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PREFACE

This publication presents the results of an intensive 11-month program for three military research
fellows. The Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) (USD (A)) chartered the Defense Systems
Management College (DSMC) Military Research Fellowship Program in 1987. The program
brings together selected officers from the Army, Navy, and Air Force for two primary purposes:
first to provide advanced professional and military education for the participating officers; and
second, to conduct research that will benefit the Department of Defense (DoD) acquisition
community.

The fellowship program is conducted in three phases. In the first phase, the three officers meet at
DSMC for four weeks to begin to determine their research goals, define a research plan, consult
with the DSMC faculty, and initiate background research. During the second phase, the fellows
attend the Program for Management Development at Harvard Business School. This comprehensive
ten-week executive education program brings together a diverse group of functional-level executive
and new general managers from over 30 countries to learn state-of-the-art management techniques
and technologies necessary to become successful managers in today’s global marketplace. In the
third phase, the fellows return to DSMC to conduct their joint research, culminating in the
publication of their research report.

This report focuses on transatlantic cooperative programs. Cooperation with Europe was chosen
because of the important political, military, economic, and historical transatlantic ties, but most
important, because America’s relationship with Europe is rapidly evolving. There is substantial
concern about a “Fortress America — Fortress Europe” syndrome. Political leaders and the public
both here and in Europe are attempting to come to terms with the meaning of the NATO alliance
in the post-Cold War era. European assertiveness and unity are clashing with dated perceptions
about Europe held by Americans. Our intended audience is both the U.S. defense acquisition
workforce and policy makers. For the former, we hoped to produce a useful guide that will make
them more effective as members of a cooperative team. For the latter, we attempted to provide an
updated comprehensive view of the salient features of transatlantic armaments cooperation and
some ways in which the context is changing.

In researching our topic, we visited a number of government and commercial organizations in the
U.K., Belgium, Germany, France, and the U.S. We interviewed numerous individuals for their
insights on this fast changing and sometimes emotional area. These interviews were conducted
under the non-attribution policy, unless permission was specifically sought and obtained.



We would also like to acknowledge with gratitude the help of our colleagues at DSMC as well as
friends outside DSMC. While there are far more people to thank than room permits, we would
like to single out a few for special mention. Richard Kwatnoski, Don Hood, Alberta Ladymon,
Tony Kausal, Frank Kenlon, Charles “Chuck” Wilson, Greg Caruth, Pat Bartlett and Judith Greig
have been particularly helpful in supporting our efforts. Special thanks to our friends overseas,
Gertrud Humily, Trevor Taylor, Colonel Albert Garcia, Lieutenant Colonel Mike Krimmer, and
Lieutenant Colonel Gary Allen, for their assistance in arranging in-country interviews. Thank
you to the faculty, staff, and classmates at the Program for Management Development at Harvard
Business School, whose rich experiences and knowledge sharpened our research perspective.
Finally, thanks to all those we interviewed for taking the time to share their experiences and
insights with us.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objective: To provide a comprehensive overview of transatlantic armaments cooperation relevant
to both policy makers and members of the acquisition workforce. Policy makers will find an
assessment of current cooperation, its historical background, future prospects, and suggested
courses of action. Members of the acquisition workforce will find a helpful guide to the unique
aspects of international cooperation in general and transatlantic cooperation in particular.

Background: Transatlantic armaments cooperation, defined as partnerships with two or more
members spanning the Atlantic for the purpose of developing and producing defense articles, has
about a 40-year history. The gains expected from this cooperation include cost savings through
pooling of resources for development and economies of scale for production, and interoperability
among the allies. It is a relationship born out of Cold War realities, a context that has changed
dramatically in a short period of time. Throughout, the amount of cooperation achieved has been
modest and fraught with difficulty.

Discussion:Despite the urgency of the Cold Whre Atlantic Alliance fielded different models

of the same basic equipment types, often not mutually interoperable. Cooperation aimed at over-
coming duplication of effort and proliferation of types is hindered by protection of national
industrial bases, labor concerns, security considerations and a lack of harmonization of military
requirements. Though the threat has receded, armaments have become more complex and therefore
more expensive, underlining the need for cooperation. Moreover, the trend is unmistakably toward
coalition operations, boosting the importance of interoperability. At the same time, Western military
budgets are smaller, European unification is well underway, and there is a palpable desire to resist
a perceived U.S. hegemony in culture, economics, and political-military affairs. The need for
cooperation still exists, but the process promises to be as tough as ever.

Conclusions and recommendations:

» Cooperative programs are indeed more difficult, but can be conducted with proper attention
paid to the appropriate areas.

» Motives for cooperation differ between Europe and the U.S.

» Time is working against the prospects for transatlantic cooperation.
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The U.S. has a reputation as a difficult partner in cooperation.

The objectives of cooperation are only served by success. Abortive or acrimonious programs
defeat those objectives.

The transatlantic defense technology gap invites cooperation.
The U.S. should persist in its support of transatlantic cooperation.

The U.S. must cultivate an organizational culture supportive of international armaments
cooperation, and...

— emphasize exploration of cooperative opportunities.

— select programs based on long-term prospects.

— work toward funding stability to the extent possible.

— make the export control process more responsive to cooperation.
— avoid giving false impressions to partners.

— educate the acquisition workforce in international cooperation.

— pursue all avenues toward the easing of harmonization.

— select leaders and participants in cooperation with care.

— provide effective incentives for those participants.
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INTRODUCTION

“An unidentified problem has an infinite number of solutions.”
— Robert H. Humphrey

The ability to perceive change, appreciate its implications, and then to chart an appropriate course
are the marks of visionary government. Anti-trust legislation in the era of Teddy Roosevelt, the
Marshall Plan, and Nixon’s rapprochement with China are several examples of such vision at the
national level. U.S. relations with Europe at the close of tH&2dtury are in a dynamic phase,
calling attention to the component parts of that relationship. Transatlantic cooperative arms devel-
opment is not a new idea, but its rationale and the context in which it is engaged have changed,
prompting the need to reassess its place in U.S. acquisition policy.

The contextual changes for transatlantic cooperation are the rapid economic development of
postwar Europe, the continent’s quickening pace of consolidation, the loss of a common threat,
the cultural and political tensions across the Atlantic, unprecedented technical innovation, and
increased emphasis on fighting in a coalition environment.

Despite the compelling reasons for transatlantic armaments cooperation in both the Cold War and
post-Cold War eras, very little has been realized. The reasons for that lack of success are varied
and some are also changing over time. Protection of technology, industrial interests, and political
alignments are considerations that are always evolving. Some obstacles to cooperation are more
mundane, however. The U.S. DoD lacks an organizational culture that is supportive of cooperative
programs. There is also a corresponding lack of knowledge among the implementing management
and workforce and so they tend to avoid these programs.

What is needed is a broad view that provides all involved with an appreciation of the salient
differences that set transatlantic cooperative programs apart, their history, why such cooperation
is important, and how and why it is changing. Members of the acquisition workforce also need
the practical details that relate to the management of a cooperative program. The correct approach,
therefore, is one that addresses both mechanics and the larger context.

Part | (Chapters 1 and 2) covers U.S. policies and procedures for cooperative programs. These
chapters discuss differences between U.S.-only programs and cooperative programs. Three
categories of differences are covered: harmonization of requirements, MOU development, and
security procedures. A discussion of what program managers (PMs) need to know is provided in
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these chapters. We found no other single source that provides a useful summary level reference
for this information for the PMs and others in the acquisition workforce who need it.

Part Il discusses transatlantic and intra-European programs and their context. The European
environment has changed fundamentally in the last decade and all indications are that the Continent
will continue to consolidate economically and politically over the next ten years. Many of these
changes are significant to transatlantic armaments cooperation. Chapter 3 provides a broad view
of the European environment, important to success in transatlantic cooperation. Chapter 4 provides
a review of selected past and ongoing transatlantic programs. These programs provide many
valuable lessons for those who will be involved in future cooperation, lessons that are summarized
at the end of the chapter. Chapter 5 provides a study of selected aspects of intra-European programs
and explains the significant conditions that promote and facilitate their success.

Findings and conclusions follow in Part Ill, many of them relevant to PMs and policy makers
alike. The U.S. can unilaterally improve the transatlantic cooperative relationship to make it more
fruitful. Several of these findings and conclusions in Chapters 6 and 7 have been exposed in pre-
vious studies of international cooperative programs, but some have not.

This study focuses on international cooperative development programs where there is shared
management of the project with follow-on co-production or at least plans for co-production. The
terms “cooperation” and “collaboration” are sometimes used interchangeably when describing
these types of programs.

XV
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PART |

COOPERATIVE
PROGRAM POLICIES
AND PROCEDURES






1

HARMONIZATION OF
REQUIREMENTS AND
DEVELOPMENT OF
PROGRAM MEMORANDA
OF UNDERSTANDING

“There are only three obstacles to Allied Cooperation—
the Americans, the British, and the French.”

— General L. Norstad, Former SACEUR

Introduction system, the potential partners must find a way
to interweave all of their individual require-
The basis for international armaments coopiments and priorities in a manner that is satis-
eration is to address mutual military needs. Bufactory to all. This is the foundation of any in-
since each nation has its own process for gerternational armaments cooperative program.
erating military requirements and its own prior- Harmonization is usually difficult largely be-
ities for fulfilling them, agreeing to common cause of the extreme importance that military
requirements that conform to the same timeequipment has to each nation’s military and to
table is hard. Itis very unlikely that the military the nation itself.
requirements and priorities of one nation will
precisely align with those of another. Yet, in Equally important to success in an interna-
many cases, the equipment will perform essentional cooperative program is harmonization of
tially the same function. In order, therefore, tothe management aspects of the program and
develop equipment cooperatively with otherof the expectations of all the cooperative par-
nations, the differences in these military re-tners.This is normally accomplished through
quirements and priorities must be harmonizedthe development of a comprehensive inter-
In harmonizing military requirements for a national agreement called a program MOU. In
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international programs, work share—which personnel must be aware of these requirements.

eqguates to jobs and industrial benefits for thél'hey affect most PMs, not just those involved

nations involved—is always a major concern,in international cooperative programs, because

as are management controls, decision makingn most U.S. acquisition programs, PMs are

processes, and many other program aspectequired to consider cooperative opportunities

These matters are agreed on through the pras part of the program’s acquisition strategy.

gram MOU. The final MOU and the negotia- This requirement is implemented through in-

tions to reach it must thoroughly address all ofstructions in the DoD 5000 series of acquisition

the partners’ concerns and reflect agreemerggrogram regulations. A summary of the appli-

and harmonization in terms of both programcable U.S. laws, regulations, and policies that

requirements and expectations. provide the basis for and affect DoD cooper-
ative programs is provided at the end of this

PMs should be aware of the difficulties inherentchapter starting on page 1-10.

in harmonizing military requirements and

developing MOUs for cooperative programs.Fora/Activities for Harmonizing Military

Such awareness is beneficial to gaining arRequirements

appreciation of the motivations and priorities

of cooperative partners. The considerations fofhe U.S. currently maintains several organ-

and the difficulties associated with harmon-izations and participates in a number of fora

ization and MOU development are derivedand activities that support harmonization of

largely from the corporate memory of thosemilitary requirements. Although these fora and

who have trodden the same path in the pasictivities have yielded far fewer cooperative

several decades. Historic knowledge will helpprograms in the past than ideally possible, they

avoid past mistakes and achieve futurecontinue to provide a means to work toward

successes. cooperation in the future. The most significant
are identified below.

This chapter describes the legal and policy basis

for cooperation, discusses the various fora and® Conference of National Armament

activities as well as the difficulties and consider- ~ Directors (CNAD)

ations related to harmonizing requirements and

the development of MOUs. The CNAD serves as the primary NATO
forum for discussions on armameop-

Laws/Policies Affecting International eration possibilities. Its objective is to

Armaments Cooperation achieve maximize armaments cooperation

among the NATO members. The U.S.
For many years, Congress and the DoD have National Armaments Director (NAD) is
emphasized the need for armaments cooper- theUnder Secretary of Defense (Acquisi-
ation to improve interoperability and standard-  tion, Technology, and Logistics) (USD
ization with the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- (AT&L)). The CNAD is structured with
zation (NATO) and other allied partners, and  major groups from each of the Services,
to save on weapon systems development, pro- termed Army, Navy, and Air Force Arm-
duction, and logistics support costs. Congress aments Groups, as well as a NATO In-
has enacted laws and DoD has formulated poli- dustrial Advisory Group. Each of these
cies toward this end. PMs and other acquisition ~ major groups has subgroups to facilitate
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discussions at a level of detail necessary ¢
to discern where cooperation is possible.
The members of these groups and sub-
groups, while mostly drawn from the Mili-
tary Departments (MILDEPS) or Services
from each nation, are ultimately repre-
sentatives of the NADs from each NATO
nation.

