
importance of assured high 1ife compon-
ents, or at least fully-predictable
failure rates, should not be overshad-
owed by the urge to embrace immature new
technologies. Again, we find the opera-
ting commands more concerned than the
acquirers in this regard.

(U) We sense that more testing is re-
quired, and that, in many areas, commer-
cial enterprises (such as the oil com-
panies) have already solved problems
such as excessive component wear. The
military should be able to benefit from
their experience.

(U) We also suspect that this may be

a valid argument for resisting the equi-
page of RDF forces with the latest wea-
pons, rather than more mature systems
with a known maintenance track record.
Even these old equipments, however, need
to be tested in the new environment.

SUSTAINABILITY: BETTER ENVIRONMENTAL SUITABILITY —
-— FOR MACHINERY

e RDF environments probably worse than m:socm
o Need more operational testing in realistic environments _
e High-life parts can probably be developed and substituted

e Commercial operations have applicable machines & experience

@ Technology exists: concern appears limited

—®

N Y,

(U) This chart summarizes the task force's concern for providing
RDF forces with high-reliability, predictable maintenance equipment.
Solutions favor more mature equipments and current commercial ex-
perience wherever available. Testing is essential.
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(U) Environmental impacts on equipment
are probably less serious than the im-
pact of those same strange environments
on the effectiveness of people. Based
on a task force briefing, it appears
that this area deserves major addition-

al emphasis. _

(U) Strange lands tend to “devour alien
armies," and casualties due to Tost
health can well exceed combat losses.
Moreover, many of these human environ-
mental problems attack judgment and
mental acuity--presenting subtle im-
pairments to command proficiency.

(U) The Surgeons General appear very
restricted in their ability to establish
"requirements" aimed at assuring the
health and effectiveness of the RDF
forces. Medical issues have no skilled
voice at JCS or unified command levels.
The RDJTF is only now getting a junior
medical officer, with other assigned
duties.

(U) Along these same lines, there ap-
pears to be little emphasis on the cul-
tural and language problems to be faced
in strange lands. Only the Air Force
seems to have any program to educate
their troops on local customs, taboos,
and a few key words. This apparent dis-
interest in the human equation--friend-
ly, host, or enemy--could substantially
jmpair RDF operations at the other end
of the world. Chemical warfare issues in
tropic/arid climates are also crucial.

TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

-

BETTER ENVIRONMENTAL SUITABILITY
-- FOR PEOPLE

SUSTAINABILITY:

e Inadequate attention to health problems
Regions devour alien armies

e Very high casualties possible: major replacement problem

e Human environmental problems abound: jet lag disease
no sleep vision
heat etc.

e Command effectiveness as vulnerable as troops--probably
more SO

e Total lack of attention to cultural and language problems

¢ Medical requirements not represented at JCS or unified
comnand levels: CW issues frightening

e Surgeons General cannot establish their own medical/
cultural "requirements"”

e Much technology exists--genetics may create vaccines

(U) The task force concluded that many important human problems
are being neglected for the strange environments of RDF operations.
In the main, the necessary technology is in hand, though the new
field of genetic engineering may help create nev vaccines quickly.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) tack of good equipment maintain-
ability is a defensewide problem that
will be magnified for RDF operations.
There are valid arguments for suggest-
ing the use of more mature equipment
with better known maintenance needs
and foibles. Further, it should be
possible to product-improve these
older systems to eliminate the really
"bad actor" components. Several of
our "show & tell" items emphasized
the practicality of this alternative.
Brand new systems should be assigned
to the RDF on only rare occasions of
overwhelming need.

(U) As mentioned earlier, there seem
to be many areas where commercial
equipment may already be designed to
the special RDF environments. In any
event, the provision of necessary main-
tenance facilities in undeveloped areas
may present novel problems. One imagi-
native solution to such a problem in
Southeast Asia involved the use of a
retired jeep carrier as a helicopter
maintenance base. For RDF operations,
such make shift solutions will be
needed from the outset of hostilities.

The task force members were repeat-
edly surprised by the lack of evident
interest in the wartime problems of
battle damage repair. One Air Force
briefer indicated that among tacair
types, only the A-10 could be repaired
in theater at all. If so, RDF forces
may run out of equipment faster than
anticipated.

CONFIPENTIAL
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SUSTAINABILITY: BETTER EQUIPMENT MAINTAINABILITY

o Defensewide problem: worse for RDF forces

e Suggests advantages in using mature equipment with
known maintenance track record and spares requirements

e May be better to "down rate" mature systems to eliminate
bad actors than embrace uncertainties of the latest
developments

o Commercial systems appear to achieve higher reliability

e Army only beginning to look at floating/prepo'd maintenance
facilities : .

e Virtually no consideration of BATTLE DAMAGE REPAIR needs

e No technological crutches are evident

(U) RDF forces are likely to be exceptionally vulnerable to
excessive maintenance requirements--caused in part by the use

of immature technologies. Battle damage needs could further aggra-
vate this situation. Greater consideration of this area is warranted.
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(U) Inattention to basic issues of
sustainability may be exceeded only by
evident lack of concerted effort to
solve recognized communications prob-
lems. While the Services appear to
feel that "communicators want too
much,” or that "no one is in charge"
of C3 needs, the result is that RDF
forces face serious inadequacies in
communications.

(U) The task force was cswmﬁma on six
distinct elements of RDF C° which are
summarized on the next four charts.
Problems exist in each aspect.

The JCSE is a special communica-
tions detachment organic to the JCS
which has been used repeatedly to
establish contact with suddenly de-
ployed small U.S. forces (such as an
airlift operation into Zaire). It is
an overused asset suffering from inade-
quacies in staffing and modernization.
It is also vulnerable to more sophis-
ticated enemy forces. And it may not
be available to an RDF operation if
already committed elsewhere.

(U) The RDJTF epitomizes the needs of

an RDF headed into an area with no extant
U.S./allied communications infrastructure.
For this purpose, the planned portable
command center appears to lack many of
the elements needed to provide a modern
mobile headquarters suitably linked to
both its operational units and its parent
organizations back home. These are not
technological problems, and can be solved
on demand.

SECRET . S-41
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% JOINT COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT ELEMENT (JCSE)
(mobile JCS unit for initial JTF hookup to Components & DCS)

% RDJTF COMMAND CENTERS & EXECUTIVE AIDS
(AF is providing deployable 2000-man field hq for RDJTF)

COMMUNICATIONS: PLANNED ASSETS (U)

e ———— A A e ———————

established for other purposes--and heavily utilized
very valuable, but another case of "double-hatting"?
limited entry to DCS or Components--'"very thin line"
JCS-urged upgrading not programmed ('81-'87: $55 M)

no anti-jam features: vulnerable to known threats

total unit = 33 C-141 sorties; with TRITAC goes up to 60!

no truly "mobile" command center planned for RDJTF

few high speed terminals; no automatic message routing
no plans for automated data bases

no plans for hardening of modules

S m_.ﬂ\
7

(U) This is the first of several charts swmmarizing shortcomings
in currently available and programmed RDF communications capabili-

tzes.

