In theacqu i-
While the Under
ail of the researchn
tment the actual
e;Services and there-

fhnctionvls not one of

_ The ways”of effecting the
*sapervision haveitovdo*first' 11 with understanding what the

Servfce programs are, secondT hav1ng some broad acquisftion philoso__

- phy as,well as- Specifxc'regulations that you 're trying to enfarce‘

. ,a"d-t“‘rd hﬁViﬂﬁ.Some spec1f1c mechanism fnr conveying these ideas,

conveying specifid guidance to the‘Services Formally, thns is. done

%ﬁ L __=‘iﬁ;Review COunc11' uf which I am’ the chalrman. Each acquisition program

| has three milestones - one whichtfbrmally starts the program, a }2 \
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‘ants negot1ated And that g done instead of a unx?ateral

Cor nsm’ y m.” The great benefit then of the DSARC is that 1t con-

¥ centrates everybody s attention wonderfhl%y'on the problem and - -

Goldberg:

Perry:

.both sides are motivated to try to work out an’ accommodation of the

B dlsagreements

And it puts the decisions on the record

Yes. From my point of view, the great benefit lS that the Services:

' reéﬁize~they have-to'getvthe»approval~bef0re'theyacanogoaoomto th;a

next major stage of the program. Therefore, they're wiifing <,

‘dehate and negotiate how the program shou1d be mod1fied in order to¥f “

get that approval. From the Service peint of view, obtaining that




fof ‘those three maJor stages.' 1 would

:fmake one further comment about the DSARC process One of the reasons

"entry into produotoon'is a process wh1ch takes place over severa] years.

‘_M_The date at wJ;ehﬂyou announce the DSARC author1zation of productxon e

cis somewhat arbitrary date selected somewhere in ‘that perfod. If we

were not to~beg1n any part of the productxon process until we get the




- vare_concutnentiu-The po1nt I'm—making is that‘the-production pro ces s -

—'._ Gol dberg

Perry

mf_f'DSARc approva} w‘ would be faced wvth a very unattractive set

ves. onefbelngfthat we do not authorize production -

ntilfal ‘the Gevelopnent.and testing has been done, whlch wau1d
| rf3 years to our acquisition cycle over what it pres-

"That's the nonconcurrent approach to acquisitlon--no

-concurreney in the proqrams The other alternatlve wou]d if.f“

we authurize~groduction weﬂ} before we have enoughVInfbrmation :

'72‘7 aI productlon decisfon hecause, in fact our prcgrams“

starts about ‘3 years befbre the development and testing is comp1eted;

  That s because af the long lead time that's requured to start bu11d‘~

-:1“9 the faC?1ity to do the production and start buying the long lead
fCONpOnents'and the tooling. So we are spending production money

iin the program perhaps 3 years before full scale production starts.

Is what you said about DSARC III a]so true of DSARC II?

Not - to nearﬂy as great an- extent. It is true that the so-called

"advanced development phase and full scale development phase has a

certain amount of overlap in it. One can regard that as more of

2 discrete process, but the entry into production is something that

takes-place-over about a 2 or 3 year period. Therefore, we can

chouse whenever we want in that 2 or 3 year perxod to maka the DSARC

I decfsron. If we make it too soon, at ‘the beginning of the pro-

cess we have to make the dec1sion in the absence of impartant .in-

fbrmatioa about testing and development. If we wait until the end

- of the process, we are so far committed to the program that it is




" Goldberg:

. about ‘a year or two into the early stages of

an.academic'guestibn; So ord1narifg_ RC V ,
somenhere in the middle of the process while W stiil conducting

' ’ i Tes | ng 1 n ‘after we are
uction but before
serial production has begun. < |

How does the scorecard read on DSARC 17 Tha is, have you guesség77”’

Perry:

" Goldberg:

PerryE

Awrong-at~tfmes~anﬁ*had"turcante?*a*prugranr“ '
You mean ‘after DSARC II or befbre?
Hell at DSARC M. |