International Cooperative
Opportunities Group (ICOG)

The ICOG is an ad hoc forum among the
NADs of the five power nations (U.S.,
U.K., France, Germany, and Italy) on arm-
aments cooperation. ICOG’s charter is to ¢
explore future system-level cooperative
opportunities before national military re-
guirements have been formulated. The
intent is to start very early so that common
military requirements will be developed to
serve as the basis for cooperative programs.
Starting early helps prevent parochial sup-
port from developing for a particular na-
tion’s solution or contractor’s design, either
of which then decreases the potential for
cooperation. These discussions are intend-
ed to augment the existing Senior National
Representative (SNR) fora (see below),
facilitate the long range programming of
funds by nations, and harmonize military
requirements for potential system-level
cooperative programs.

Senior Level Bilateral Military Talks

The Services conduct senior level (flag or
general officer level) staff talks with
selected NATO and non-NATO allied
nations. These talks are primarily focused
on doctrine and training issues, but also
serve as a venue for considering areas for
armaments cooperation.

Senior National Representative (SNR)
Fora

Each Service has a flag or general officer
SNR who meets on a bilateral (or in some
cases, multilateral) basis to discuss arma-
ments cooperation matters associated with
their Service’s research, development, and
acquisition efforts. While past efforts have
been more science and technology coop-
eration-oriented, SNR activities, in con-
junction with the ICOG, are now placing
additional emphasis on the system-level
armaments cooperation area.

Mid-Level Discussions

Periodic discussions at middle manage-
ment level (O—6 level or O—6 equivalent
level) among operational users’ repre-
sentatives and materiel developers have
been employed by some elements within
DoD to consider cooperative opportunities.
Several branches of the Army hold periodic
bilateral discussions of this type. These
discussions are focused on potential arma-
ments cooperation in specific areas such
as Armor, Field Artillery, and Air Defense.
Notable recent successes between the U.S.
and the U.K. include the harmonization of
the military requirements for the Army’s
Future Scout Cavalry System (FSCS)/Tact-
ical Reconnaissance Armoured Combat
Equipment Requirement (TRACER) and
the Lightweight 155 Towed Artillery
(LW155) Digitization programs.

Ongoing Cooperative Program
Management Meetings

Discussions that are held as part of the
periodic management meetings for on-
going cooperative programs have provided



the genesis for the harmonization of mili- the ultimate goal of initiating cooperative
tary requirements for follow-on improve- development programs is not achieved.
ments or upgrades to these programs.
Nearly always, these management meetDifficulties and Considerations in
ings formally involve mid-level (O-6 level Harmonizing Military Requirements
or O-6 equivalent level) operational users’
representatives as part of the internationaDperational users’ representatives, PMs, and
program management structure. Partici-other acquisition personnel involved in har-
pation of the users’ representatives frommonizing military requirements and coopera-
all the program’s participants is the key totive development activities should be aware of
the success of harmonization efforts. Sevsome of the important factors to consider and
eral follow-on cooperative programs havecommon difficulties that are encountered in
resulted directly from these types of discu-harmonizing military requirements. Inherent in
ssions.Examples are the Guided MLRS the difficulties is the importance of military
(GMLRS),Enhanced Sea Sparrow Missile equipment in protecting each nation’s interests.
(ESSM), F-16 Mid-Life Update (MLU), Acquiring the best possible equipment in
and Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM) sufficient quantities as soon as possible from
Block | programs that are discussed innational industrial assets is the ideal for any
Chapter 4. military organization. Budget constraints,
insufficient national capabilities, political
Cooperative R&D Organizations and objectives, or military interoperability con-
Activities siderations, however, lead nations to seek
cooperation and harmonization of military
Each of the Services has organizations thatequirements.
are dedicated to international cooperative
research and development (R&D) activi- Harmonization encompasses a collective
ties. The Office of the Secretary of Defenseassessment of the threat and agreement on the
(OSD) International Cooperation Hand- timeframe in which new equipment is needed
book, which is available in the Defense Ac-and can be obtained based on national resources
quisition Deskbook, provides a summaryavailable. Harmonization then involves agree-
of these R&D organizations and activities. ing on the functions the new equipment must
Cooperative R&D efforts can be beneficial perform (i.e., how far it must shoot, how fast it
in harmonizing military requirements since must go, etc.), the characteristics it must
those requirements are usually based on thgossess (i.e., weight and size dimensions, etc.),
technology that is available or thought toand the environmental conditions that it must
be possible. The more sharing of tech-operate in (i.e., cold, heat, sand, rain, etc.) to
nology with potential partners, the more counter the threat. The partners must then coop-
likely that common equipment require- eratively determine the technical means to
ments will be developed. Cooperative achieve the military performance requirements.
R&D can also serve as an essential buildingsome of the common difficulties and consid-
block for promoting interoperability and erations in achieving harmonization of military
developing standards such as NATO Stanfequirements are:
dardization Agreements (STANAGs) when



* Understanding a Potential Partner’s .

Military Requirements

Most nations follow a set procedure to
formulate and approve formal military
requirements. The formats in which these
requirements are set forth are not common
between nations, and hence can lead to a
degree of misunderstanding of their com-
monality. Analysis processes are based on
national modeling and simulations (M&S)
that include many variables. Some of the
most significant of these variables are the
potential threat scenarios, the operational
doctrine of the particular branch of the
military or the nation, and the technological
assumptions about performance charac-
teristics. Each nation’s M&S can generate
different solutions to a common scenario.
Thus, when undertaking to harmonize mili-
tary requirements, enough details must be
flushed out to ensure there is sufficient
commonality before initiating a coopera-
tive effort. The differences in how the
requirements were derived must be recog-
nized and thoroughly accounted for to fully
achieve harmonizatioh.

Timing

A fundamental principle of harmonizing
requirements is that all the participants
should have a common timeframe for when
the equipment is needed. The amount of
time available in a development program
is one of the most significant drivers for
the technological solutions pursued. So
partners that need equipment at the same
time are more likely to agree to the tech-
nical approaches and to be more willing to
reach mutually agreeable technological
compromises, if necessary, later in the
program.

Gold Plating

The tendency in harmonization is for the
potential partners not to budge from any
of their original requirements, which leads
to partners adding on to their original
requirements the requirements of the other
partners. This is termed “gold plating.” The
more rigorous the national requirements
generation process, the less likely that that
potential partner(s) is going to be willing
to compromise. In general, gold plating
drives up both development and production
costs and adds technological complexity.

National Variants

When harmonization cannot be reached by
compromise, and gold plating is deemed
unsuitable, an alternative is to develop
national variants. A common base system
is produced upon which each nation then
makes individual or (with a subset of the
program’s participants) collective modifi-
cations to meet their national needs. Na-
tional variants dilute some of the potential
cost advantages, resulting in increased
development cost and production unit
costs.

Key Performance Parameters (KPPs)
and Cost As an Independent Variable
(CAIV) Obijectives

An important part of the harmonization of
military requirements in a cooperative
program is to decide which requirements
cannot be compromised and those where
compromises will be considered. During
harmonization, the partners should agree
on the KPPs and CAIV objectives. Identi-
fication of KPPs and CAIV objectives
during harmonization provides the baseline
for making difficult decisions, if necessary,



later in the program. Currently, KPPs andDevelopment of MOUs
CAIV obijectives are normally identified in
U.S. acquisition programs. However, theWhen harmonized military requirements are
principles of KPPs and CAIV objectives achieved through the fora and activities
may not be familiar to foreign partners. In discussed above or by some other means, the
order to form acceptable compromisePM must then harmonize programmatic re-
solutions during the development procesgjuirements, normally through the development
with its attendant technological uncertainty,of an MOU. A program MOU is an inter-
the U.S. and its partners should lay thenational agreement (IA) and U.S. participants
groundwork by reaching agreement oninvolved in developing an MOU must follow
KPPs and CAIV objectives. DoD's rigorous approval process. PMs should
seek expert assistance and advice from their
NOTE: The U.S. Requirements Generationrespective Service’s international program
System, as specified by the Chairman of therganization in developing MOUs.
Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI)
3170.01A, dated 10 August 1999, requires thaT he roles of the most significant Office of the
the potential for inter-Service or allied coop- Secretary of Defense (OSD) level organizations
eration be discussed in paragraph 4, Potenti@nd non-DoD organizations in the MOU

Materiel Alternatives of the Mission Need approval process are listed below.

Statements (MNSs). However, this is the only
reference to allied cooperation in CJCSI
3170.01A and consequently, efforts to har-
monize requirements with our allies are not
emphasized in the generation of U.S require-
ments. On the other hand, CJCSI 3170.01A,
places heavy emphasis on the harmonizatione
of U.S. requirements among the DoD com-
ponents for the purpose of generating joint
programs. CJCSI 3170.01A requires stand-
ardized formats across the DoD components
for the MNSs, Capstone Requirements Docu-
ments (CRDs), and Operational Requirements
Documents (ORDs) which are the formal
documents used in the requirements genera-
tion process. It states that “this standardiza-
tion instills discipline in the process and
provides both the validation and approval
authorities, and the acquisition management
system, with efficient and consistent informa-
tion to use in reviews, certifications, and
decision deliberations.”

OSD General Counsel- Reviews the
MOU for U.S. legal and OSD policy con-
siderations, including the legal require-
ments for equitability.

OSD Comptroller — Reviews the MOU
for compliance with DoD financial man-
agement policies, availability of U.S.
funding requirements, equitability both in
terms of financial and nonfinancial con-
tributions (i.e. background information
including technical data, manpower,
facilities, equipment, hardware, software,
etc.) of the participants, and compliance
with U.S. fiscal law?.

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense

(DUSD) Policy— Reviews the Summary
Statement of Intent (SSOI) and MOU for
all policy, information security, and
technology transfer considerations.



Director, Defense Procurement-— » Department of Commerce- Reviews the
Reviews the MOU for contracting SSOI and MOU for impacts on the U.S.
considerations including work share and  industrial base.

industrial teaming arrangements with par-

ticular attention to how these arrange- » Department of State— Reviews the MOU
ments will affect competition in contracting for foreign policy, technology security, and

activities of the program. regional stability impacts.

« Director, International Cooperation — A plan of action and milestones for a typical
Processes the SSOI and MOU throughMOU scenario for a cooperative development
DoD-interagency staffing. program are shown below in Figure 2-1.

Calendar Actions and Milestones
Days
0 Statement of Intent (SOI)
0-30 Formation of exploratory team
30 Arrangements for initial exploratory or technical discussions meeting
45 First exploratory or technical discussions (more sessions may be held if
necessary)
50-60 Preparation of Request for Authority to Develop (RAD) and SSOI
50-60 Formation of negotiation team
60-81 Submission and staffing of RAD
65 Meet with OSD to resolve RAD comments if necessary
85 Receipt of authority to develop and prepare to negotiate
60-85 Preparation of the MOU
115-200 Negotiation Sessions (number of sessions needed depends on the
complexity of the program and the number of partners involved)
140 Briefing to OSD
200-260 Request for Final Authority (RFA) i.e., to conclude and staffing of RFA;
Congressional notification (if required by the Section 27 of the Arms Export
Control Act)
270 Signature of MOU

Figure 1-1. Actions and Milestones
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For cooperative development programs, the
MOU process formally begins when the Ser-
vice component prepares and submits a Request
for Authority to Develop (RAD) to the OSD
Director of International Cooperation. How-
ever, before this step is reached, exploratory or
technical discussions will have been held with
the potential partner(s). Exploratory discus-
sions determine the viability of a cooperative
program and can take place prior to DoD’s ap-
proval. During this phase, reasonable program
alternatives can be explored but no commit-
ments can be made. However, draft MOUs, no
matter if prepared by the U.S. or the potential
partner(s), may not be presented or discussed

which would constitute an agreement,
as well as discussions concerning any
U.S. or foreign government or inter-
national organization draft document
whether or not titled “agreement.” The
term “negotiation” does not include
preliminary or exploratory discussions
or routine meetings where no draft
documents are discussed, so long as
such discussions or meetings are con-
ducted with the understanding that the
views communicated do not and shall
not bind or commit any side, legally
or otherwisé

until OSD (or in some cases, MILDEP) ap-
proval to begin negotiations has been grahted
This is a commonly made mistake during
exploratory discussions.