Solutions appear to involve providing the necessary re-

sources--and putting someone in charge to implement available
technology.

SECRET
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4/ The Services' organic communications
$sets appear satisfactory only in the
limited geography, dense environment of
NATO, to which most of their equipments
are committed. There is pathetically
1ittle interoperability between Services
(until TRITAC arrives). Their equipments
enjoy limited security, are easily jammed
and physically vulnerable. Satellite
terminals for their own long-haul lines
are in short supply, and there is an
apparent unwillingness to share scarce
resources such as the WSC-3 secure ter-
minal among RDF elements. Despite these
shortcomings, Service programmers are
relatively candid in admitting that
they do not intend to increase their
spending on ¢3 problems--which they
seem to view as an insatiable demand.

(U) Remarks concerning shortcomings in
operational command communications must

of necessity spill over into the areas

of logistic support, which depend on the
same channels to control resupply activi-
ties. The rather remote Defense Logistics
Agency (with no direct in-theater re-
sponsibilities) predicts serious diffi-
culties both intra-theater and inter-
theater in this regard. In-theater COSCOM
(1ogistics unit) activities must be con-
sidered in the development of a fully
operational RDF warfighting capability.

It is through these logistics commo links,
coupled with modern executive aids (i.e.,
computers), that logistic "accountability"
will ultimately be achieved (chart S-11).

-

\\lwm RET

COMMUNICATIONS: PLANNED ASSETS (conT) (U)

~

% EXISTING/PROGRAMMED COMPONENT COMMUNICATIONS
(tactical commo with limited connectivity to rear areas)

e designed for dense, short-range NATO scenario--
inadequate for longer distances

most existing equipments committed to NATO theate

UHF satellite terminals in short supply
existing equipments (1ike WSC-3) not being shared

% INTRA-THEATER SUPPORT COMMAND COMMUNICATIONS

(basic commo for in-theater COSCOM logistic activities

e not addressed, 1ikely to be a serious problem for the

same reasons

r

limited security, easily jammed, physically vulnerable
Component interoperability very limited until TRITAC

)

S

ed

.

T

(S) The task force concludes that the Services are not providing

their own operational and logistics elements with communications

adequate for the unique RDF operational environment. The problem

centers more around resource allocation than technology.
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(U) u.S. military communications for
Y RDF operations must eventually connect
«o with the full-blown Defense Communica-
tions System (DCS) which reaches to all
parts of the world with permanent U.S.
presence, but not to the most Tikely
areas of RDF utilization.

(U) One major current issue is how and
where to extend the multi-channel, multi-
option DCS with its requirements for rel-
atively large and permanent sites. Ad-
ditional terminals and spares for the
DSCS II satellite system could be useful
in a contingency but are not planned.
while the more capable DSCS III is still
— years away. For the forseeable future,
then, RDF assets will have to stretch to
the DCS, rather than DCS extending it-
— self towards the contingency zones.
This would appear to put the burden on
the wrong shoulders.

- Both CINCRED and the communications
community recognize that the first-de-
ployed JCSE would need to be supplanted

—. by a more robust and permanent RDF the-

ater-wide communication system as that

which "grew" through Southeast Asia. A

Joint Multi-Channel Trunking & Switching

System (JMTSS) has thus been established

as a JCS requirement, and is being "ar-

chitected" by the Defense Communications

— Agency (DCA). At this time, the program
is totally unfunded by the Services, and
appears to lack any real sense of urgency,

— even though it would be vital to war-
fighting outside NATO.

—

e
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COMMUNICATIONS: PLANNED ASSETS (conT) (W)

% EXTENSION OF DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM (DCS)
(wide band trunk to CONUS & other CINCs with rear-areu
switching, etc.)

e would require fixed sites--or dedicated ships

e few DSCSII terminals or spares--some being bought
e no contingency system augmentation planned

e extension in planning stages only--future unclear

% JOINT MULTI-CHANNEL TRUNKING & SWITCHING SYSTEM (JMTSS)
(permanent theater rear-area commo: supplant JCSE &
provide some forward area tactical commo)

e would link to DCS and Components using TRITAC elements
e could extend forward to augment Component capabilities
e planning in progress at DCA for REDCOM--not funded

e little sense of urgency or of Service support

mmq\

(3) Plans appear woefully incomplete either to extend the pri-

mary Defense Communications System (DCS)--for '"wholesale" eommunt-
cations--or to create a new JMTSS for RDIF in-theater "retatl' com-
munications. HNeither effort is circumseribed by nmissing technology.
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In summary, it appears that RDF
communications capability to regions
such as SWA will be very limited indeed,
with 1ittle apparent Service progress
in rectifying the situation. (The Ser-
vices must pay for joint and Component
communications assets.)

(U) Technology exists to provide at
Jeast make shift solutions to mest of
these problems such as primitive anti-
jam capabilities; satellite ground ter-
minals; communications ships; and, pos-
sibly most immediately useful, airborne
radio relays. Some of these equipments
are commercially available.

(U) Moreover, to the extent that the
CINCs are required to plan their own
communications needs, they lack the
technical planning staffs to do so--
and hence to compete with the Services.

Assuring the adequacy of essential
communications appears to this task
force as one vital aspect of preparing
for warfighting. To the extent that the
leadership, focus, priority, and funding
are lacking, it detracts from the credi-
bility of the entire RDF strategy. 1In
particular, perpetuating the known vul-
nerabilities of the c3 equipment could
be fatal. Such an approach is even more
inexplicable if our estimates are correct
that less than a billion dollars is re-
quired to eliminate most of the first-
order problems.

DSB TASK FORCE:

SE
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COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY (U)

e Current & near-term Southwest Asia capability very limited
e Technology exists to fix problems--some commercially

-

-- vast majority of problems can be cured for under $1 B
-- planned buys lack urgency and joint application
-- another seriously neglected warfighting consideration

limited A/J fixes for current satcoms
ground terminals for satcom use
dedicated ships for DCS extension

airborne relays for dispersed forces (#1 priority?)

e Llack of technical planning staffs at CINC-level

limits on implementation capability/authority

e Evident lack of management focus, priority, and funding
. .=-- lack of emphasis on ECCM and survivability could be

fatal

(both defensively and offensively)

spefier /

(U) The task force was somewhat alarmed by the apparent lack

of attention to solving RDF communications problems--particularly
when the costs would be relatively tolerable, and the technology
is readily available--in part commercially.