; we rare!y cancel a. program at the DSARC III meet1ng fbr the reason

: that I mentioned: before, that the important management dec1sion

dynamics take place before the meeting, and if we-are convinced
that the program shoqu be cance]led we've usual!y persuaded the

Service of that before we ever get into the meeeing 1t's either

because the requirement fbr the program has gone away. r;because

there has been some sort of a major technical fallshort:on the pro- :

gram relative to- expectations--it was approved presuming“a techn1ca}
breakthrough that did not occur--or because there has been a major
cost overrun. Now the first two examples that I gave you are usually
obvious to both ‘the Service and” OSD, and there would be a mutual

agreement to give up on. the program. It daes” not require a meeting

‘The third one, th0ugh the h1gb cost, is one where there can be a

gbmajor d1fference of opinion. Because when you say that a PFngaﬁ is

facing a major cost overrun, that's a prediction of the future. At

the DSARC IIl‘point you're just beginning production, so the major




v exampye where;it oniy takes 209 MX missiles for the ent1re fbrce,

| ?.and_in that case the cos_mof development of‘the\missile 15 about

equal to the cost of procurfng 200 mlssiies. So the devew pment
costs are a very sign1f1cant percentage of the total there For
“most of our, tactical weapons where we are bultdxng thOUSaﬂdS or -

P11

tens: -of thousands of weapnns the dev _”pmental cost 15 a |
'percentage of tbe totaI 30 or 20 percent of tﬁe total cost. In
% both of those cases we ofteh fbcus our attent1on on deveiopment
" ;costs and procurement costs, tending to overlook what usua11¥ is.

' the-domtnant cost. in the system which is the life cycle operating'



;véﬁét_ In most of’our systems, the operatingfcf-jfi -er‘anzu-year

j,'cyc1e or zs-year cycle are largev than the devel gf ; and pro-

;icurem nt costs combined_

fget back to thrs proeurement 1ssue. or i SARI III deeision. f "

to scﬁedu‘le the DSARC 111 meetfng at t: ” ,"_t*fat which the

% nltfal productian, but we. will defe: ‘
fvf‘ter.serial production. That is, the u ARC III approval is

{Enot an approval fbr serial production.' And we’ elther-have a DSARC IIIA;

| meeting pevhaps a. year and a half later, or- at 1east have the Serv1ce ’

’“;come~back and have the program rev1ewed at my off?ce before that

f stage is. reached Hhat we are do1ng then 1nft,at DSARE?IIIA or that .

' ;isecond 1eveﬂ decis:un~-1f you 1magine the produ'l'

. ceeding at some: very Tow rate--is - dec1ding when to- ramp 1t ‘up to o
full scale production I have become convinced, aften=4 years at
superv1sing this process, that in most cases, the real issue at

'DSARC [II, is not whether we're going to produce a systen but
when we will beg1n the ful} scale product1on of 1t We have to de-
 term1ne what set of criteria to use fnr~determin1ng when we can pu11

VH out.the throttle and go into fu?l‘scale-product1on. :

Goldberg: Hell there's never any quest1on real?y of discontinu1ng that DP0~

duction but when you're going to take off on it.

;
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ﬁPenerffﬁ;

! f*_future- ﬁThe conditvons whfch are causing the stretchout are twofb]d.

B Evel=t Hugh our defense budget has. been increasing in the last 4

‘f;years, we re sti1I faced with a stretchout problem, for two reasons:

F1rst is that the Army in particuTar has a procurement moderniza-

}tlon bulge which is hard to. dea] with. They had more than a 10-year

pause in equipment modernization during the Viet Nam war--from the

: mid ‘505 ‘to’ the mid *70s, As a reSuIt Army equipment in the field
‘now dates back to desxgns of the '60s and production in the '60s
mostly So. they re desperately in need of modernization but