MOU negotiations cannot begin until the
RAD is approved by OSD. MOU negotiations
are defined by DoD 5530.3, International
Agreements, as:

Communication by any means of a
position or an offer, on behalf of the
United States, the Department of
Defense, or on behalf of any officer or
organizational element thereof, to an
agent or representative of a foreign
government, including an agency,
instrumentality, or political subdi-
vision thereof, or of an international
organization, in such detail that the
acceptance in substance of such pos-
ition or offer would result in an inter-
national agreement. The term “nego-
tiation” includes any such communi-
cation even though conditioned on
later approval by the responsible
authority. The term “negotiation” also
includes provision of a draft agreement
or other document, the acceptance of

When the RAD is submitted to OSD it must
include an SSOI. The guidelines for preparing
an SSOI are contained in Appendix A. Items
of particular interest in the SSOI will be po-
tential industrial base impacts, funding avail-
ability, equitability and cost share arrangements
including nonfinancial contributions (i.e.,
background information including technical
data, manpower, facilities, equipment, hard-
ware, software, etc.), justification of any non-
equitable cost sharing (if applicable), and
technology transfer issues.

A summary Technology Assessment/Control
Plan (TA/CP) and Delegation of Disclosure
Letter (DDL) as discussed in Chapter 2, page
2-9, must be prepared prior to the SSOI to
provide the basis for the information security
and technology transfer proposals. In the SSOI,
an explanation and justification must be
provided for any section of the MOU where
the DoD IA Generator is not expected to be
followed in the MOU. Equitability must be
specifically justified in the SSOI unless one of
the standard calculations contained in Volume
12, Chapter 9 of the DoD Financial Manage-
ment Regulation provides an unambiguous
guantitative basis (e.g., equal cost share) for a
program equitability determinatiohThe
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Department of Commerce will review the during the OSD review and consideration for
potential U.S. industrial base impacts that areapproval. Use of other than the IA Generator
identified in the SSOI. language is likely to cause delays in staffing
the final negotiated MOU.
With RAD approval by OSD, the MOU
negotiations can begin. The MOU will cover MOU negotiations are delegated to the Services
all aspects of the program such as cost shareand OSD representatives will not normally
work shares, industrial teaming arrangementsparticipate in the actual negotiations. Through-
technology sharing, data and patent rights usesut the negotiations, therefore, the PM should
security arrangements, management andeek OSD staff advice on potentially contro-
organizational structure, etc. Depending on theversial areas in the MOU. The amount of ex-
individual Service, the PM may or may not perience on the negotiation team is an important
determine the make up of the MOU negotiatingfactor to consider. The more inexperienced the
team. However, even though the PM may nonhegotiation team, particularly regarding the
determine the team composition or serve as thiegal nuances of MOUSs, the more advice should
chief negotiator, he/she performs a key role irbe sought from either the Service international
the negotiation process and should berogram organization or OSD experts. This
thoroughly familiar with the MOU provisions advice can come from briefings, discussions,
since the MOU serves as the foundation foror reviews of draft MOU language. The PM
execution of the cooperative program. The U.Sshould ensure that affirmative OSD feedback
negotiating team must be knowledgeable of thés received before proceeding with the MOU
DoD positions on all standard MOU issues. Thenegotiations and resolve any differences with
negotiators from potential partner(s) may bethe OSD staff as they arise. PMs should not
very experienced negotiators relative to theirexpect to receive favorable resolution with the
U.S. counterparts; therefore the U.S. team mugDSD staff experts without considerable effort,
be thoroughly prepared to be effective. Theor even at all, in disagreements that exist on
other participants’ negotiators will probably the final MOU because of the U.S. national
also have considerably more flexibility since policy implications of MOU provisions. Each
they are not severely bound by laws, regulaMOU serves as precedent for future MOUs.
tions, and policies, as are the U.S. negotidtors.The OSD staff’s emphasis, therefore, is to
ensure that bad national policy precedents are
The DoD IA Generator is a tool that greatly not established. The effects on the current pro-
assists in developing MOUs. The IA Generatorgram under review are of much lesser concern
language must be tailored for the specifics othan are the effects on the overall U.S. policy.
the program. For standardized sections such dlnalizing MOU negotiations with the potential
security, customs, duties, and taxes, liabilitiegartners without informal OSD staff approval
and claims, etc., the IA Generator providescan set up a very embarrassing situation if OSD
guidance and suggested text. For projectdoes not concur with the final draft MOU
specific sections of the MOU, the IA Generatorduring the formal RFA step. If this occurs, the
provides general guidance. Deviations from thd®M can expect to encounter considerable
IA Generator must be justified and approveddelays in resolving the disagreements or may
by OSD either as part of RAD approval or laterhave to re-open negotiations in order to arrive
in the MOU process. Every sentence and worct an MOU that is acceptable to OSD.
in the final MOU will receive great scrutiny
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When negotiations are completed, the Servicalso requires the preparation of an arms
component sends the RFA to OSD. When OS[zooperative opportunities document for all
completes staffing and approves the MOU, itacquisition programs subject to review by the
is sent to the Department of State for forward-Defense Acquisition Board and any new project
ing to Congress with the required certificationfor which a MNS is prepared. This document
statement (if applicable). OSD will provide the must include:

Service proponent authority to conclude upon

completion of the congressional notification ¢ identification of similar development ef-
process (if applicable). The MOU is then for-  forts or production of similar equipment
mally put into effect by the signature of each by U.S. allies;

participant. Based on the typical MOU time-

line, the entire MOU development process is » an assessment as to whether or not an allied
expected to take at least 270 days but has often system could meet or be modified to meet
taken 18-24 months. For this reason, program U.S. requirements;

funding, contract award dates, and start of work

packages are usually planned based on the an assessment of the advantages and dis-
expected MOU signature date. Significant  advantages with regard to program timing;
delays in the MOU approval/signature process development and life cycle cost; tech-
can jeopardize time-sensitive national funding  nology sharing; and Rationalization, Stand-
from all the participants for a given fiscal year.  ardization, and Interoperability (RSI) of
Likewise, contracts that have been negotiated cooperating on the project with U.S. allies;
on the basis of a cooperative program cannot and

normally be put into effect until all the parties

have signed the MOU. So delays in the MOU « a recommendation on whether or not to
approval and signature process are likely to  explore a cooperative program with U.S.
delay program initiation and PMs should allies.

make contingency plans in the event that MOU

delays occur. DoD Regulation 5000.2-R, 15 March 1996
(Incorporating Change 1, 21 May 1999),
U.S. Laws, Regulations, and Policies Para 3.3.6.2 implements the above legal

requirements by requiring a discussion of
Below are the U.S. laws, regulations, andcooperative opportunities in the program’s
policies that provide the basis for and affectacquisition strategy.
DoD cooperative programs.

DoD Directive 5000.1, 11 May 1999 (Includes
Section 27 of the Arms Export Control Act Change 4), Para 4.2.2specifies a hierarchy
(22 USC 2767provides the authority for DoD of materiel alternatives as: (1) the procurement
to enter into cooperative acquisition pro-(including modification) of commercially
gramswith NATO countries and friendly non- available systems or equipment, the additional
NATO countries. production (including modification) of already-

developed U.S. military systems or equipment,
Title 10 USC 2350a (Nunn)provides the orAllied systems or equipment; (2) cooperative
authority for DoD to enter into cooperative development program with one or more Allied
R&D projects with major U.S. allies. This law nations; (3) new joint Service development

1-10



program; and (4) a new Service-unigueStates without consultation with the Secretary
development program. of State.

12 March 1997 DoD Memorandumon Inter- DoD Directive 5530.3, 11 June 1987
national Armaments Cooperation Policy (Incorporating Change 1, 18 February 1991)
signed by Secretary Cohen directs that DoOnternational Agreements establishes DoD
apply maximum efforts toward cooperation toprocedures for establishing an IA.
include:
NOTE: Deputy Secretary of Defense and the
« engagement of allies in discussions at th@OUSD (AT&L), have issued various stream-
earliest possible stages on harmonizatioining memoranda to provide detailed pro-
of requirements; cedures that supplement DoD Directive 5530.3
procedures for IAs under OUSD (AT&L)
« designation of appropriate defense acquicognizance.
sition programs as international coopera-
tive programs; DoD Financial Management Regulation,
Volume 12, Chapter 9provides requirements
« emphasis on favorable technology transfefor determining equitability in international
decisions to allied cooperative partners; agreements, including funds provided, as well
as nonfinancial contributions (i.e., background
« adequate training for acquisition personnelinformation, manpower, facilities, equipment,
on policies and procedures pertaining tohardware, software, etc.).
cooperative acquisition programs; and

Summary
« funding priority for initiating cooperative
programs. The harmonization process to initiate inter-
national cooperative programs is not an easy
International Agreements undertaking. It is the alignment of defense

priorities of two or more nations, and is the
Case Act (Title 1 USC section 112lgrovides test of whether the basis for cooperation exists.
that in most cases “the Secretary of State shaPMs must be cognizant of the many issues,
transmit to the Congress the text of any interlaws, and policies related to armaments coop-
national agreement, other than a treaty, to whicleration and development of MOUSs in order to
the United States is a party as soon as practbe effective and proceed with confidence.
cable after such an agreement has entered into
force with respect to the United States but inChapter 2 will outline in further detail security
no event later than sixty days thereafter.” It alsaequirements, export controls, and technology
provides that an international agreement, suckransfer considerations for all international
as a cooperative program MOU, may not becooperative programs.
signed or concluded on behalf of the United
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2

SECURITY

“Nations do not have friends. Nations have interests.”
— Henry Kissinger

Introduction The security aspects of an IAP are very impor-
tant and can be quite involved. Failure to handle
This chapter is a summary of the security-them in the planning phase can lead to program
related requirements for an International Ac-delays or disruptions. Compliance is, however,
quisition Program (IAP). An IAP is defined as a PM responsibility. Therefore, PMs should
armaments cooperation that includes co-develmanage IAP security aspects as they do other
opment followed by co-production. The infor- important parts of their program. Specialists
mation presented is the “delta” or additionalwill usually handle the day-to-day details;
requirements that the PM of an IAP must deahevertheless, the PM must be aware of the
with as opposed to a U.S.-only program. How-basics to ensure that the appropriate emphasis
ever, as security requirements are frequentlys applied and that security does not become
updated, the reader should always refer to than impediment to program progress.
most current directives. The primary DoD se-
curity directives that apply to IAPs are DoD As discussed in Chapter 1, IAP PMs must also
Directive (DoDD) 5230.11, DoDD 5230.20, plan for and manage the role that the Depart-
and DoDD 5000.39. Technology transfers arament of State and Department of Commerce,
governed by the International Traffic in Arms OSD, and Service-level participants will have
Regulations (ITAR) and DoDD 2040.2. in program decisions and execution. Addi-
Industrial security policy is set forth in the tionally, foreign governments and contractor
National Industrial Security Operating Manual officials will have a large role in the security
(NISPOM). aspects of IAPs.

This chapter was co-authored by Charles C. Wilson, a former Director of International Security Programs in the Officeettitye Se

of Defense (Policy Support) (ODUSD[PS]). The information presented is condensed from the International Programs Security
Requirements Course offered by the ODUSD(PS), the Defense System Management College (DSMC) International Security and
Technology Transfer/Control Course, and the International Programs Security Handbook published by the DUSD(PS).
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The definitions of terms that are typically
associated with security aspects of IAPs are
found at the end of this chapter, starting on page
2-13.

Security Basics

— Government-to-Governmentlrans-

fer: Classifiedinformation exchange
must be conducted througffficial
channels or other channels that are
agreed upon in writing by the sending
and receiving governments

IAP security can be thought of as what (infor- « 3. The first3 represents thiaree security

mation and articles) can be released to whom
and under what conditions. There are several
basic concepts and common terminology that
all persons involved in an IAP should know
and remember. They are provided below in
bulletized1-2-2-3-3summary form. Each is
explained in greater detail later in this chapter.

« 1. False ImpressionsbDon't create expec-
tations with international partners that
aren’t/can’t be fulfilled.

o 2. The first2 represents thevo fundamen-
tal security considerations

conditionsneeded for disclosure/export.