SECRET
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) One of the most serious short-
comings for RDF ground forces may be
their inability to communicate over the

SECRET
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distances and terrain associated with \\\\‘
places Tike Southwest Asia. Distances

of several hundred miles between
units, with intervening mountain
can be expected. Current organic
cations simply cannot span these
tances without some airborne- or

related
ranges,
communi-
dis-
space-

borne-radio relays. While satellites

may present a high technology solution,
more mundane and cheaper solutions are
available. At frequencies above HF
(which may deserve renewed interest!),
VHF, and UHF, tactical communications
can be greatly extended by the simple
expedient of airborne relays.

(U) Any number of relatively available
aircraft--from C-12 size on up--can
carry the 10-20 cubic feet of electron-
ics and antennae needed to provide ade-
quate relay capabilities. Similar pack-
ages can be installed on mountain tops
(as in Vietnam) or even balloon-borne,
if militarily acceptable. The questions,
of course, are who would sponsor this
development, and who would operate the
aircraft?

Configuring a fleet of perhaps a
dozen self-deploying aircraft to serve
as radio relay platforms appears to offer
a virtually immediate solution to a
pressing problem. The mechanisms and
management flexibility are sorely needed
to permit rapid solutions like this.

AIRBORNE RADIO RELAYS

—— e T T

. B .,//« -
, . - :
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(U) This chart symbolizes the need of RDF forces to extend the
range of their organic combat communications through the use of
airborne radio relays. The task force feels DoD should maintain a
capability to satisfy such specialized but modest RDF necds.
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(U) One half of the task force spent
1 day receiving very highly classified
briefings on RDF intelligence needs.
This material will be summarized in a
separate annex to this report.

This single chart is intended to
provide a rudimentary summary of the
conclusions of that day's work. The
basic conclusions are of considerable
significance. First, there appears to
be little practical opportunity to
trade away strategic 1ift assets in
return for longer warning times of
vdm:wma enemy aggression. (See chart
P-39

(U) Second, top intelligence gather-
ing priorities for the combat forces
should be directed towards improving

U.S. capabilities to interdict effec-
tively enemy advances as far to the
rear and as early as possible.

(U)  Third, such intelligence efforts
do not require additional "national

assets" but rather the allocation of
more available tactical recce assets.

(S There is a general assessment

hat our RDF intelligence processing
capabilities are worse than our col-
lection shortages, and that our abil-
ity to communicate the final intelli-
gence may be worse than our processing
capabilities. Lack of cultural/lan-
guage skills could be very serious.

(U) Finally, little thought seems to
have been given to assuring the surviv-

Vit AL 2wa +lhAatrawv antallinence accets.

SECRET

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

/s mmgmq

INTELLIGENCE SUMMARY ()

i\

Useful warning time probably cannot be extended
—— cannot expect to reduce mobility requirements

Top intelligence priority needed on early interdiction
- against air and ground avenues of enemy advance

Tactical intelligence assets for RDF forces limited
__ national assets may be good enough, i1f shared

Processing capabilities worse than collection shortages
—— cultural/language limitations may be serious

asﬁm_dﬂ@m:nm.ooaacsdnmﬁ*o:m probably worse than processing
Timits

-- essential to beef up JCSE, etc.
Little emphasis on survivability of equipments

—— drones seem to be a '"natural' to conserve atrlift
and better serve local commanders

Technologies exist: stand off sensors could help
SERRET_/

/

The task force has reached some general conclusions concern-

wsm problems with RDF intelligence assets. The greater use of drones
and stand off semsors may provide useful technological opportuni-

ties—~in conjunction with better processing and communications gear.

QR RFT

iy

=

I

=

“



CONFIRENTIAL

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

(U) The task force charter requested
that we explore the application of
technoloqy to RDF training require-
ments and the CINCs identified limit-
ations in their ability to perform
rapid contingency planning. These

-next four charts address these issues.

(U) Based on briefings received from
the training and exercise communities,
it is clear that there are very real
limitations on both Service unit train-
ing exercises and joint command exer-
cises. These are spelled out on this
chart. 1In general, the two categories
conflict with each other, but both

are probably stretched near the limits
of both funding and facilities.

Limits on 0&M funds, as well as
shortage of space and unit availabil-
ity tend to limit exercise effective-
ness--as does the shortage of communi-
cations. There is reticence to use
scarce ammunition and spares on too
many exercises. In one extreme case,
we were told by the Marine Corps De-
velopment Center that they éven lacked
the bus fare to transport Marines
from San Diego to 29 Palms to prac-
tice unloading and "depreserving"
over-packed prepo equipment. This
novel new RDF-related training re-
quirement apparently represents the
straw that breaks the back of Marine
training resources!

TRAINING & PLANNING:
EXERCISE LIMITS

e Joint RDJTF exercises are placing additional burdens on
subordinate commanders:

-- limits on exercise budgets (0&M dollars for transport)

-- conflict between joint and Component exercises

-- conflict between training and exercising

-- lack of communications capacity, even for exercises

-- cost, complicity, and resources for exercise control
e Service unit training now includes RDF-related work, but is
: conctrained by:

-- limits on operating/flying hours

-- shrinking exercise areas and airspace

-- lack of funds for ammo expenditures--or bus fares!

-- cost of consumption of scarce parts

/

(U) The task force explored the need for more joint RDF-related

training exercises. We conclude that there may be only limited op-

portunities to expand these expensive operations, in view of other
force demands and resource limitations.

CONFJBENTIAL
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(U) There seems to be virtually no
question but that large scale command
and field exercises provide extremely
valuable lessons learned for which there
are probably no substitutes. These les-
sons span the gamut from command and
control, communications and intelligence,
to operations, sustainability and mater-
iel operability. Joint tests provide
unique opportunities to develop head-
quarters command skills--and to uncover
serious probiems in interoperability.

(U) We were pleased to note that some
of the emphasis is currently shifting
away from the primary consideration of
combat forces towards a focus on the
logistic supporting forces.

(U) In view of their cost and inherent
scarcity, it would appear unlikely that
there can be any large expansion of
major unit or joint exercises. This
would seem, then, to place a steep
premium on finding means to enhance the
value and effectiveness of those exer-
cises that are run. Two mechanisms may
be available to help here, and both have
some technological content.

(U) It may be possible to improve

the benefits derived from the lessons
learned, and distributed in the after-
action reports. It may also be possible
to improve the content and effectiveness
of the exercises through closer coupling
with war games and simulators. These
are discussed on the next chart.