. they're'fn need of modernization in all categories of equipment. Al




we: not on}y see a new system te rep1ace one. thatidates back

2 or'25 years, hut we see them all comxng into. procurement over
about a3 year period So it’ s an. enormous problem. and as we 100k .
tu ‘the prob1em of how te phase them ln we are confronted with

, agonfzing declsions. They re all needed, and one is needed about as

bad'as”anuther and’ they re all read to produce ahout now. Having;;

carried a, major program through deve 'pment havxng started a pro— _1i§;,

ductilnfrun to just put 1t on hul ﬂﬂ~;'2;°r 3 yeers wauld cause |

A major inefficiencies So we have nat really been able to make a
decision to do these five and not those five. We really weneed:
to do a1l of them at once. : ;. _':_
The second probiem, whxch has reaf!y caused acute d1ff1cu]ties in:“

the medernization program, has been not onIy inflatlon as’ you ex- '

Per1ence it when you go to~the supermarket but the particular 1n-;_‘.
flation-in the aerospace 1ndustry The 1nf13t1on in’ “the 1ndustry~}

' from which we purchase our equ1pment nas been even greater than the

1o







':"f,o-f tanks “and an-pl anes. | H.e re tmmg_;_:;q_ |

'E'u‘years. My"':ludgmen’"“ is that we' e got at leas“ anuth-ér year

'_A0r two of excess inf‘latfon in tbe aerospace mdustry to contend -

.} :.w.with So it win take very 1ar~ge mcreases in the procurement |
. budget: account to deal with those problems. The budget which the
President will vs}ubnﬂnt in Janvary will have major i_—!";FY"eaSE-_S;*ﬂ- the

12




ﬁ prdéureoent=eccouoi.? The '81 budget ap :ov"
~_151m11ar1y had major increases but‘ne; her ma

| the prob]ems I have descr1bed._ There’“

,_Q;tion of hav1ng an 'BT.s'ppiementa] bot.uhe‘f
‘i¢°r not is, 5°mething that remains to be. se”’

j;He have already merged into several other

: the budget p; cess By and 1arge. the OSD management team that
”comprises the DSARC 1s the same team that comprises the Defense

?Re?iew Boaf '(DRB), which makes budget recommendat1ons to the Sec-

ﬁ be some 4 ree of congruity between the

decisionee; ‘ou would think ‘that when the DSARC recommended that
a program should go into procurement that when the same people
met 3 months later WIth a different hat on to look at the budget
they would also recommend to f%nd the funds to procure it. That

- does not always happen thoogﬁ. And the reason g - doesn‘t is be-
cause the two processes are dtfferent 1n natyre.mlln the DSARC, we
}are putting our blinders on. in effect, and looking only at this

one.program; we're not Tooking to the left and the right, at how

13 _



e rojected funding for that

1ess the 5-year defense

1evel has been set And we

.ﬂunked,ithe; :",udget _tes-t. v Interestmg};y
FHun] _*Tnat is,

it Was a]wa‘ys

_ v "””u'f-d he for that year, 11: always
to_ an one-or tuo prngrams below the tine. And so

' it ended up not getting funded 1 b_eheve that it will however




" bem the 1982 budget. ~ Chief, Re

‘Pernﬁ:

Goldberg: -

PernY;m

'nscussmm m ruu.

ﬁ fu,
"1V nake the Harines happy. e 14000

m} are your thoughts on the organization of your province here

v. £'in¢research and eng1neer1ng? Are. you satisfied it has been ade-

| f ate and effective? Do- you think it can be-made more ‘effective

'than it is? And would you recommend any changes in R&E?

i T First came into th1s job we made almost “immediately a

i maj r'reorgan1zat10u in fact the most maaor one that S ever

_ been made in the offﬁce, in that the Secretary—determined that

, wgﬁsbquid add responsibilities to this office that had never been

vvhefé5before; The most important of these was adding responsi-

bfTity for production of weapon systems as well as R&D, although |
he did‘not change the-title. It was still R&E. He also added

‘ supervisory reSpons1b111t1es for several agencies that prev10usly?

had not been under us-—DARPA DCA, DNA DMA, the Assistant to the
Secretary for Atomic Energy, and Dr. Gerry Dinneen, the Assistant
Se;retary of Defense for C31. Dr. Dinneen and his staff were brought

fﬁ-and he was made principal deputy. So those were profoundly

' Sﬂeeying changes that vastly increased the responsibilities of

the office. And it made us responsible in this year's dollar terms

for-about $60~b1flion worth of programs instead of about $15 billion.