— Transfer: Recipient agrees not to

transfer to a third country, govern-
ment, person, or other third country
entity without U.S. approval.

— Use:Recipient agrees to use only for

the purpose furnished unless ap-
proved otherwise by the U.S.

— Protection: Recipient agrees to pro-

vide substantially the same degree of
security as the U.S. would provide.

— Accessis providing access to infor- ¢ 3. The secon@represents thtaree basic

mation and defense articles in the best
interests of the U.S.?

— Protection: Can the information be
adequately protected by the recipient
within the definition of U.S. protec-
tive measures.

e 2. The secon@represents thi&vo activi-
tiesthat govern release of U@&assified
information.

— Disclosure Decisions/Vho will have
access to what U.8lassifiedinfor-
mation and is it authorized for release
by the appropriate official in com-
pliance with applicable disclosures
policies?

documentshat provide legal and policy
basis for international program security.

— Arms Export Control Act (AECA):

Governs the export of defense articles
and defense services (i.e., technical
data); forms the legal basis for se-
curity requirements in most DoD
international programs.

Executive Order (EO) 12958 Es-
tablishes the Executive Branch's U.S.
Classified National Security Infor-
mation Program.

National Security Decision Memo-
randum (NSDM) 119: Establishes
the National Disclosure Policy
(NDP), which is the basis for making



decisions on the foreign disclosure ¢ The Department of Commerceoverseas

of classified military information.

An additional security basictisamworkThere

are a lot of resources available to assist PMs in
properly handling the security aspects of an

IAP. Security aspects of an IAP should be

handled using an integrated product team (IPT)
approach, just as IPTs are used for other im-
portant aspects of the program. It's imperative

that PMs ensure that the program Security IPT
is staffed with the appropriate expertise and that

it receives the management emphasis required

to perform its vital role in the program. Alter-
natively, security and technology transfer spe-
cialists can be integrated in another program
IPT.

U.S. Organizations/Roles

The implementation of security and export
controls within IAPs involves many different

U.S. Government organizations both within and
outside of DoD. Their roles are outlined below.

» The Department of Stateadministers the
AECA. The Department of State controls
the export of defense articles and services
and related technical data through the
Office of Defense Trade Controls (ODTC).
The OTDC administers the International
Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which
implements the AECA. The Department of
State, therefore, is a key player in all DoD
IAPs.

e The Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA) coordinates DoD positions on
export license applications submitted under
the ITAR. DTRA also coordinates the DoD
position on the export of "dual use” items
(see below).

U.S. industrial interests and promotes U.S.
jobs. The Bureau of Export Administration
(BXA) within Department of Commerce
administers the Export Administration Act
(EAA) concerning export of “dual use” and
commercial items, through the Export Ad-
ministration Regulations (EAR). The De-
partment of Commerce evaluates all pro-
posed IAPs for impacts on U.S. industry
and makes export decisions on “dual use”
items.

The ODUSD(PS)s responsible for secur-
ity policy of DoD international programs.
This responsibility includes security policy
and arrangements for international pro-
grams, international security agreements,
the National Disclosure Policy, and NATO
security policy.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence) (ASD(C3I))is respon-
sible for domestic security programs,
including industrial security policy, and
staff supervision of the Defense Security
Service (DSS). The ASD (C3l) also pro-
vides technical security support for acqui-
sition program protection planning.

The Director, DSSis responsible for as-

suring industry’s compliance with the
NISPOM and thus for implementation and
oversight of the international security
policy within industry.

The Defense Contract Management
Agency (DCMA), by agreement with the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
(Policy), carries out important international
program security functions for DSS and the
military departments in locations where
DSS representatives are not available.



Export Control/Technology Transfer

In an IAP, the responsibility for obtaining U.S.
export licenses normally resides with the
contractors involved in the program. However,
the PM has to take an active role in ensuring
that the export control system is responsive to
the program’s MOU work share requirements
or goals and objectives. Excessive delays with
the U.S. export control system can be very frus-
trating to the foreign partner(s) and detrimental
to the overall program, as well as to future
programs. Key elements of export control/
technology transfer are explained below.

e The Arms Export Control Act (AECA)

governs the export of defense articles and
defense services (i.e., technical data) to for-
eign countries and international organi-
zations, and covers both commercial and
government programs. It authorizes a list
of controlled articles, the U.S. Munitions
List (USML), which is contained in the
ITAR published by the State Department.
This act forms the legal basis for the secur-
ity requirements of most DoD international
programs. The Act states that foreign sales
(i.e.,acces¥yshould be consistent with U.S.
foreign policy interests, should strengthen
the security of the U.S., and should contri-
bute to world peace. The Act also requires
the President to give Congress assurances
that the proposed recipient foreign govern-
ment has agreed to certain security condi-
tions regarding the protection of the arti-
cles or information. Listed below are the -
three security-related conditions that must
be satisfied to provide export controlled
defense articles and information to a for-
eign country or international organization.

1. Therecipient country or organiza-

tion agrees not to transfertitle or
possession of the articles or related
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technical data to anyone who is not
an officer, employee, or agent of the
country or organizatiomwithout
prior U.S. Government consent

2. Therecipient country or organiza-
tion agrees not to us¢he articles or
related technical data or permit their
usefor other than the purpose for
which they were furnishedwithout
prior U.S. Government consent.

3. Therecipient country or organiza-
tion agrees tomaintain security and
provide substantially the same
degree of protection as the U.S.
Government

The EAA governs items not on the USML
that have a “dual use,” or both civil and
military use. The EEA is implemented by
the Export Administration Regulations
(EAR) administered by the Bureau of Ex-
port Administration (BXA) in the Depart-
ment of Commerce. The EAR contains
significantly more detailed procedures than
the ITAR—procedures such as the Com-
merce Control List (CCL), which identifies
the controlled items, and the Country List,
which is used in conjunction with the CCL
and other guidance to determine export
authorization requirements. IAPs (and
other programs) must obtain export
approval for “dual use” items.

ITAR Exemptions. The ITAR contains
several exemptions that may apply to an
IAP, and which can greatly facilitate
execution of an IAP. A long-standing ITAR
exemption has been available for U.S.-
Canadian defense trade. This exemption is
currently being renegotiated. The Exe-
cutive Branch has approved the expansion
of the Canadian exemption to cover other



nations in order to facilitate defense ex-
ports. Although not targeted specifically to
IAPs, these types of exemptions could
make it significantly easier to execute an e
IAP.

Any IAP implemented by an IA may
receive an exemption from licensing
technical data (including classified) under
Part 125.4(b)(11) of the ITAR. This type
of ITAR exemption must be approved in
writing by the ODTC. If granted, the
exemption may be limited to certain forms
of technical data. This type of exemption
can significantly reduce the management
complexity (and cost and schedule) for an
IAP. Other ITAR exemptions may be appli-
cable and should be considered. Requests
for ITAR exemptions should be submitted
by the appropriate contractor(s) early in the
program so that execution plans can be
made based on whether the exemption is
granted or not. Modifying the acquisition

originator. It also requires the protection
of foreign government information.

National Security Decision Memoran-
dum (NSDM) 119 comprises the basic
national policy governing decisions on the
disclosure of classified military informa-
tion (CMI) to foreign governments and
international organizations. It governs
disclosures of CMI under both government
and commercial programs. NSDM 119
reiterates the basic requirements of the
AECA and EO 12958. It emphasizes that
classified military information is a national
asset and the U.S. Government will not
share it with a foreign government or inter-
national organization (i.e., permit access)
unless its release will result in a clearly
defined benefit to the United States and the
recipient government or organization will
provide substantially the same degree of
protection.

plans in IAP based on denial of an ITAR Handling of Information

exemption request can create significant

problems because of the expectations oProper handling of information must be em-

the partner nations.

phasized in IAPs. IAPs are likely to encounter

requirements to handle types of information
Executive Order (EO) 12958 stablishes normally not found in U.S.-only programs.
the Executive Branch’s Classified National Below are requirements and considerations for
Security Information Program. It provides the handling of such information in IAPs.

for levels of U.S. classified military infor-
mation: Confidential, Secret, and Top *
Secret. It directs that access may be granted
only when required to perform or assist in
a lawful and authorized governmental
function. Further, persons authorized to
disseminate classified information outside
the Executive Branch shall assure the
protectionof the information in a manner
equivalent to that provided within the
Executive Branch. The EO also states that
classified information cannot be transferred
to a third party without the consent of the
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For Official Use Only (FOUO). Although

not unique to IAPs, FOUO handling pro-
cedures in an IAP must be an area of man-
agement emphasis because of the involve-
ment of foreign person&OUO informa-
tion must be secured in a manner that pre-
cludes unauthorized access (e.g., locked in
a desk drawer, file cabinet, or room to
which access is controlled). It must be
transmitted using secure voice, fax, or
email, or encrypted (unless the originator
waives this requirement). It may be mailed



using first class or parcel post. It should be
destroyed by shredding or tearing into
small pieces so that reconstruction is dif-
ficult. Unauthorized disclosure of certain
FOUO information can result in criminal
or administrative sanctions.

Controlled Unclassified Information
(CUI. CUI (see definition on page 2-13)
when used in international programs will
be marked to identify its “in confidence”
nature. An example of CUI is unclassified
technical data in an IAP. The data may not
be lawfully exported without an export e
authorization/license.

Foreign Government Information (FGI).
FGI (see definition on page 2-14) must be
classified under EO 12958 in order to re-

the program documentation specifies
otherwise. Information involved in NATO
programs that originated from other than a
NATO civil or military body remains the
property of the originator, but the medium
containing the information is to be pro-
tected under NATO policy. See Appendix
B for a summary of the NATO security re-
quirements and instructions for U.S. per-
sonnel. (Note that IAPs involving NATO
member nations are often mistaken for
NATO programs when they are not.)

Classified Information is handled in the
same manner as classified information in
U.S.-only programs. The next section des-
cribes the procedures for sharing classified
information.

ceive protection equivalent to that providedSharing Classified Information

by the originating government or organiza-

tion. In the U.S., foreign RESTRICTED The two fundamental security considerations
and CUI must be marked with the foreign that must be addressed prior to participation in
government marking (in English) and is a program involving the sharing of classified

normally marked “CONFIDENTIAL-

U.S. defense articles or information with

Modified Handling Authorized.” It is another country or international organization
generally handled following the same areaccess and protectionThe fundamental
procedures as FOUO. The basic three sequestions that must be asked when considering
curity conditions discussed earlier for U.S. providing classified defense articles or infor-
information (transfer, use, and security) mation to a foreign government or international

apply to U.S. handling of FGI.

organization are: is access in the best interest

of the U.S.?; and will adequate protection be

NATO Programs/NATO Information.
For NATO programs (see definition on

provided?

page 2-14), NATO security regulations ap-To satisfy the above two considerations, the
ply to the protection of NATO information government-to-government principle is applied
(see definition on page 2-14). U.S. acqui-to the actual disclosure or export decision and
sition personnel in an IAP that is an official to the transfer of classified articles and data.
NATO program must, therefore, know and First, disclosure decisions(based on the
follow the NATO security regulations as AECA, EO 12958, and NSDM 119) are deci-
well as U.S. security regulations. Onesions on whether thg.S. Government will
important aspect of NATO programs is thatrelease classified information @nother
program information from them is horm- Government or International Organization.

ally available to all NATO members unless If the answer iges, then the transfer must be

2-6



made through official “government-to-govern- Disclosure

ment” channels (e.g., military postal service or

government courier service) or other channel§ he National Disclosure Policy (NDP)
approved by the responsible governments (i.egoverns the disclosure of CMI to foreign
government-to-government transfer). This isgovernments and international organizations.
necessary so that government accountabilitfhe NDP is based on NSDM 119 and is
and control can be maintained until custody ismplemented by the NDP-1 document. The
officially transferred and the recipient govern- NDP-1 is updated annually by the NDP Com-
ment assumes responsibility for the custodymittee (NDPC)(see Appendix C for NDPC
and protection of the articles or information membership). Delegation of authority charts
pursuant to bilateral security agreements andre annexes to NDP-1 and provide the basis
the provisions of the applicable programfor making disclosure decisions on a country
agreement. by country basis (see Appendix D for an ex-
ample NDP-1 chart). Rrinciple Disclosure
Authority orDesignatedDisclosure Author-

ity within DoD commands, agencies, and major
Itis imperative that personnel involved in IAPs staff elements make disclosure decisions in ac-

False Impressions

do not create false impressioatthe U.S.

cordance with the NDP. Appendix E provides

Government’s willingness to release classifieda list of the DoD Principal Disclosure Author-
information. Therefore, in considering possibleities. In addition to the classified information
participation in an international program, thebeing within the levels specified in the charts
highest level of classified information required (i.e., delegated disclosure levels), a decision to
for participation must be determined before anydisclose CMI must satisfy each of the following
commitment is made. Before any informationconditions:

can be released, a favorable disclosure decision
by a designated disclosure authority is required..
regarding the highest level of information to
be involved. An exception to the National Dis-
closure Policy may be required if disclosure2.
authority has not been delegated, or disclosure
does not meet other foreign disclosure criteria
and conditions. This applies to contractors as.
well. PMs should monitor program contractors
in this regard. There have been many occasions
when false impressions have been created in
the past involving personnel at all levels. Theset.
situations are embarrassing to all involved (the
U.S. Government, DoD, parent organizations,
and the direct participants). Creating false
impressions hinder not only the current IAP5.
involved, but also will be remembered by our
international partners when considering future
international programs of any type with the
U.S. Government.

disclosure is consistent with U.S. foreign
policy;

disclosure is consistent with U.S. military
and security objectives;

the recipient will protect the information
in substantially the same manner as the
U.S. would;

disclosure will result in benefits to the U.S.
at least equivalent to the value of the
information disclosed; and

the information disclosed must be limited
to that which is necessary to fulfill the
purpose of the disclosure.