\\\\

TRAINING & PLANNING (CONT)
EXERCISE TRENDS

e Lessons learned considered extremely valuable in all aspects:
-- joint operations
-- command and control
-- communications-and intelligence
-- operations and sustainability
-- materiel operability--and interoperability

o Exercise emphasis shifting to include supporting forces

e Scope and extent of large scale exercises unlikely to grow
much more

e Technology may offer avenue for greater interaction between
war games/simulators and full-scale exercises

_

(U) This chart summarizes the major trends in large-scale ewer-

cises and the span of benefits derived from them. Since their scope

is unlikely to expand, technology might well be applied to making
eurrent exercise efforts more productive.

UNCLASSIFIED




(U) Whether or not it may be possible
to increase the scope and extent of
major exercises, their cost and inherent
scarcity would seem to make it particu-
larly important to assure the maximum
dissemination of exercise results for
future training, exercises, range devel-
opment, war games, materiel deficiency
correction, and future budget priorities.
This chart indicates the areas of major
impact for lessons learned, and what
levels of command need to be made aware
of their results.

(U) It was by no means evident from the
course of our discussions about the ex-

ercises themselves, that the after-action
‘reports were receiving the attention
they deserve throughout the defense com-

munity. We cannot claim to have performed
a serious "market survey" concerning

the full impact of RDJTF after-action re-
ports. Ve think perhaps somebody should.
le found at least fragmentary evidence
that neither the test community nor the
Service programmers takes the time to

read after-action reports. This would

in some measure explain the apparent
indifference to CINC--and RDJTF--needs.

(U) The American commercial sector has
no peers in the business of visual and
media displays. The marginal costs of
media-grade exercise coverage and re-
porting of lessons learned would prob-
ably be money well spent.

UNCLASSIFIED
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TRAINING & PLANNING (CONT)
EXERCISE LESSONS LEARNED

e Vital to assure maximum dissemination of lessons learned for:

-- training/educating other troops, staffs, commands
-- generating more realistic Component exercises

-- improving/expanding exercise ranges

-- improving content of war games/simulations

-- initiating corrections for materiel deficiencies
--. improving future budget priorities

o After-action reports could and should have greater impact on:

- Service materiel commands

-- Service programmers/budgeters
-- Joint headquarters

-- 0SD and DRB decision-makers

Commercial technology (video tapes, etc.) might help spread
the word, attract attention, educate the commands

\

(U) The total benefits to be derived from full-scale exercises
are probably not being achieved due to difficulties in disseminat-
ing lessons learmed. Commercial technology should be able to help
solve this problem in effective communications.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) There is a notable trend towards
greater use of war games and simula-
tors for a variety of purposes. In

some measure, they can substitute for .

more expensive exercises. They should \\\‘ J
also 3m:u Q.EU_\.O<m the exercises, par- . TRAINING & PLANNING AGOZ._.V

ticularly in planning exercise control, :

and synthetic exercise exnansion. WAR GAMES & SIMULATORS

(U) CIMCRED seems to be undertaking a
very useful initiative in establishing
an analytical support group charged
deqo“MUMMwwﬂmmSMMQmmq%ﬁﬂmmwawmnWmdcwhw@ o CINCRED has analytical support group to improve war gaming:
puts. It appears to be getting good
cooperation and deserves support.

-- utilizing military colleges to improve models
-- getting good inter-Service, inter-agency cooperation
(U) Several briefings indicate that

the Services' use of trainers and simula- ® Service use of trainers/simulators expanding rapidly:

tors is expanding rapidly to compensate . . C e . -

in some measure for decreasing live -- wide use now of trainers for individual/unit training
weapon testing. The real problem seems -- "wardroom" models for command training coming along

to be keeping up with civil technology . o ) . . . .
in mini-computers, video disc displays, ® Major technological contributions available commercially in:

and electronic games.

(U) It appears that it will soon be
possible to provide "wardroom models"
for various aspects of command training.

-- mini-computers--video disc displays--electronic games--

e Combinations of above should allow substantial gains in:

Such devices, if they can be made inter- -- STAFF TRAINING and
esting, could be very beneficial In -- QUICKER, BETTER, CONTIMGENCY PLANNING
providing staff training for various //rt

new missions such as RDF operations. _
. U s ) 71—

(U) These same new technologies should ( » .§m task %Qw.dm senses that modern technology 1is QN%QQ&Q in

also make it easier to draw up new con- spiring greater interest in, and uses for, war games and simulators.

tingency plans on short notice, using These should not only improve weapon training and staff training,

mini-computers and video disc data stor- but improve both exercise and contingency planning and -control.

age for unit capabilities and logistic .

requirements.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The final subject to be addressed
by this task force involved Tooking into
defense responsiveness to RDF materiel
support needs. We have divided this into
four separate elements concerning devel-
opment, acquisition, testing, and tech-
nical advice.

(U) We could not discern any special

R&D efforts devoted to the unique re-
quirements of RDF forces. As noted here,
it seems that RDF needs are being used

to justify ongoing programs rather than
to stimulate new ones.

(U) We found very little quick reaction
effort to solve current force deficien-
cies, even though the Services do retain
some QRC capabilities both for and be-
yond the needs of electronic warfare.

(U) We were Aau1mmmma by the existence
of a small CINC C2 Initiative Fund which
allows the major commands to expend
minor funds to satisfy specific needs-
in the communications area. Equivalent
funds for broader usage could be very
productive indeed.

(U) Finally, we consider that both DCA
and DARPA have management and procure-
ment systems which would allow them to
conduct quick reaction developments

for specialized, non-standard, RDF equip-
ments in the absence of suitable Service
motivations. We do not believe this
should become the "normal" way of doing
business, however, due to persistent dif-
ficulties of transfering the output to
Service operational use.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MATERITEL SUPPORT:
DEVELOPMENT RESPONSIVENESS

e RDF mission appears to be new justification for current
programs--rather than stimulus for new programs

e Few quick reaction efforts under way to reduce current
force deficiencies--fresh water provisioning one major
exception

e Services do maintain Quick Reaction Capabilities and
procedures--not widely recognized or appreciated

o CINC C3 Initiative Fund provides small but valuable
mechanism for fixing minor €2 problems quickly

e DCA and DARPA both have capabilities--but no charter--to
create specially tailored equipments if desired

- /

(U) In exploring DoD's material support responsiveness to the
needs of RDF forces, the task force concludes that there is little
specialized, quick reaction development pointed towards unique
RDF needs, though the mechanisms exist if the needs are supported.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) The matter of acquisition respon-
siveness is a trickier issue to address,
because Targer sums are involved and
Service prerogatives are at stake.

(U) We wondered whether the Defense Re-
sources Board addressed issues such as
procurements for RDF forces, and con-
clude that they certainly do: recogniz-
ing particularly the role of 0SD and JCS
in sponsoring cross-Service programs on
which the Services usually procrastinate.

(U) Very major programs such as C-5
buys or SL-7 modifications appear cer-
tain to be addressed by the DRB. Lesser
items may be missed, however, unless
they are raised by the CINCs--who, for
the first time, are being given some di-
rect, albeit minor, voice in DRB delib-
erations during budget formulation.