That was a very major change in organization. Now to accommodate
that at the time there were added the staffs that had been with the
C3I.office and that had been with the Assistant for Atomic Energy.

15




‘éd]dpeﬁg:

| Pérry:

ing memu to each uther A1l of that

Perry

“P;betﬂgvin_mqst'cases awstngleipersonb Had we sxmply brought all




wd:iduction base.

SQ we simpty had to expand the respons1b1]ity. That

"","0 e‘* sewa".v xwetty wen uhere it did nat uork weH and

Jchniques.

And we have had an 1nadequate emphasis
| ﬂ'fn my judgment on the productivity of our N
'Indnstrialubas and the Productivity of ‘the, few arsena]s we-have Teft.

:uThere has been;no strong advocate, no strong vaice in. the butldxng

”}fOr 1nsur ] the appropriate: buildup of our productive base.“v

Jtﬁf t :nk has not been a resu}t of the organizational change-
it S1mply was a lost opportun1ty There never was a very strong

'-vofce For- it because the I & L office was never that strong. Byt

.Vrought this in under an undersecretary s office, there now:
Jr-unity'because the undersecretary s voice could be a very*7
:f{n that field But not having a strong staff for this

& 1t tended not to get the emphas1s ‘that it shoutd. So as
*zd_wdok baek to the—]ast 4 years, one of the major things I would

'““'f*have done different?y woitl d:be ta' put a much stronger emphaszs mnre y

'¥5peop1e,,stronger staff in that area so that we would have a strong 1

advacacy uithin the department fbr mafntaining and building our pro-

SEQ RE 5 _




Pecry:_

-;!}{MOre-important * So there was not 'strong enough support fhr

j;j maintaining and fncreasing the 1ndu Hthin the
of the Secretary of Defénse to amplif 3E inte}és£ aﬁdidemands
‘that the Servicesfhad or even to prod them in. that direct1on,_
There uas a mlxed view. there was a mfxed activity in the Serv:ces |
-reIative to the prodiction base Same of the Services.some of the
time pushed,itistrongly. others did not whereas:there shquld.havé .
| heen Pe untfbrm push by them and strong~support from»us.v_ |
Go]dbeng;-.we11 there s also. the matter of the qual1ty of the hase as well .

:as the size of lt, and here the Services would sure]y have some

concern -
Perry: I'm speaking primar11y~of the-qdaiity of the base, not the size.
The principal éeficiency of our industrtal base today is its qual!ty

as measured by productfv1ty The prxncipal reason this produetivxty

is sagging fs becausa we have not modernzzed the equipment, the
| fac111t1es ln our plants to the extent that we should.
Goldberg: So when Yyou- speak of expansxon, you re really speaking of improvement?

Perry: Productivity improvements, which:both relate to reducing unit cost

18




1n9 technology, that allow

0 ements—in productivity, but those. simpﬂy
:rat“d'fn our pTants to the extent that they