If a disclosure is deemed to be in the besProgram Documents
interest of the U.S. but is not consistent with
the delegated disclosure levels and the fivelhe following security-related documents are
criteria above or the NDP-1 policy statementsnormally required for an IAP. These documents
or if another Department or Agency that ownsmust be written early and tailored for the
or has an interest in the information does nospecific program in order to be useful for
support the disclosure, a request for an excegrogram execution.
tion to the NDRcan be submitted. NDP excep-
tions will normally be sponsored by the NDPC Program Protection Plan (PPP).The PPP
member from the Department or Agency thatrequirement is not unique to an IAP; however,
is to initiate a program involving the disclosurein an IAP the PPP will have added importance
of classified military information. Contractors because of the inherent foreign involvement.
have no direct input into a request for anThe purpose of the PPP is to protect defense
exception to the NDP. The information requireditems and technical information from hostile
for a request for exception to the NDP iscollection efforts and unauthorized disclosure.
covered in the OSD International ProgramsDoD Regulation 5000.1R requires all acquisi-
Security Handbook. Exception requests will betion programs to identify sensitive information
forwarded through channels to the NDPC andandtechnologies or Critical Program Informa-
a decision will be made within ten days so longtion (CPI) early in the acquisition cycle and
as unanimous agreement can be reached. Whémen to prevent inadvertent or unauthorized
unanimity cannot be reached, there are prodisclosure on a continuing basis. The program
cedures for obtaining a decision, including,Security Classification Guide identifies classi-
ultimately, an appeal to the Secretary or Deputyied information within the program. The PM
Secretary of Defense. is responsible for obtaining approval of the
Security Classification Guide and ultimately
All disclosure decisions (including denials) aredetermining the classification of all program
required to be recorded in the Foreign Dis-information. PPP policy and procedures are
closure and Technical Information Systemcontained in DoDD 5000.39.
(FORDTIS) database. The primary purpose of
FORDTIS is to assist disclosure authorities inTA/CP. The TA/CP is a critical part of the PPP
making future disclosure decisions. In urgentfor an IAP. The purpose of the TA/CP is to:
situations, the Secretary or Deputy Secretary
of Defense may be asked to render a disclosure. assess the feasibility of foreign parti-
decision as an exception to policy. PMs should  cipation in the program from a foreign dis-
also be aware that the disclosure of certain closure and technology security perspec-
categories of information are governed by tive;
separate laws, regulations, and policy (i.e., SCI,
COMSEC, Nuclear, etc.). Therefore, PMs mus®. assist in preparing negotiating guidance;
be cautious not to create false impressions
about the disclosure of this type of information3. identify security arrangements for the pro-
until disclosure authorization has been obtained gram;
from the responsible agency.
4. assist in drafting the delegation of dis-
closure letter (DDL);



5. support the acquisition decision processpelegation of Disclosure Authority Letter
and (DDL) explains classification levels, cate-
gories, scope, and limitations on information
6. assistin making decisions on foreign mili-that may be disclosed to a foreign recipient.
tary sales (FMS), commercial sales, and~or an IAP, it is based on the TA/CP. The DDL
co-production or licensed production of theis approved by the Milestone Decision Author-

system. ity (MDA) in close coordination with the Prin-
cipal or Designated Disclosure Authority, and
A TA/CP has four parts: must be kept current throughout the acquisition
phases and with changes in the program. DDLs
1. Program Concept; provide guidance for personnel who make

disclosure or licensing decisions on the pro-
2. Nature and Scope of the Effort and Objectivegram A DDL should be prepared as soon as
foreign participation is anticipateBailure to

3. Technology Assessment; and prepare a DDL early can result in program
delays and political embarrassment, and
4. Control Plan. possibly jeopardize future cooperation on the

program. DDL’s are normally “U.S.-Only” and
Parts 1 and 2 provide general program informay be classified.
mation to help provide a context for users of
the TA/CP. Multinational Industrial Security Working

Group (MISWG) Documents. The MISWG
Part 3, the Technology Assessment, identifiess composed of the NATO countries, less
and analyzes the critical military capability or Iceland. The MISWG documents contain
technology that requires protection. Emphasisommon security procedure guidelines that the
should be placed on the value of the technologgountries have collectively agreed to use, thus
and system in terms of military capability, sus-reducing the burden of developing program
ceptibility to compromise, foreign availability, specific security procedures. See Appendix F
and likely damage in the event of compromisefor a summary of the MISWG documents. The
For any type of foreign involvement, the assessMISWG documents should be used as the basis
ment must provide a risk-benefit analysis. Itfor developing the Program Security Instruction
must consider phasing the release of classifie(PSI) for any bilateral or multinational IAP with
and unclassified information. It must answerU.S. involvement (including I1APs with non-
“how” the U.S. achieves operational and tech-MISWG countries). In order to use the MISWG
nological benefits from foreign involvement in documents effectively, they must be tailored for
the program. the specific IAP.

Part 4, the Control Plan, must identify “how” PSI. A PSl is usually required by the program
to minimize the potential risks and damage taMOU for an IAPto document special security
the U.S. The control plan for an IAP should procedures for handling and controlling access
consider phasing release of information toto program information (e.g., CMI and CUI).
match program needs, release of informatiorA PSI rationalizes the security requirements of
to foreign nationals working U.S. facilities and the participating governments and establishes
U.S. persons working at foreign facilities. standard security procedures for the program.
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Its preparation must involve all program < It serves to facilitate administrative ar-
participating countries and any contractors. The  rangements associated with the visit.

PM must provide guidance on its content.

Guidance should take into consideration theAll foreign national visits (including foreign
possible use of each of the other MISWG docu€ontractors) that involve U.S. or foreign
ments (in general, not all will be used, so onlygovernment classified information must be
those for which a use is anticipated should beequested through government channels and
in the PSI); any special security requirementgnust follow the procedures set forth in DoDD
identified in the Program Protection Plan or TA/5230.20 and the DoD Foreign Clearance Guide
CP; and requirements identified by other parti{DoD 4500.54-G), and, for contractors, the
cipating countries or by participating con- NISPOM. Visit requests (to the U.S.) must
tractors. It is advisable to form a security work-normally be received 30 calendar days prior to
ing group, subordinate to the steering committhe visit. Requests for documentary information
tee or head of the joint program office, to form-must normally be submitted though the visitor's
ulate the requirements for the PSI. Securityembassy; if a visitor is to take custody of classi-
specialists from all participating countries fied information, the pertinent visit request
should comprise the working group, and advicemust specify that the visitor is authorized by
should be sought from participating the requesting government to act as a courier,

contractors. and the visitor must possess courier authori-

zation documents. Each Service has unique
Visits and Assignment (although similar) procedures for processing
of Foreign Nationals visit requests. There are three types of inter-

national visits.
International visits account for more transfers
of CMI/CUI than all other transfer mechanisms ¢ One Time Visits Single, short-term visit
combined. They are also a necessary aspect of (less than 30 days), for a specific purpose.
IAPs and must be planned for properly. While
they are necessary, they also present significant Extended Visits Single visit, for an ex-
security risks. It is imperative, therefore, that  tended period (up to one year), in support
personnel involved in IAPs know and of a government approved program or
understand the procedures for obtaining contract.
authorization for international visits, as well
as the security requirements. The visit requeste Recurring Visits. Intermittent, recurring
process serves three important functions: visits covering a period up to one year in
duration in support of a government ap-
» It provides a means for consideration of  proved program or contract. Recurring visit
disclosures of information related to the  approvals for personnel involved in an IAP
visit. can provide flexibility for short notice visits
and reduce associated visit administrative
* Itis the means for the requesting govern-  burdens. To be effective, recurring visit
ment to provide security assurances on the authorizations must be putin place as early
visitors and their firms and if needed, as possible.
authorize the visitors to receive CMI on
its behalf.
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A Country Clearance is required for U.S. Technology Control Plan (TCP)

government visits to overseas government oifhe ITAR and NISPOM require a TCP when
cleared contractor facilities. Requests musforeign nationals are assigned to a cleared con-
normally be submitted at least 30 days intractor facility on an extended visit author-
advance. The Country Clearance request mustation and for foreign nationals who are em-
be approved by the host government. Inployed by the contractors. Minimal require-
addition, a Theater Clearance is required foments for a TCP are contained in Appendix G.

visits to U.S. military facilities. The request for

visit authorization is used to obtain Country Other IAP Security Considerations

and Theater clearances. Again, guidance is
contained in DoDD 5230.20 and the DoD -
Foreign Clearance Guide.

The assignment of foreign nationals in support
of an IAP is common. Foreign nationals will
normally be assigned as either Liaison Officers
(National Representative) or Cooperative Pro-
gram Personnel. In either situation, the follow-
ing access and control requirements must be
followed. .

« Unique passes to identify the person as a
foreign national must be worn on the outer
clothing.

e The DDL covering the assignment must
specify information access limitations,
identify a contact officer, and include any
special instructions.

« A contact officer must be appointed who
is responsible for supervising the activities
of the foreign national. The contact officer
must be experienced and familiar with DoD
disclosure and visitor policies, and the
DDL provisions.

* Non-escorted access to DoD facilities for
foreign nationals is possible as long as the
above provisions are followed; there is reci-
procity by the other government; there is a
frequent need for access for official poses;
access controls can be established at the facil-
ity; and a DoD sponsor provides justification.
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NISPOM. The NISPOM (see definition on
page 2-14) contains, in addition to indus-
trial security procedures for an IAP, the
security clauses that must be placed in
international contracts that entail the trans-
fer or production of classified information.
Chapter 10 of the NISPOM contains
procedures that are applicable to IAPs.

Foreign Ownership, Control, or Influ-
ence (FOCI). The purpose of the FOCI
process is to protect U.S. classified infor-
mation that is held by U.S. companies un-
der FOCI. There are five different FOCI
arrangements that have been developed to
accommodate various levels of foreign
involvement. These arrangements are:

a voting trust agreement/proxy agree-
ment;

— a board resolution;
— a special security agreement;

— security control agreement; and

limited facility clearance.

These FOCI arrangements are ex-
plained in the OSD International Pro-
gram Security Handbook. Although
implementation of FOCI arrangements
are the responsibility of the Defense



Security Service, IAPs that have indus- Significant Differences
trial involvement from companies with With Foreign Partners

FOCI arrangements and possible access

limitations should be aware of these PMs should be aware of IAP differences with
arrangements and ensure they ardoreign partners.

considered in program management.

« Committee on Foreign Investment in the

U.S. (CFIUS). The 1988 Exon-Florio
Amendment to the 1950 Defense Produc-
tion Act gives the President of the United
States the authority to intervene in certain
foreign acquisitions and mergers involving
U.S. companies when there are national
security concerns. Responsibility for inves-
tigating the acquisitions and mergers and
preparing recommendations for the Presi-
dent was assigned to the CFIUS.