(U) We applaud the move to enhance the
voice of the CINCs, but are generally
skeptical that they can fundamentally
shift the mind sets of the Service pro-
grammers and budgeteers in the alloca-
tion of scarce resources. Their needs
probably should be translated to the
lanqguage of affordability through some
0SD-1evel agent. We see great promise
in the CINC Readiness Fund for 0&M items
(such as exercisc expansion), but not
for development or procurement.

(U) We concluded that the Defense Lo-
gistics Agency (DLA) probably cannot be
drafted to provide. special end-item pro-
curements for the CINCs.

\

\

MATERIEL SUPPORT (CONT)
ACQUISITION RESPONSIVENESS

e DRB is trying to assure RDF needs are considered in PPBS
process--"cross-Service" needs can be championed by
0SD staff or JCS

e CINCs are being given more chance to state needs--but
can't compete with Service-dictated budget priorities
and choices under guise of "affordability"

e Programs below DRB threshold remain the domain of the
Services--unless highlighted by 0SD, JCS, or a CINC

e CINC Readiness Fund offers high promise to provide special
funds for 0&M contingencies--but not for development or

procurement

e DLA has some minor procurement action for RDJTF--but in
consumables/expendables, not major end items

\

(U) The task force tried to assess the opportunities for RDF-re-

lated issues to impact on the budget formulation process.

We con-

clude that it will be the smaller items, below DRB threshhold, that

may be overlooked--and ignored by the Services.
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(U) The next aspect of materiel .sup-
port for the RDF deals with maintain-
ability and interoperability. In this
regard, we looked to the test community
to see how well they were attuned to
RDF needs. In this area, we were not
encouraged by what we found.

(U) The Operational Test & Evaluation
Group bears a responsibility to assure
that new equipment will work as adver-
tised under realistic scenarios. They
accept no residual responsibilities for
mature systems, however, and admitted
that they did not read RDJTF after-action
reports. In this respect, we doubt that
the OT&E community is really as yet ori-
ented to specific RDF equipment problems.

(U) Ve also looked into the status of
joint testing. We had previously heard
how valuable tests like EW/CAS had been,
although its origins precede RDF empha-
sis by several years. Ue were also a bit
concerned by RDJTF willingness to include
materiel suitability testing in their
exercises--a practice which appeared to
some task force members as a dangerous
step towards "endorsement" of immature
systems for RDF use.

(U) We reluctantly conclude that the
joint test development business is now
so cumbersome, and entails such long
lead times as to be of modest value for
RDF purposes in the near-term. In the
example on the chart, it will have
taken 9 years to rerun a pertinent To-
gistics-over-the-shore (LOTS) test.

\\w\

MATERIEL SUPPORT (CONT)
TESTING RESPONSIVENESS

%  OPERATIONAL TESTING
e No involvement by OT&E in RDF-peculiar testing
-- or by RDJTF in OT&E test planning

e Exercise after-action reports apparently not being
read by the OT&E Community

e RDJTF offering to include materiel suitability in
exercises: -- a possibly inappropriate incentive
to the developers

% JOINT TESTING
o Tests such as EW/CAS have been exceedingly valuable,
e But 4-6 years lead times seem excessive:

-- unsuccessful FY75 LOTS I test produced FY79
JCS request for follow on: now set for FY84

\_ J

(U) The task force was not favorably impressed by the attention
being given by the testing community to the special needs of the
RDF for either new or existing equipment. A more thorough look
into this area by some other group may be warranted.
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(U) Finally, our charter asked speci-
fically "does the RDF organizational
structure have an adequate mechanism
for obtaining scientific/engineering
support?" We have interpreted this in
the narrower sense of whether the RDJTF
does or should have organic technical
advisors.

(U) We believe that operational head-
quarters can benefit from the presence
of a technical advisor on the commander's
immediate staff--as several CINCs now
have or once had. We also believe this
to be a two-way street--and that the
technical community can also benefit

from access to operational headquarters.
The benefits to each are summarized on
this chart.

(U) These advisors can provide valuable
1inks to and from the RDT&E communities--
OUSDRE, the Services, DARPA, and industry.
It must be recognized, however, that the
usefulness of such an advisor is directly
related to his access and respect within
the operational headquarters--and within
the R&D community.

(U) It is essential, then, that the
operational commander want to have such
an individual on his immediate staff,

and that the technical community provide
a seasoned, informed individual with ex-
perience in the areas of major command
concern. The advisor's staff can be use-
fully augmented by appropriate on-loan
government laboratory or staff personnel.

UNCLASSIFIED
TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

MATERIEL SuPPORT (CONT)
DIRECT ENGINEERING SUPPORT TO RDJTF

% A TECHNICAL ADVISOR ON A CINC STAFF CAN PROVIDE....
o Benefits to Operational Command:

-- "interpreters" for technical problems

-~ in-house technical/materiel trouble-shooting

-- pipeline to government labs, contractors, etc.
-- quicker responses to technical "lessons learned"
-- a conscience for materiel operability

-- coupling to test & analysis communities

e Benefits to technical community:

-- first hand exposure to technical operational problems
-- opportunities to observe tests/exercises

-- visibility into man/machine interfaces

-- informal pipeline to real "user" views

-- visibility into joint/interoperability problems

-- better foundation for tests and analyses

....IF THE COMMANDER HIMSELF SUPPORTS THE EFFORT u\&

\—

(U) This chart displays the benefits that can accrue to both

an operatiornal command and to the technical community by the pre-
sence of a technical advisor on the commander's staff--if the
commander willingly encourages such staff augmentation.

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED R-1

DSB TASK FORCE: TECHNOLOGY FOR U.S. RDF

(U) On the basis of all the foregoing,
the task force has drawn up a set of con-
clusions and recommendations for future
actions. This is the subject of the final
section of this briefing report.

(U) Task forces and review boards such

as this are bound to concentrate on areas
in which dissatisfaction with the current
situation can be expressed. After all,.
if there are no problems, then there is no
need for task forces or for new technolog-
jcal solutions. Progress, it might be
said, is produced by discontent and op-
timism blended in the proper proportions.

(U) This DSB task force was quite dis-
content with many of its findings, but

is optimistic that there are readily
available solutions to a great many of
the problems raised. We are thus hope-
ful that this report can help to stimu-
late progress towards more capable Ameri-
can rapid deployment forces--worldwide.

(U) We sense that many of the current
problems arise from the fact that the RDF
concept, measured in terms of bureaucratic
time, is still in its infancy. Moreover,
the "time constant" involved in re-
orienting towards new priorities is in-
escapably long for defense assets which
last 25-50 years. Other problems may be
more basic, however, and rooted in the
American psyche and culture. These

will not easily be solved by fiat--or a
Defense Science Board task force.