two'reasons for thts I think: In generaT

ncﬁfaseé it ;productiv1ty or modernized
he: extent thati estern European and Japanese
i He see'ourseTves fa}l1ng)beh1nd in. cummerc1a1
;;7compet1tiveness because of that And since our industry builds
.; jmest of our defense equfpment ‘one of the victims of this lack
ri.of productivity fncrease has been the defense programs done in
- };iindustry But anet‘er reason. that is more unique to defense,_
,:' is that our procurement contractshave not pravtded the proper
, _, eﬁlncentive-for-modernizing equipment.
'Go}dberg:- Youvseem-to be pleased with the change. that's been made. What do
| jen think of the tﬁo undersecretary system as distinguished from
what preceded it? Do you find that there is any closer relation-
_  shipg between the policy side and the R&E. side than existed before?
Perrytr Yes. I think part of the reason. for that has to do with the
personalities 1nvo1ved so you cannot guarantee continuation of t3
and 2 another part of the reason has to do with the fact that the
lines of communication are simpter. You don't have so many assistant

secretaries dealing with so many other assistant secretaries. I

10



Rochester:

Perry:

- haveﬂhad the authorzty to so]ve the problems Hhen I deaI w1tb

f;Bob$Komer on po}icy matters, when he and I reach an agreement ,

‘ pount on hlm carryIng out his end of 1t, and he can count -

carry1ng out my end of it because we have enough authorrty
[-3 that So you don*t waste S0 mueh t1me comlng to agreements

peopte and then finding out that even thaugh you agree,

no 1ng happens

_Has your “job been made easier or more dwfffcult by having a.

Secretary of Defénse who is also a- scientist Tike yourself? Does
that fhcilitate your job or does it in some ways dfmtnish your
autherity n-the’ R&E‘area. TR

T have to say I was very appreheusive about that when I came into

'fthis job. It 15 not just that, he's-a scientist, it's that he pre-
'v1ously-held.th1s very job. And so I-xmagsned that he would

%
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1t very good about

n you raised was potentially

our-weapons systems; it's

. e have gaod perception on t

~ this building aver sriowe S it's not: requived for -

the Secretary to have technical training, but it is, I think,




ast 4 years Probahly an unprecedented close work1ng relationship

d}fbetween the offices. Part of th1s no doubt 15 attr1butab1e to the -

ch "98 1" efganizatlon But . I th1nk a gcod part of it simply reflects

'"f the 1nte ”st"and the personalrtres of the‘peﬁple 1"V°]V95 I have a  ,

;  7 {profbund interest in policy and how our techno,,Pfﬁf'@ﬁ

” suppott,poIicy Bob Komer and Dave Hcsiffert Walt S1ocombe. the
;- penpté We'work with in that office, and Dan-MurPhY. are all quite

§ that pulicy leads'technology. For years, I would say,: in the'nuclear

weapons field techno]ogy Ied pol1cy. we built the nuclear weapons

A e e



GOldberg- et

RS

Perry:

Goldberg: "

were driven hy that,{n any sense. Ybu get

done somethinga ;knou some of them have been striving to do for

years--achieve a‘closer re]ationshi Nbetween thexr planners and
theﬁr R&fo"‘ ' 1tary peopTe discuss this sub-

Ject in. tha past, many cf them bewai] t}e~5tate of that relatlonshipf

If that has happened in the. Sevv1‘es th;nAI have' not observed it.

So you have dene much better 1n"thaf“regard here you ‘think than the

Services have been able to dn?




‘1ce§20r the secretariat to any great extent.

1'_‘e unifbrmed Services?

ery i:'Hmthfn the unifbrmed Services I havefnot seen it nearly to the

?T; degree-which I would llke or that. they would 1ike. You would Took:

fbr example in the Army to seeing a closer degree of p]anning be-

”u.tweenﬁTRADDE and DARCOM; And I don't see that happening to the

'dEQ e=that I th1nk it should, and 1 bel1eve that if you'd ask

Goldberg:

Perry. -

Goldbergs

Guthrie aﬁd Geﬂera? Starry th&t question, you'd get a simi- |

: ﬂswer They might say what progress has been made and what

the.good things are, but I be]ieve the bottom 1ine would be that

they think ‘there's a 1ong way to go in that respect

Does the Navy do better ‘do you think?
Na, I don % believe §0v -

Then the Atr Force doesn't evther? Therﬂavy was generally considered o

' the best 1n the past 1n that regard in achiev1ng a closer werking

relationship.