General Security Agreements (GSA).
Also called General Security of Informa-
tion Agreements (GSOIA) and General
Security of Military Information Agree-
ments (GSOMIA). These are bilateral
agreements between the U.S. and a foreign
government on the protection and security
of information. When in place these GSAs
provide the basis for implementing the
three basic security conditions from the
AECA (transfer, use, and protection).

Industrial Security Agreements. Indus- .
trial security agreements have been nego-
tiated with those governments with which
DoD has entered into agreements involving
defense-industrial cooperation. These
agreements, which are annexes to the GSA,
contain procedures for handling classified
information in industrial operations that
will apply to IAPs.
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Foreign Person— in the European Union
(EV) persons from another EU country are
not considered foreigners with regard to
job availability. They may, however, be
foreign persons in terms of U.S. export
control policies. When negotiating I1AP
agreements, it should be determined if any
of the foreign participant countries or their
contractors will be employing nationals
from a non-participating country. If this
possibility exists, procedures for handling
such situations must be worked out prior
to conclusion of the program agreement.

Export control — in some countries, in-
cluding some of the NATO allies, oral or
visual disclosure to a foreign individual is
not considered an export. Moreover, an
export does not occur unless material items
that are controlled leave the country. These
facts should be considered in connection
with the above point, and if necessary,
handled by provisions in the program
agreement.

Security — the security programs for many
foreign governments are based on laws that
give the government significant control
over any person who has access to classi-
fied and, in some cases, unclassified official
information. Such governments also have
a hand in the appointment of company
security officials. Many NATO countries
have adopted NATO security policies by
law. U.S. security programs are for the
most part based on an Executive Order and
depend on detailed procedures, albeit U.S.
record and accounting requirements are



often less stringent than those of many ¢ Failure to properly identify type of program
allies. As a consequence, the U.S. operates (NATO or multi-national non-NATO) and
parallel security programs for nationaland  applicable governing laws and/or policies;
foreign government information. and

Lessons Learned  Failure to plan early enough for acquisition

of appropriate equipment for secure com-

PMs must be cognizant of the many security  munications among program partners and
aspects within their IAPs. Some of the past contractors.
mistakes that have been made are listed below.

Definition of Key Terms
Visitors not wearing distinctive badges and
poorly controlled, leading to embarrass-Below are definitions of terms typically asso-
ment for all concerned; ciated with |IAPs:

Emergency visit requests made and denie€lassified Military Information (CMI) is any
because they were routine in nature andnformation lawfully and properly classified
should have been planned ahead of time;lIAW EO 12958 or successor orders and devel-

oped by or for the DoD or is under its control
Faxing, e-mailing, or other transmission of or jurisdiction. For an IAP, this information
FOUO and foreign government RESTRICT- should be detailed in the program Security
ED information by non-secure means;  Classification Guide (which the PM establishes

and publishes).
Transmission to a foreign person of Con-
trolled Unclassified Information by telefax, Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)
e-mail, or telephone without appropriate is unclassified information to which access or
disclosure/export license or authorization;distribution limitations have been applied in

accordance with applicable national laws or
Agreeing to establish a program as aregulations. For the U.S., CUI is official gov-
“NATO Program” without realizing the ernment information that is unclassified, but
implications; that has been determined by designated officials

to be exempt from public disclosure under
Failure to establish government-to-govern-FOIA including certain export controlled
ment transfers and obtain receipts forinformation as described in DoDD 5230.25.
international transfers;

“Deemed Export” is the oral or visual disclo-
Failure to establish recurring visit authori- sure IAW the ITAR “Export” provisions below.
zations early;

Disclosure Authorization refers to a decision
Failure to prepare security documentationby a designated authority that is required prior
(TA/CP, DDL, etc.) early and in sufficient to the disclosure of classified information to
detail; foreign nationals.
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For Official Use Only (FOUOQ) information  provided by a foreign national’s government
is unclassified official U.S. government infor- that the person is representing or is sponsored
mation that is exempt from public release wherby the government and has the requisite level
its withholding is approved by an appropriateof security clearance, and that the government
DoD official. will be responsible for classified information
that is provided to the foreign national. (A
Foreign Government Information (FGI) is  security assurance on a facility is a certification
information that has been provided by a foreigrthat they have the requisite security clearance
government or international organization, orand storage capability for classified informa-
jointly produced, with the expectation that thetion. A security assurance on a national seeking
information will be treated “in confidence.” The employment and access to classified informa-
information may be classified or unclassified.tion in another country is a certification that
In addition to TOP SECRET, SECRET, andthe individual could be cleared to a stated level.)
CONFIDENTIAL, many foreign governments
have a fourth level of security classification, U.S. Munitions List (USML) is a part of the
RESTRICTED, as well as CUI. ITAR that contains the defense articles (inclu-
ding related technical data) that are controlled.
International Traffic in Arms Regulation
(ITAR) is a regulation that implements the Key Definitions from the ITAR:
Arms Export Control Act (AECA) and governs
the export of defense articles and services. Defense Articlemeans any item identified on
the USML. The State Department designates
NATO Information is information provided the items on the USML with the concurrence
to NATO by a member nation, a non-NATO of the DoD. An article or service may be
nation or international organization, or which designated a defense article or service if it is
originates in NATO civil or military bodies.  specifically designed, developed, adapted, or
modified for military application and has
NATO Programs are those programs that significant military or intelligence applicability
NATO officially designates as NATO programs such that ITAR controls are necessary.
and are managed by a NATO agency under
NATO regulations. They normally are com- Defense Serviceneans:
monly funded.
1. The furnishing of assistance (including
NISPOM is the National Industrial Security training) to foreign persons whether in the
Program Operating Manual, which contains  U.S. or abroad in the design, engineering,

U.S. industrial security procedures. development, production, manufacture,
assembly, operation, testing, repair, main-
Public Domain Information is information tenance, modification, demilitarization or

that is published and generally available to the  use of defense articles.
public through subscriptions, journals, etc.

2. The furnishing to foreign persons of any
Security Assurance for the purpose of visits technical data controlled under Paragraph
by foreign nationals representing or sponsored 120.10 of the ITAR (see below), whether
by their governments, is a written certification in the U.S. or abroad.
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Export generally means: subdivision of foreign governments (e.g.,

1.

diplomatic missions).
Sending or taking a defense article out of
the U.S. in any manner; Licensemeans a document bearing the word
license issued by the Director, Office of De-
Transferring registration, control, or own- fense Trade Controls or his/her authorized
ership to a foreign person of any aircraft,designee, which permits the export or tem-
vessel, or satellite covered by the USML, porary import of a specific defense article or
whether in the U.S. or abroad,; defense service.

Disclosing (including oral or visual dis- Technical Datameans:
closure) or transferring in the U.S. any
defense article to an embassy, any agency. Information, other than software, that is

or subdivision of foreign government; required for the design, development, pro-
duction, manufacture, assembly, operation,
Disclosing (including oral or visual dis- repair, testing, maintenance, or modifi-

closure) or transferring technical datatoa  cation of defense articles. This includes,

foreign person, whether in the U.S. or  for example, information in the form of

abroad; or blueprints, drawings, photographs, plans,
instructions, and documentation;

Performing a defense service on behalf of,

or for the benefit of, a foreign person, 2. Classified information relating to defense

whether in the U.S. or abroad. articles and defense services;

Foreign Persongenerally means any natural 3. Information covered by an inventory
person thatis nota U.S. citizen or U.S. national, secrecy order; or

a lawful permanent resident alien, or otherwise

protected individual. It also means any foreignd4. Software directly related to defense arti-
corporation, business association, partnership, cles.

trust, society or any other entity or group that

is not incorporated or organized to do businesslote: The Department of Commerce’s defini-
in the U.S., as well as international organiza-tion of technical data is slightly different.
tions, foreign governments, and any agency or
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EUROPE AND TRANSATLANTIC
DEFENSE COOPERATION

TRANSATLANTIC ARMS COOPERATION
SINCE WORLD WAR I

“A day will come in which you, France; you, Italy; you,
Great Britain—all you nations of the continent—wiill be
united in close embrace, without losing your identity or
striking originality...A day will come in which markets
open to commerce and minds open to ideas will be the
sole battlefields.”

—YVictor Hugo

Introduction The next step was coproduction of U.S.
designed and developed equipment. The 1950s
America’s European allies in the immediatesaw Italian and Canadian production of the
postwar era were armed almost exclusivelyF-86 Sabre Jet, followed by the addition of
with war surplus equipment, mainly of British The Netherlands, West Germany, and Belgium
or U.S. manufacture. Indeed, the French Firsin the production of the F-104 Starfighter.
Army that raced across Southern Germany irmhere are many other examples of European
1945 used Sherman tanks, M-1 Garands, G.production of U.S. designs and a degree of
steel pots, and U.S. half tracks and truckscoproduction continues today.
Because of the enormous quantity of materiel
remaining after the war and the rising menaceeveral factors contributed to a movement
posed by the Soviet Union, military equipmenttoward codevelopment on a transatlantic basis
was simply granted by the U.S. To some degrein the 1960s. Europe had developed a range of
this continued through the 1950s. During theindigenous weapons systems by that time and
1960s the U.S. moved away from grants andheir industries were naturally eager to maintain
toward sales of arms to its European Alfies. their local markets. NATO forces, expected to
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fight together in a potential conflict, fielded a The first major piece of U.S. legislation design-
number of different models of the same equip-ed to promote cooperation with the goals of
ment, including tanks, anti-tank weapons,interoperability and standardization was the
trucks, and artillery. Warsaw Pact forces wereCulver-Nunn amendment to the 1976 Defense
largely standardized with Soviet equipment,Authorization Act. It established as U.S. policy
giving them an inherent edge in interoperabilitythat American forces should be equipped with
and logistics. Early in the history of the alliance,standardized—or at least interoperable—equip-
this issue was recognized and addressed by tment for enhanced effectiveness when fighting
formulation of NATO Basic Military Require- alongside allied forces. The legislation further
ments (NBMRs), which, though meant to beallowed for the purchase of foreign-manufac-
mandatory, were not complied with. tured arms where the goals of standardization
and interoperability are servédhe Nunn-
An early example of a codevelopment initiative Warner amendment of 1986 was aimed at aid-
is the MBT-70 program between West Germanying cooperative development through the pro-
and the United States. Thanks largely to thevision of seed money for such projects. These
support of then Defense Secretary Robertwo pieces of legislation were followed by the
McNamara, agreement was reached in 1968uayle amendment of 1986, which removed
between the two nations to jointly develop astatutory impediments to cooperation, and the
main battle tank. Unfortunately, rising costs andMcCain amendment of 1997, which provided
technical problems caused the partners to gdiscretionary authority to waive protectionist
their separate ways, resulting in the Germarprovisions impeding cooperatidriiowever,
Leopard Il and the U.S. M-1 Abrams. In 1973,the sum of meaningful codevelopment and
however, cooperation between these two procommon procurement achieved by NATO
jects led to the adoption of the German 120mnmremains modest, and interoperability in many
smoothbore gun by the U‘S. battlefield areas has not been achieved.

To facilitate a broader NATO effort of codevel- European Economic and

opment, the CNAD was established in 1966Political Development

and is still active today. The National Arma-

ments Directors (NADs) or their representativesMany Americans still see Europe as it was in
(NADREPSs) are assisted and advised by ahe postwar era—politically troubled and
number of specialized groups including theeconomically prostrate. This contributes to the
NATO Industrial Advisory Group (NIAG) and perception that European technology is broadly
one group for each Service component, agferior to that of the U.S., and that European
discussed in Chapter 1. These fora provide theations have no choice but to cooperate or buy
opportunity for member states of NATO and American if they want top-shelf equipment.
their industries to explore potential areas forThis mostly inaccurate view is not helpful to
cooperation, by taking into considerationtransatlantic defense cooperation. One Euro-
participants’ requirements, economic and labopean official summed up the U.S. attitude in
considerations, and technology concérAs.  the former transatlantic arms relationship as,
early success of the CNAD and the associatetiyou buy from us and shut up.”