}

BRIEFING OUTLINE

PART 1I: INTRODUCTION
PART T1: THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM
PART I1I: THE QUEST FOR SOLUTIONS

PART 1V: IMPRESSTONS & RECOMMENDAT IONS

\_ Y,

(U) The remaining 18 pages summarize the conclusions and recom-
mendations of this task force. They are necessarily broad and
superfictal in view of the scope and timing of this effort. Never-

theless, they point to some fundamental issues for Defense management.

UNCLASSIFIED
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\\ﬁ%“ By the time the task force had

finished its work, the Titany of "in-
adequacies" in capabilities, resources,
focus, training, responsiveness, etc.,

had grown to seemingly overwhelming \\\x
levels. Before summarizing our over-
all impressions and recommendations, TASK FORCE PERSPECTIVE
then, it appears desirable to put
some perspective on our efforts.

(U) The facts of the matter are that
the U.S. continues to have the greatest

force deployment capabilities of any o U.S. CAPABILITIES & EXPERIENCE IN WORLDWIDE FORCE DEPLOYMENTS
nation on earth, and much experience REMAIN UNPARALLELED:

in fighting wars many thousands of . . . -

miles frem our own continent. . MMMMMMMMndwwMﬁ - mmﬁwm.zmx H

(U} Furthermore, the forces and head- -- amphibious capabilities -- Vietnam

quarters that have been assembled into -- force versatility -- NATO rapid reinforcement

the RDJTF are making great strides to-

wards being prepared to meet their ob- e FORCES ASSIGNED TO RDJTF ARE COMPETENT, ORGANIZED & CONFIDENT:
Jectives. Their planning and ﬁsmds, -- designated units -- detailed TPFDLs

Creipiog ave mroving vy O o  mataring oplans - resiona ovreness

are already well known to them. If TT unit/joint traimng -- Tine leadership
0“12___2%08 require, U.S. rapid de- ¢ * BUT CURRENT POLITICAL OBJECTIVES FOR RDF COULD WELL EXCELD
ployment forces could do a very credit- REALISTIC U.S. MILITARY CAPABILITIES RELATIVE TO:

able job under many realistic scenarios.
--.growing Soviet/client/Third World threats

But the fact does remain that our -- concurrent security obligations elsewhere
current political objectives for RDF
could well exceed U.S. military capa- //r‘ \\\
bilities relative to growing world
threats and continuing U.S. security : (U) This chart tries to put in perspective many of the concerns
obligations elsewhere. Improving our that will be expressed subsequently. Our forces are clearly more
RDF capabilities, then, is surely a capable than any others of rapid worldwide deployment. Relative to
worthwhile objective. the problems they face, however, there is still room for improvement.




(U) It also seems appropriate to
review the ground rules we set for our-
selves. These were described in great-
er detail in the introduction.

(U) We were not expected to look at

the RDJTF as the sole U.S. deployable
capability. We were to concentrate on
issues raised by the CINCs, and on prob-
lem areas, not success stories.

(U) Within the time and resources
available, the task force 'had to opt

for breadth, not depth. We had to avoid
some very influential issues--such as
base availability--and to set aside
other crucial problem areas such as

our RDF posture for chemical warfare.

(U) We also accepted the notion that
many problem areas do not need fresh
technological solutions if other means
are available. This has had the effect
of limiting the overall technological
tenor of this final report.

(U) Based on these ground rules, then,
the task force makes no bones that its
results are neither complete, balanced,
nor thorough. We have certainly not un-
earthed all the problems, and we cer-
tainly have not found all the best solu-
tions. Nonetheless, we may have taken

a more comprehensive, unfettered, look
across the entire RDF spectrum than any
prior committee. Clearly, it is not
enough, and we hope others will go on
from here.

UNCLASSIFIED
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\\1\

TASK FORCE GROUND RULES

-

Avoid total focus

e Don't propose new
be solved by: --

Based on task force chairman's ground rules and our chartcr:

on RDJTF

Focus on commanders' views of limitations/deficiencies
Concentrate on problem areas--not successes
_Concentrate on broad problems--not specific details

Avoid problems above our pay grade--force level, bases, etc.
Set aside problems which are: wunder study elsewhere

not primarily RDF-oriented

military technology if problems can
better management

resource reallocation

existing military technology
existing civil technology

TASK FORCE RESULTS ARE NEITHER COMPLETE, BALANCED, nor [THOROUGH

g

(U)

efforts of this task force.

This chart summarizes the ground rules which constrained the

We do not pretend to have addressed

all the problems, or even just the most important ones. We know
that our work has not been complete, balanced, or thorough.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) On this chart we summarize the
eight major impressions gleaned by the
task force from their observations.
These are summarized here and expanded
on the following pages.

(U) We conclude, for instance, that
there are substantial differences be-
tween typical RDF operations and those
planned for NATO. Many of the problems
seem to arise in cross-Service areas
which are not as prominent for NATO
contingencies.

(U) In many instances, RDF priorities
conflict with service norms. Their prob-
lems run the complete gamut, and a robust
capability will require very substantial
funding.

In areas outside the RDJTF itself,
and above the level of the operational
commanders, we found the emphasis on RDF
concerns to be lacking, and considera-
tions of real warfighting demands to be
rather 1imited. These assertions will
be further explained on subsequent
pages.

(U) Finally, and more directly to our
task force charter, there are many areas
in which technology can help the RDF.
Most of it already exists, and a large
portion of it exists in the commercial
sector.

(U) There is no way this task force
could justify a high-technology "binge"
in order to implement U.S. RDF objec-
tives.

é

GENERAL TASK FORCE IMPRESSIONS

-

*

* % % % X % »

Substantial RDF-peculiar problems do exist:

RDF operations differ substantially from NATO planning
RDF deficiencies often reflect cross-Service problems
RDF priorities often run counter to Service norms

RDF problems run the full gamut of defense issues

A robust RDF capability will require substantial funding

There is ample evidence of inadequate RDF emphasis
RDF problems are amplified by lack of warfighting focus

Technology can help some, but is not the major issue

_J

(V)

investigation.
ing pages.

The task force developed eight basic impressions from this
These are listed above and elaborated on the follow-
Many of the problems are only peripherally related to

applications of technology.

CONFI

NTIAL

-
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(U) The differences between the cus-

tomary NATO scenario and the most popu-
lar RDJTF scenario were far more exten-
sive than first apparent to the task
force members. Geography, environment,
logistics, tactics, communications,
mobility, and other aspects, are all
very different. In fact, there do not
appear to be common Service views on

how important these contrasts are. As
these differences emerge, it becomes
more difficult to reconcile the "double-
hatting" of forces to both contingencies.