24




. and I dnn‘t see t

vfresolution. Not fp {uant of trying‘and not.fbr want of 1nterest in

gettxng the anSWers to tbose questuons So. until we start to get

some of those questiens resalvedV“ 

m hard pressed to reaIly assess |

’ the effectiveness of the interface«betnee pot1cy and materiel 1a

~the Nawy; because thevacid t. Vf‘effect :eness fs the resolution

,of‘issues of that degree'of importanc: Ihese are issues that do
(m“fnvolve.the bringing tngether of requtrements and materiel of pulicy

and techno\ogy 1 believe yuu cannot make any decisions of the




achedithe‘state of“maturity yet In the

ﬂ I,h§t»QnTyjb§vé§p¢£ seen the answgrs;fl

gffé:mEasuré*bfibrdgress.towards resolu-

he  ‘rdfqnfgtjon,:dn priorit1es;-and-your-a_

hofces betw'*n weapons and technology on
| Jj?f and operationa1 read1ness

on tﬁévéfhéiihand‘ How do you choose betweenAthose when you're

Goldberg: W

Goldberg:  I'm

”future,’and this coming administratton is go:ng to. have to make

some of these choices.. You" ve'made some of them. They re gn1ng

26




'nkntﬁat ]S a. serious mistake,that s based on a false prem1se. :

‘and’ the false premlse is that these two are in conf11ct with; each

: other., They are indeed in conf?ict w1th each other when it comes |
” tu gett1ng funds. But I think the beginntng of wisdom in th1s prob-
| .lem is understandfng that the modernization program that s under way;
tuday 1s critical for 1mproving the problems.we re facing in manpower.
training, and: operetional readiness. Each cf those three, independ-
ent]y and co11ective1y There is a widely he1d belwef whwch is a
complete dletortion of what the facts are, that the technology that's
}QOing into our weapons today makes the equtpment more expens1ve,

harder to operate and harder to mainta1n That s Just-incorrect. Our
equipment. today is hard to eperate and hard to ma1ntain. The opera-

tiona] readiness is sagging not becanse of the techno]egy that's

T in 1t but because of the absence of modern techno]ogy That . is be-

~ cause most of the equipment that 5 out in the fier today embodies 5 .

~ designs 20 to 25 years oid, The major technological revolutien that's

happened in the Tast few decades, which aIlows me to state that

27




they cou]d -teach you in=:5 'minutes Kow to drwe that tank And if




t "an automatlc transm1551on. Bnt 1

‘operate the gun.'LMaybe 10 minutes t real]y o

That's hot because I ma good shot it [ because it s easy to earn

hew t0-f1re it Any kzd who has played a video game is sort of auto-.'

¥, ‘mat1ca11y checked out on one of these systems because the controls,_

v':_video game Realiy a11 you 're doing is look1ng at a screen and

”:;;--eye on the. target. and when you decide you're ready

'f_'Je;.you have tuo tr1ggers to press. One is the 1aser trigger |
~whieh measures the range accurate to a fract1on of a foot, and second
1sﬁthevf1ringutnlgggr; In the fraction of a second between thg:tlme
3yo&apress tﬁﬁt'fffst{bdttoﬁ=aad.thefSecond-buttnﬁ -a‘cOmputér.dOES
al? the things that a gunner used. to do;, which is f!gure out how to
correet fbr windage. how to. correct fbr the motlon of the. tank and

J,hon'to correct fbr the bouncing of the tank It makes all of. these

'computatioﬁs, points tHe gun in the right dtreetion and fires it.