Naval Armaments Group (NAG) was the NATO

Seasparrow, of which more is written in It is not unusual for perceptions to lag reality,
Chapter 4. but in the case of European development, events
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have moved particularly rapidly and America’s steps to emulate it have a long history. The
view of Europe has been slow in adjusting.Organization for European Economic Coopera-
Immediately following World War 11, the U.S. tion (OEEC) was founded in 1948, closely
accounted for 55 percent of the planet’s Gros$ollowed by the formation of a customs union
Domestic Product (GDP). America dominatedby Belgium, The Netherlands, and Luxem-
the world scene economically, militarily, and bourg (BENELUX). The European Economic
politically. That frame of reference was not Com-munity (EEC) came into being with the
difficult for Americans to become accustomedTreaty of Rome in March of 1957. The three
to and they did. The problem is that it was amnand a half decades that followed were not a
artificial situation brought about by war and story of unmitigated growth for the European
within a decade, balance was beginning to b&€ommunity, but in 1992 a free trade zone was
restored. By the mid-fifties, the German econ-achieved within Europe. In that time, Britain’s
omy was rapidly reawakening along with thatcommitment was uneven and there were (and
of several other European nations. This was nditill are) significant disagreements over issues
the universal experience in Europe as thesuch as fishing rights and agriculture. These
example of the U.K. shows, but the overall trendsetbacks were misinterpreted as signs that the
toward a modernized, competitive, industrialrealization of a unified European market was a
economy was unmistakable. pipe dream. Events have proven otherwise.

Today, Europe lags the U.S. in per capita GDF-ollowing the achievement of a unified market,
but the gap has closed substantially since 195the next big test facing the European Union
when the average “Old World” citizen’s share (EU) was monetary union. The five criteria that
of GDP was only half that of his U.S. each member nation had to attain prior to
counterpart. In 1998, U.S. per capita GDP wasdmittance were agreed upon at Maastricht in
$32,328 compared to $26,217 for Germany]1993. Briefly, these criteria derived from limits
$24,034 for France, and $23,692 for the Unitedbn national debt, budget deficits, and inflation
Kingdom. The Eurozone average was $227428rates that needed to be roughly aligned so that
Depending on the mix of countries that arenational currencies could be fixed to the new
included, Europe is a little behind or ahead inbenchmark, the euro, for a period prior to being
aggregate GDP. For the first time in its 30-yeamphased ou¥ The advantages are obvious and
history, Airbus achieved more orders in 1999equally obvious were the political difficulties
than Boeing. Nokia is the darling of the globalattendant to reaching the Maastricht criteria.
telecommunications industry, and Arianespace hese difficulties gave rise to another wave of
is a competitive launcher of commercial satel-“Euroskepticism” in the mid-nineties, fueled
lites. Most European cities have a remarkabldy French strikes, a negative referendum in
aura of prosperity, superb public transport, anddenmark, and close votes elsewhere.
a communications infrastructure second to
none. The dawn of the new millennium has seen most
of that skepticism erased. Germany powered
Concomitant with this growing prosperity were through the toughest years of financing reuni-
political developments aimed at creating thefication, France reined in its powerful public
environment to make possible further economicsector unions, and Italy summoned consider-
growth. Europe has always envied the largeable national will in meeting the Maastricht
unified market enjoyed by the U.S. and theircriteria. These developments surprised all but
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the most optimistic and proved the existencesermany is not the only example of Europeans
of a powerful pan-European will to realize aseeking to redefine themselves. The pheno-
closer union. menon can be seen from Gibraltar to the Baltic.
What is significant for relations with the U.S.
What was missed by the doubters was thés that Europeans are more certain of what they
emotional and psychological attraction of unionare not (Americans), than of what they are. This
to an enthusiastic core of adherents. A sense @ understood at different levels and in different
collective European identity, Euronationalism, ways, such as a rejection of what is viewed as
is emerging particularly among the young, aa “McDonalds culture” or predatory capitalism.
notion that is unappreciated by American
observers who are more accustomed to a strorfguronationalism does not necessarily equate
traditional nationalism. The past century hago anti-Americanism. Indeed, part of the moti-
dampened that traditional nationalism for manyvation for the creation of the EU was to emulate
Europeans. Germans and Italians are self-corthe U.S. market, as previously noted. It would
scious about waving their flags two generationde a mistake however, not to recognize that a
after World War Il. France witnessed the ig- significant element of the European movement
nominious fall of the Third Republic in 1940 is the desire to emerge from a perceived U.S.
followed by the loss of its colonial empire in cultural, economic, political, and military hege-
the next two decades. Throughout the continentnony. This notion, in turn, is fueled by what
patriotism carries a different, less reverentialwas termed “an accumulated resentment” by
meaning than that understood in the U.SOwen Harries, editor of the influential Wash-
Britain alone retains a form of nationalism ington-based journdNational InterestHarries
familiar to Americans and this may explain herconcluded that “...it is not unreasonable to
reluctance to commit herself to the EU moresuppose that such resentment will find its way
fully. into differences of policy**

The generational change in Europe is markedAlong with the impetus toward European
Germany’s new political class and the grasseconomic and political unity was the same shift
roots sentiment that sustains it are well desef public (and public policy) focus that the U.S.
cribed by Frederick Kempe, Father/Land: A experienced with the end of the Cold War. Freed
Personal Search for the New Germafiyie of immediate security concerns, Europeans
emerging cohort of Germans who found theirturned to domestic issues such as joblessness,
voice in the election of Gerhard Schroeder andhe environment, and social welfare. This shift
his ministers view themselves as citizens of thén focus ushered in a Europe-wide wave of
world and share deeply the collectivist ten-electoral victories for Social Democrats, the
dencies of their EU partners. Where theirrough equivalent of the U.S. Democratic Party.
parents may have admired the U.S. for whafThe reticence of these Social Democratic
they saw and experienced in the Marshal Plarparties—often coalitions of Greens (environ-
the Berlin Airlift, and a benign occupation, mentalists), labor, and other left-of-center
younger Germans are open in their disagreeelements—to spend substantially on defense
ments with America, as Greeks, French, anaxplains why Europe will have difficulty in
Italians have been for years. In this sense, theinrectifying the shortcomings in military
was an easy transformation into “citizens ofcapability revealed in Kosovo. Figures 3-1 and
Europe.” 3-2 contrast overall defense spending and
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spending on R&D between Europe and the U.Sof the Saar into Germany and acted as a liaison

between 1995 and 1999. between the U.K. (a member of the WEU but
not of the EC) and the EC until the former

European Defense Cooperation joined the latter in 1973, but was overshadowed
by NATO 14

Parallel with the development of European eco-
nomic integration in the form of the OEEC wasThe first European organization outside NATO
a similar movement to address collective securdedicated to armaments cooperation was
ity. It should be recalled that at the close ofcreated in 1976, with the name Independent
World War 11, the U.S. Army demobilized and European Program Group (IEPG). The word
left a skeleton force in Europe, while the Soviet‘independent” was inserted at French insistence
Union maintained a wartime force, heavy into underline the group’s independence from
offensive mobility and firepower. In reaction NATO. The IEPG comprised all European
to this menace, Belgium, France, LuxembourgNATO members with the exception of Iceland,
The Netherlands, and the U.K. signhed theand championed the idea of a centralized pro-
Brussels Treaty in 1948, the main feature ofturement organization. However, France pos-
which was a commitment to mutual defense sessed a good measure of arms-producing auto-
(See Appendix H for a timeline of Europeannomy and was loath to cede any procurement
defense initiatives.) authority. Similarly, Britain feared a loss of
sovereignty and had the additional concern of
Perhaps the most significant effect of thethe IEPG becoming a forum for anti-U.S.
Brussels Treaty was to convince the U.S. thasentiment?®
Europe was serious about a collective defense
effort. The creation of NATO followed in 1949. After several fits and starts, leading European
When General Eisenhower was named Sudefense ministers decided in 1992 to coordinate
preme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), arms development within the framework of the
the Brussels Treaty signatories merged theiWWEU.!* What emerged was the Western Euro-
military structure into NATO? pean Armaments Group (WEAG), a forum for
arms cooperation. WEAG's governing princi-
By the early 1950s there was growing sentimenples include increased efficiency through the
that the former Axis partners should be broughtiarmonization of requirements, the opening of
into the collective security arrangement ofnational defense markets to cross-border com-
Europe. France led an attempt to create thpetition, cooperation in R&D, and the strength-
European Defense Community (EDC), whichening of Europe’s defense technological and
would have included West Germany, but theindustrial basé’
French National Assembly refused to ratify the
treaty. Support for the idea persisted and irfhe mid-90s were important years for Europe.
1954, the Paris Agreements were signedrrom the Maastricht Treaty in 1993 to the
creating the Western European Union (WEU)creation of a joint armaments agency in 1996,
and bringing both Italy and West Germany intothat period saw European unity in the realm of
Europe’s security arrangemét. defense make substantial progress. France and
Germany, with the former usually taking the
The profile of the WEU has been uneven sincdead, were the principal players in this move-
its creation. The Union did ease the reintegratioment. The joint armaments agency’s name was
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Organisme Conjoint de Coopération en Matiéreand to gain a measure of independence from
d’Armement(OCCAR), participated in at the the U.S. Itis emblematic because OCCAR was
outset by France, Germany, the U.K., and Italya French initiative formed around a Franco-
Soon thereafter, the Western European ArmaGerman axis. From the early postwar years,
ments Organization (WEAQO) was formed with France has been the intellectual and political
broad participation among European nationsengine for European unity, readily embraced
The charter of that organization is to improveby Germany (sometimes described as Europe’s
coordination of collaborative defense researcleconomic engine) for historical reasons.
through the creation of a single contracting

entity. OCCAR acts to consolidate program manage-

ment for several programs contributed by
OCCAR can be seen as emblematic of Euromember nations, including the Tiger helicopter

pean efforts to reach collective solutions, toand the Roland antitank missile. The organi-
address both economic and security concerngation eases the way for long-term planning in

Austria (2)
Sweden (2)

Belgium
Denmark (2) France
Germany Greece ltaly
Luxembourg The Netherlands
Portugal Spain

United Kingdom

Ireland (2)

Finland (2)

Czech Republic (3,4)
Poland (3,4)
Hungary (3,4)

Iceland (1)

Norway (1) Turkey (1)

Bulgaria (3) Estonia (3)
Latvia (3) Lithuania (3)
Romania (3) Slovakia (3)

Slovenia (3)

EU: European Union
NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organization
WEU: Western European Union

NOTES: (1) Associate Members of WEU
(2) Observers of WEU
(3) Associate Partners of WEU
GAO/NSIAD 98-6 (4) Invited to begin accession negotiaitons with NATO
Oct 97 Defense Trade
“European Initiatives to Integrate the Defense Market”

Figure 3-3. Organizations Addressing European Armament Policy Issues
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that requirements can be addressed over Rinally, consolidations within the U.S. put

longer period and work share can be leveleduropean industry at a further disadvantage

among several programs over tit®CCAR’s  while political pressure mounted to become less

administrative offices are in Bonn and otherdependent on American equipment.

nations can be expected to join in the near fu-

ture. OCCAR has the potential to develop intoln the later 1990s, a confluence of events made

a European armaments agency. Should such anossible a consolidation of the European de-

agency evolve, it could serve as a single Eurofense industry in response to U.S. dominance.

pean entity for partnership with the U.S. in The overarching context of this change was

armaments development and procurerdent. globalization. Growing European interdepen-

dence through economic and political inte-

Working against transatlantic and Europeargration set the stage for governments to loosen

movements to join more effectively for arma- their grip on their national champions in de-

ments cooperation are the fractured politicaffense. Against a backdrop of privatization,

and military organizations to which the U.S., unchallenged, and in some cases encouraged,

Canada, and European nations belong (se®y the Social Democratic parties that came into

Figure 3-3). The expansion of OCCAR andpower in the 90s, closer ties were allowed

similar entities inevitably leads to a con- between European defense manufacturers.

frontation between competing allegiances,

particularly between NATO and the EU. Significant Consolidations In Europe,

1997-1999:

Consolidation of the

European Defense Industry » British Aerospace acquisition of Marconi
Electronic Systems to form BAe Systems

Europe’s defense industry has undergone

fundamental evolution in the postwar era, the « Germany’s DaimlerChrysler Aerospace’s

most important changes occurring in the last (DASA) merger with Aerospatiale Matra

several years. of France and CASA of Spain to form the
European Aeronautic Defense Space

For most of the past 50 years, national cham- Company (EADS)

pions dominated the defense industry landscape

in Europe. These corporations typically had a « Formation of Astrium, a pan-European

monopoly within their respective nations and  satellite company consisting of Matra

were at least in part publicly owned. Into the ~ Marconi, DASA, and Alenia (ltaly)

1970s this arrangement survived, augmented

by a heavy dose of foreign military sales (FMS) « A pan-European missile company, Matra

from the U.S. Several currents eventually  BAe Aleni&®

forced a change. Weapons systems became

increasingly complex, demanding a broaderTo put these developments in context, BAe

base of capability and expertise. Additionally, Systems will control 90 to 95 percent of the

these national champions lacked a sufficientJ.K.’s defense market, and combined with

market to be viable and were forced into foreignEADS will account for roughly 75 percent of

sales where they were often uncompetitiveall European defense and aerospace $afés.