Most important, however, is the
gradual realization of how difficult it
will be for U.S. forces to deploy rap-
idly and sustain themselves in areas of
the world where there is no U.S. or al-
lied supporting base. Deployability,
"transloadability" (from wholesale
to retail delivery across the beach),
major logistics interdependences, far
more difficult communications, are all
cross-Service issues exacerbated by
RDF requirements. Extensive field ex-
ercises provide perhaps the only way to
illuminate them. . )

(U) Moreover, RDF priorities appear to
be quite different than the current Ser-
vice norms. Their emphasis must be on
maintainability and sustainability rather
than major system modernization. Weight
and bulk become more critical than the
last few percent in performance, and
operational delaying/interdiction tactics
are different than the frontal defense
requirements for the MATO theater.

S ET
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GENERAL IMPRESSIONS (CONT)

% RODF

-

OPERATIONS DIFFER SUBSTANTIALLY FROM NATO
remoteness, geography, and environment

less commonality of Service experience & planning
difficulty reconciling force "double hatting"
lack of allies and modern cooperative infrastructure

DEFICIENCIES OFTEN HIGHLIGHT CROSS-SERVICE DIFFICULTIES

deployability and "transloadability" problems
inter- and intra-theater logistic interdependences

communications difficulties
need for elaborate field exercises

%  RDF PRIORITIES OFTEN RUN COUNTER TO SERVICE NORMS

sustainability/maintainability vs modernization
e weight/bulk of support and combat equipment
dispersed, in-depth delaying tactics vs frontal defense

/

(U) This chart summarizes some of the major differences betlween

RDF and NATO-oriented emphasic and priorities.
tend to highlight cross-Service difficulties, and to suggest a

These differences

set of priorities quite different than the current Service norm.

SECRET
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(U) The task force gradually became
more and more impressed by the breadth
of the issues confronting RDF forces,
and by the inability of our group to

focus on a few specific, quantifiable , \\\‘ 1//
problems. . -
As indicated on this chart, RDF GENERAL IMPRESSIONS (CONT) . -

broblems run the gamut from small- to
large-scale operations -against major

or minor opposition, and apply to both
the teeth and tail of the forces. There
are issues of sustainability, battle 3
damage repair, medical precautions, C3I,

and training. And the solutions run the *  ROF PROBLEMS RUN THE GAMUT -
gamut from R&D to procurement. o few battalions to many divisions

e second-rate client to first-rate Soviet opposition
[ ]

[ ]

(U) Equally important, there is a

very large "dynamic range" in funding

requirements. Some items are too small .

to warrant management attention; others, e training/doctrine/cultural diversity
[ ]

in the areas of strategic and tactical CTRELL o S
1ift, could consume tens of billions R&D--T&E--Product Improvement--Acquisition N

combat--combat support--logistics
sustainability/maintainability/medical -
communications/command & control/intelligence

within the next few years. The task % ROBUST RDF WILL REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL RESOURCES
force made absolutely no attempt to e . .

P ) - o from multi-billion dollar lift/prepo augmentation....
cost out any specific program solutions, o ....to few million dollar special procurements

and this report does not mention partic- —
ular dollar sums. But the issues in-

volve scores of ships, hundreds of air- RDF NEEDS ARE NOT MINOR, NOR A SIMPLE SUBSET OF NATO NEEDS :
craft, and thousands of vehicies.

The summary conclusion to be taken f/(‘ -
from this is simply that RDF needs are

: A o _
:OﬁzagﬂowaMOM are ﬁ:mk.mgacdk a mcvn (U)  This chart summarizes more of the task force's general
set ﬁo N .o1om:wmpcMM%3mqﬁm“ .mmuam impressions concerning RDF issues. The "bottom line" is that -
Mx% owmmnommgwm this %d ; mmm:dmamm:ﬁ y RDF needs are neither small, nor a subset of equivalent require-
elay e attainment of the desire ments for our more conventional forces. - |

capabilities.

CONFIRDENTIAL
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Our assertion that the Pentagon
emphasis on RDF capabilities is inade-
quate is based on comments made in each
of the areas tabulated on this chart. . .

There is 1ittle point in repeating \\1 }//

those criticisms here.

(U) The basic point to be gleaned from

this 1ist, however, is that the vast INADEQUATE RDF EMPHASIS

predominance of these issues relate to

capabilities that are either cross-

Service in nature, logistic as opposed

to combat, or procedural rather than

program oriented. Shortcomings in these areas suggest inadequate RDF emphasis: |
|

(U)Y With the exception of what we con- . . o

sider to be too little design emphasis ¢ communications ¢ equipment tailoring |

.on the special 1o~m of interdiction in e sealift type & nunbers e packaging for mobility |

early RDF operations, most of these s o . . . . .

subjects are really very mundane. It e airlift optimization e containerization

is difficult Wﬁ best to wm m:ﬁqcmma by e use of prepositioning ® unique environments ,

requirements for tactical pipeline, or . . . . o

anxmu*:@ 2.75" rockets ﬁsnaxcam so they e intra-theater 1ift e maintainability

can be moved by rolling--without fork- e across-the-beach needs e navigation aids

1ifts. Even the more basic issues of . . 3 . .

sealift and intra-theater airlift seldom o tactical pipeline o special item QRC ,

attract the real trend-setters in or out o mobile intelligence assets e test & evaluation !

of uniform. e efficient interdiction e exercise lessons learned W

(U) Nevertheless, these are the issues ,

that will spell success or failure for

the RDF forces. We are obliged, then, .

to formulate recommendations consistent //r \\

smmmmeﬂm mmmm WM ma_ﬂ:mm._Nm these aoﬂzl (U) Tnis chart lists those areas covered in the body of this

these are d.mmmmm.oz mﬂmmnmmmﬁswwwﬁwnm: report where current efforts to support KDF appeared inadequatc ﬁ

civil sector thrives: we need not be to.this task force. Other areas not addressecd by this group are W

Y ) thought to exist too (scatterable mines, airgjace control, ele.)

ashamed to turn in that direction for
many of the solutions.

CONFJBDENTIAL ,
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(U) The question of whether our RDF
force preparations reflect adequate
consideration of warfighting is diffi-
cult at best to address. It is not,

in the first place, clearly the domain
of a DSB task force. Yet by raising
these several issues in this context,
we hope to court controversy as a means
of focusing attention on this serious
matter.

(U) There are many who do not believe
that nuclear war is likely. There are
many others who do not really think
that there will ever be bloodshed be-
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Strat-
egies developed for these contingencies
tend to concentrate on technology more
than warfighting.

(U) But RDF forces, if and when de-
ployed, are very likely to have to
fight in a battle of poorly con-
strained scope, duration, or even
nationalities. They are the kinds of
fire fights that could grow into

WW III. They are a test of nerve be-
tween North and South. They must be
predicated on the ability to fight--by
almost any set of rules--and to per-
severe util some peaceful outcome can
be arranced.