29




"_,teﬁ get it destgned and checked out hut om:e you have a system er ,

through its infant morta]ity. once you have it adequateljr

d,' igned angd. mcormrated into the tank they Just go on farever, :
.'f w1th minimum maintenance requ1red, It 'S not 11ke trying to repair

i a radai-r durmg the Korean or Viet Nam wars where you had to have

'Peolﬂ-.e gofng in. and looking at individual crrcuits. That took

real training--to train a person to repair an eTectronic c1rcu1t

S We dun t Tet afpj so ,_;anywhere near the circuits on this 5ystem.

' He wou]dn t knott how to repair one of these Httle chips if he
had 11: So 1nstead the who]e maintenance philosophy is a subsystem

rep!acement, where i 1t goes wron -‘}'you ve got butltsin test equip

ment which'tells yoru which card s _rong, whwh ch‘P 1$ W‘Oﬂg. and

- you have to take it out and replace 1t with anather one. So it

| V'VV_-eases altogetherw he problem of maintainmg the equ'lpment It greatly
Asmpﬁfies the- operatfon of the. eqmpment. and it has-a much: mgher

reliability, a much h1gher operational readmess. But untﬂ we- get.

k1 AR




tartk the Patriot mssﬂe system, and the cruise nissiles. But while

e




“Goldberg: He

_ But the reparts he 8. getting

{| ha tends to equate those two.

;.»M maintajnahﬂitx problems are deaﬁng u;ith

-'fsystem; whlch~may not use the technu ~gy that f vettalking about, k4

; ology that. may. [Vp——

' a clear examhie;' fhat is atmhéérn téchndlb@& whéte you?d

to ‘say the systems engineering was not done-adequate}y “1t's
certatnly true that we have some defense systems 1n which the system -
technology wasn't adequately applied either. The: techno1ogy is not

i"acea, 1t has to be. applled property, the system engineering

fa'he done proper]y The Metro system does not have~the benefIt
- ef this agonizing development and test process1ng that we go through.
For‘all of the gripes. about our acqulsition cycle, how long it takes. :
thosevz or 3 years that'we<spend in operational testing,befbre we
90 fito Serial production, pays for itself over and over again. And
LWl go se far and have gone so far as-te argue. fnr concurrency | |
B of programs, to have the operatlonal testing overlap our deve?opment |
" cycle, our production cycle.‘ But I have always supported and will .

A antinue to support the importance of a vigorous operatianal test
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: mcreases that are comparable to or 1n some cases greater ‘than the

u SE_ e -5-'%-Pmce, increases in, oﬂ fuel Cobalt fbn exampte Ers tna last. tme 1 TP

otber things we are buymg because they

7 mcreased far mor'
have 3 mgh percentage of scarce materieﬂs in them ‘And because
they r-e scarce, and because the demand may be higher than the supply, .

a.nd because a: few countries control the suppTy and therefore can in

s o effect pu‘ﬂ Fi3 OPEC“ on’ us we are finding oursel ves highly sus-
' ceptible to great prtee increases Nou there s also a “potential
: problem in the future of not being able to get them at all. So

: peopTe tend to worry even more about that problem than about
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s 'tha €S, a}tErnate sources subst1tute sources I shouId say As part

-§ :ram:we re devalopvng super alloys wh1ch using common

=metals,”makmg a}ons of sh&ﬂ or a?uminum will be able to perfbrm

the function that cobalt,: vanadium, and so on perform in systans today.

a .So those are the two approaches to- 1t Aiternate sources by st1m””ating

domestic suppliers and- substitute sources- ‘through R&D. Ne1ther af these effOrts'

A has beenipursued vigorausly enough in my judoment they must be pursued

mo! .effectively over the next 5 years. Even if we do pursue them
effectrvely. the real benefit is probably off in the late '80s sometime.

Itgtakes-a-tong.time'te get'these»kinds of programs.

Rochester This a problem that ‘seems to have crept up on us. There

seem te,be sn many 1mponderables right now. How is it poss1ble to have

a, 5'Vear defensﬁ prngram.that is. anythwng'more than a“ wish Tist that is

not yery»tentatxvevand proh1emat1c?
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