The deficiencies summarized on
this chart tend to suggest that much
DoD emphasis on RDF favors posturing
rather than warfighting.

o

/~ CONF

NTIAL

INADEQUATE WARFIGHTING FOCUS

e

*

Shortcomings in these areas suggest lack of focus on war fighting:

unique equipment and units for delaying actions
en route attrition: defense and/or dispersion
mine sweeping capabilities

vulnerable intra-/inter-theater communications
replenishment spares & maintenance/damage repair
combat consumables (ammo, missiles, etc.)
medical preparations and cultural -understandings

materiel packaging & administrative loading

CONFID j>f\¥

~

(U) This chart summarizes areas in which we found vﬁowgmwm
that can only be rationalized by an assumption that we do not
really expect RDF forces to have to fight--on short notice in

strange place. Others may exist which we did not find.

* Dr. Lederberq feels we have glossed over the erucial

tmportance of early replacement of battle losses

SECRET
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(U) This chart tabulates those areas
discussed in the body of this report

in which we could readily apply tech-
nology in order to improve RDF capabil-
ities. The subsequent chart delineates
those areas where we advise the opera-
tional forces that technology is un-
likely to alleviate their problems.

(U) There are many more areas where we
believe that technology can produce posi-
tive results than areas where. we must
acknowledge no imminent breakthroughs.
And it is not very exotic technology.

(U) Of possibly greater interest is
that among the 16 areas where technol-
ogy is available for use, only a few
are really predicated on new military
technology (e.g., smart mortars, sen-
sors, or lightweight armor). All the
rest can benefit from existing tech-
nology in the civil sector, abroad, or
already applied to the newer systems.
This suggests that many RDF problems
are closely related to problems already
faced by the commercial world in the
pursuit of commerce. If this is so,
the U.S. should be able to excel.

(U) It might be noted here again that
many other potential problem areas were
not addressed either because they were
not highlighted by the operational com-
manders, or because they were not uni-
que to RDF. Chemical warfare, ECCM,
airspace control, and several others
would fall into this category.

2 )

GOOD TECHNOLOGICAL OPPORTUNITIES

These areas provide promising technological opportunities:

e modern logistic systems ¢ improved interoperability
e lighter vehicles/trucks @ improved countermeasures
e specialized airlift e smart mortars

e existing equipment updates e engine fuel tolerance
e lightweight air amﬁmzmmm e vaccines & medicines
o stand off weapons & sensors e lightweight packaging
e desensitized acsdﬁﬂorm o lightweight armor

e commo components/relays e war games & simulators

N J

As on the prior charts, this one swmnarizes the findings in
the body of the report. In this case, we indicate those areas in
which technology can be expected to help with RDF limitations and
deficiencies. More often than not, civil technology holds the key.

CONEWENTIAL
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(U) This chart is a companion to the
preceding one and identifies five areas
in which there does not appear to be
much hope that technology can provide
substantial operational improvements.

(U) The first two deal with major ele-
ments of the resupply problem: the pro-
vision of munitions and POL. The task
force concluded that there are no major
opportunities to reduce the weights of
these commodities, per se. Nor do we
see any significant opportunities to
reduce their consumption rates.

(U) The third issue deals with the
vulnerability of essential shipping

to attrition en route. Although there
appear to be some modest steps in tech-
nology which should be pursued, they

do not offer a guarantee to eliminate
losses at sea from submarines.

(U) The last two topics refer to the
efficiency of the transport systems
themselves. Again, no breakthroughs
appear to be imminent. Because im-
provements in either aircraft or ship
efficiency would have immediate appli-
cations in the commercial world, we
doubt that any significant opportunity
has been overlooked. As a matter of
fact, we  doubt that propulsion effi-
ciency will increase fast enough to
offset increases in the performance de-
manded from the transportation systems.
Hence fuel consumption requirements are
more likely to increase than decrease.

\

POOR TECHNOLOGICAL OPPORTUNITIES

able future:

These areas hold little promise for technology in the foresee-

e significantly lighter explosive or propellants
e better fuels or alternative energy sources

e systems to provide anti-torpedo defense

e significantly higher logistic ship speeds

e significantly more efficient airlift

y

(U) The five areas indicated above do not appear to offer good
opportunities for substantial technological improvements within

the foreseeable future.
deployment of RDF forces.

UNCLASSIFIED

They are fundamental to the successful

We do not see the job getting any easier.




(U) The majority of this task force
would clearly have preferred to present
0SD and JCS with a set of recommendations
for specific items for hardware develop-
ment or procurement, complete with a
convincing rationale for their need and
priority.

(U) We were faced with a clear dilemma,
however, since we have not prepared
quantitative substantiation, budget-grade
costing, or even programmatic afford-
ability. In fact, we cannot perform the
necessary option trade-offs, .nor can we
be assured that we fully understand
current DoD priorities. Certainly, we

do not have the mechanisms for transfer-
ring to the Pentagon many of our concerns
and impressions. In many respects, like
the CINCs, we cannot hope to compete with
Service and 0SD program argumentation.

(U) Our second alternative, then, was

to recommend a set of ad hoc procedural
changes that may be useful in solving

the institutional problems we sense exist
in awareness and acceptance of the special
needs of RDF forces. We are also deeply
concerned by the number of serious cross-
Service problemis that hinder RDF effec-
tiveness, and the apparent inability of
the CINCs to influence the PPBS process.
e also realize that we have not come to
grips with all the probleris, nor put them
in priority order. Our final choice,
then, was inescapable: we would address
management, not hardware.

.UNCLASSIFIED
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TASK FORCE DILEMMA

The Task Force had to choose between:

RECOMMENDING

-- without
-- without
-- without
-- without
-- without
-- without

....OR RECOMMENDING A SET OF AD HOC PROCEDURAL CHANGES:
-- to help raise 0SD/JCS/Service awareness of RDF Issues

A FEW SPECIFIC ACQUISITION PROGRAMS....

rigorous quantitative substantiation
knowing budgetary implications
considering programmatic "affordability"
performing option trade-offs

confirming DoD strategic priorities
tranferring rationale to implementers

-- to hasten institutional acceptance of RDF Needs

-- to expedite solution of crucial cross-Service problems

-- to improve CINC/RDF inputs to PPBS cycle

-- to avoid prejudging/discarding "lesser" importance items

-- to avoid shutting out additional worthy programs

WE CHOSE THE LATTER

J

(v)

This chart attempts to spell out the two altermatives cpen
to this task force in preparing their final recommnendations.

Reluctantly, the task force agreed that it could not make speci-

fic recommendations beyond the realm of management procedures.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) It is easier to draw conclusions than
to formulate practical or original recom