These companies are capable of head-to-hedégure 3-4 below illustrates how the European

competition with the American aerospace andlefense industry teamed to produce aircraft and

defense giants across the spectrum of productmissiles prior to the creation of EADS and BAe
Systems.

_—
= /%
Aerospatiale (38%)
BAe (20% A :
€ (20%) > Airbus

DASA (38%7 DASA acquires CASA —
CASA (4%) increases share of Airbus to 42%

Commercial
Aircraft

Dassault (51%)
Aerospatiale (49%)

p| Dassault Fighters

BAe (33%)

Tactical
Aircraft

DASA (33%) ;
. > Eurofighter
CASA (13%) DASA acquires CASA —
Alenia (20%) increases share of Eurofighter to 46%
DASA (30%
( . ) | g Eurocopter
o Aerospatiale (70%)
(5]
£ | Agusta > Agusta
I
Westland > Westland
Aerospatiale AN 55quTSS 50% of Mata BAe \! P | Aerospatiale Missiles
(%]
< . .
2 Matra BAe Dynamics P | Matra BAe Dynamics
< e
DASA LFK P | LFK (30% Matra BAe owned)

(Reprinted with the permission of Margo Anderson, GEIA. Slide 14 of 30 from the GElAvgitegeia.org/vision99/Defense./99D_IndOutlooK
sld014.htm dated September 1999.)

Figure 3-4. European Consolidation by Industry: Aircraft and Missiles
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A

REVIEW OF
SELECTED TRANSATLANTIC
COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

“Trying to make things work in government is some-
times like trying to sew a button on a custard pie.”

— ADM Hyman Rickover

Introduction weapon system with multiple partners. Regard-
less of the cooperative program’s size and com-
Transatlantic cooperative programs are normplexity, the PM will still have to be concerned
ally much more complex than single service omwith all of the characteristics addressed in this
even joint programs. A review of selected recenthapter.
programs shows that despite the increased diffi-
culties, these undertakings are indeed managéis review looks at seven different cooperative
able and the extra effort can be rewarding tgprograms (nine including the updates to the
the participants. While policies and regulationsmultiple launch rocket system) involving all
on cooperative programs abound, as discussdad.S. military services and their counterparts
in Chapters 1 and 2, the PM has strikingly littlefrom multiple European partners. These pro-
in the way of systematic analysis of recent programs are the Multiple Launch Rocket System
grams available to assist in developing effectiv MLRS) including the basic MLRS, the Termi-
plans and strategies. A look at selected successally Guided Warhead (TGW), and the Guided
ful programs reveals common characteristicsMLRs (GMLRS);the NATO Seasparrow Sur-
that should prove useful to the PM and pol-face Missile System (NSSMS); the Rolling
icymaker alike in anticipating the challengesAirframe Missile (RAM); the Multifunctional
faced in international cooperation. Of course Information Distribution System-Low Volume
every program has unique aspects that must beerminal (MIDS-LVT); the F-16 Mid-Life
taken into consideration. A bilateral programUpdate (MLU); the Future Tank Main Arma-
for a system upgrade is likely to be significantlyment (FTMA); and the Joint Strike Fighter
less complex than a program to develop a neWJSF).
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Each of these programs will be assessed againgtquire close and careful attention. Cooperative
several common characteristics, some of whiclprograms are inherently more complex and call
were discussed in Chapters 1 and 2. Key tdor business managemergfforts that are not
accommodating the various players’ needs ismieeded in national programs. Finally, each
the concept oharmonization—working to  program has auman dimension—the “glue”
establish common ground in terms of both mili-that builds trust, binds, and motivates the team
tary and programmatic requirementisdus- and provides the means to work through
trial teaming describes how industry partici- problems as they arise.

pates and works together in these cooperative

efforts. The programimanagement structure  Following a discussion on each program, a
provides the mechanism to arrive at often diffi-summary table of relevant features is included
cult decisionsTechnology transferaspects are in Figure 4-1 on page 4-49.

significant in most cooperative programs and



MULTIPLE LAUNCH ROCKET
SYSTEM (MLRS) PROGRAM

Background (MOU) with the Federal Republic of Germany,

France, and the U.K. for the cooperative contin-
The MLRS program is one of the oldest suc-uation of the ongoing U.S. MLRS development
cessful transatlantic cooperative programs. Foeffort. This agreement specified that the U.S.
over two decades, the MLRS program haswvould receive assistance from its new MOU
evolved and matured and continues as an excgbartners in terms of financial and engineering
lent example of cooperation between the U.Ssupport for the development effort, but that
and its international partners. MLRS is the onlythere would be no major changes in the design,
system of its type within NATO, making it a contractors involved, and scheduled completion
rare exception to the norm of having multiple dates to the U.S.-only project that was ongoing.
systems with similar capabilities within NATO.
MLRS is used within nine NATO and four non- The U.S. awarded Validation Phase contracts
NATO nations. to two U.S. competitors, Vought and Boe€ing

in September 1977 while the MOU negotia-
MLRS began as a U.S.-only program in 1976tions were ongoing. In May 1980, Vought was
The system consisted of a self-propelled launselected and entered the Maturation/Initial
cher and free flight rockets with a range of 32Production Phasé/ought began initial produc-
kilometers. In 1979, the U.S. reached agreemerion of MLRS launchers and rockets in 1980
and signed a memorandum of understandingpllowed by full rate production in 1983.

A M270, Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)

4-3



European production did not start until 1987,requirements. Very early in the U.S. MLRS pro-
although it was planned to start soon after thgram the diameter of the MLRS rocket design
start of U.S. productiof. was increased to harmonize with the known
German requirements. Germany had already
The two MLRS follow-on cooperative efforts, started developing a scatterable anti-tank mine,
the Terminally Guided Warhead (TGW) andthe AT-Il, which needed a larger diameter rocket
the GMLRS rocket development programs, arghan the U.S. had originally planned. This was
covered later in this chapter. Although thesethe only significant modification that was made
efforts were completed as MOU supplementdo the U.S. prograrh.
to the 1979 basic MOU, they are distinct in

many aspects. OSD directed the U.S. chief negotiator to use
the guiding principle of “get it done and make
Harmonization it fair” for MLRS basic MOU negotiationsIn

July 1979, after two years of negotiations and
In 1977, Germany, France, and the U.K. enteredational staffing, Germany, France, the U.K.,
discussions with the U.S. about possibleand the U.S. signed the MOU. The MOU stated
cooperation on MLRS. These countries all hadhat the MLRS hardware, except for the com-
a military requirement for an MLRS-like sys- munications equipment, would be standard for
tem. The common requirement stemmed fronthe four nations. The MOU also served as the
the need to provide large volumes of rocketbasis for future MOU Supplements for cooper-
artillery fire to counter Soviet artillery. ation on production and support, development
of future munitions, system improvements, and
There was strong Congressional emphasis dhe addition of partners.
the time for rationalization, standardization and
interoperability (RSI) within NATO. The Cul- Industrial Teaming
ver-Nunn Amendment to the Defense Appro-
priation Authorization Act for FY77 in 1976 During the MLRS development effort there was
directed the Services to minimize diversity of not significant international industrial teaming.
high consumption systems in the NATO alli- As agreed, the U.S. prime contractor Vought
ance. MLRS was a high ammunition consump-continued as the prime contractor for the devel-
tion system and was deemed a key system usegpment effort after the MOU was signed. Based
to promote RSI goals. The objective was toon the MOU, there were no work share require-
deploy the MLRS as a standard or at least aments that would mandate involvement of
interoperable weapon system. Following Con4ndustry from the European partners. Likewise,
gressional guidance, the OSD directed thaGermany continued the AT-Il mine MLRS
MLRS become a cooperative developmenssubmunition development using its national
program. A memorandum dated July 25, 197 €ontractors.
from the Director, Defense Research & Engi-
neering (DDR&E) directed that the MLRS PM During the production phase, two production
assume single point management responsibilityines were established, one in the U.S. and one
for international cooperative efforts. in Europe. The U.S. prime contractor, Vought,
operated the U.S. production line. The Euro-
An essential step to initiating the MLRS co- pean line was operated by the European Pro-
operative effort was harmonizing the designduction Group (EPG). The EPG consisted of
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national contractors from each of the Europearfor collecting and distributingatelopment cost
participantsThe Europeansxpected to bgin ~ recoupments to the MLRS MOU partnéts.
production at nearly the same time as the U.S.
did in 1983. Hwever, due to may difficulties  Management Structue
in resolving the EPG work share arrangements
and production start up problems, EuropearThe basic MOU diénes the management struc-
production did not start until 1987. ture for the programf Joint Steering Commit-
tee (JSC) with a senior member (Generfdi-O
Since the U.S. production line started muchcer kvel) from each participant rkas program
sooner than the EPG line and produced fadecisions by unanimous consent ardeg
greater quantities, was dways sigriicantly ~ direction to the Kecuive Management Com-
less experige than the EPG line for third party mittee (EMC). The EMC consists of the Nat-
sales. Later in the production program, the U.Sional Project Manager (O-@&el) from each
production line becameven more attracte  participantThe U.S. Project Manager is desig-
for third party sales because it incorporated anated the Program Coordinator and chairs the
new deep attack capability into the MLRS EMC. A representave (O-6 kvel) of the
launchers, unlike the EPG launchers. Conseeperational user from each participantis also a
guenty, third parties whavanted these features member of the EMC.
found it even more desirable tbuy the less
expensre U.S. system with these additional TechnologyTransfer
features. Hence, the ERoriginal projected
third party salesventually werdilled fromthe  Throughout the e/elopment, the U.S. main-
U.S. production linéThis frustrated the Euro- tained sole control of the design ¢igiration
pean partners becauseyttiid not achéve the  and the preparation of the technical data pack-
quantities and, therefore, thavings from age (TDP). Te TDP was prepared primarily
economies of scaledh had planned How-  in the metric system—frst for a major U.S.
ever, since the European partners only estabweapon system—to facilitate future European
lished one production line (not fourfdirent  production &orts. The European partners pro-
lines) in Europe, it is likely some economiesvided engineering support to thevdlopment
of scale avings were acleved by consolidating program The European engineering partici-
European production. pation albwed them full kmwledge of design
and other program decisiariBhis European
The MLRS MOU Production supplement engineering support was essential for the
established the MLRS International Corpora-European production preparatitn.
tion (MIC) to consist of the U.S. prime con-
tractor and the EPG. It haéveral purposes, The basic MOU provided the terms for the
one being to balance third party productiontransfer of technical data from thevdlopment
between the U.S. and European linemwvkler,  program to all the participants for use in pro-
this still proved indfective. The MIC did pree  duction by their national contractor§he
to be éfective in adrertising MLRS in publi- program utilized aexemption clause in Inte
cations and at tradeahs. Vought-based ma  nationaTraffic inArms Regulation TAR) that
keting representatesworking with the MIC  is available for cooperate programsThis
were responsible for the proliferation of MLRS ITAR exemptionfacilitated thesxport of tech-
worldwide The MIC also sered as an agep  nical data to the EPG national contractors
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involved in MLRS production. It greatly bond of trustamong the partners. This trust held
reduced the time and effort required for thethe basic MLRS program together during

export of controlled dat4. difficult times such as the U.S. withdrawal from
TGW development later in the program. The
Business Management success of MLRS can be attributed in large part

to the participant leaders understanding the
The U.S. funded the majority of the MLRS national motives, politics and user requirements
development costs but there were also conef all the participant$! This has been partic-
tributions from the other partners. The mostularly important for the U.S. leaders because
significant development cost sharing were theof the overall leadership role the U.S. has had
following. Germany completed (primarily with in the program.
its national contractors) the development effort
required to integrate the AT-1l mine into the Notes
MLRS rocket and make the results available
to the other participants. The U.K. and FranceThe basic MLRS development program de-
paid $15 million each, although no specific monstrated that a cooperative program could
work share was provided to national contractorsachieve system acquisition performance, cost,
from the U.K. or France as a result of theirand schedule goalsEven with the complica-
development cost sharing. Additionally, astions inherentin cooperation—(although clear-
noted above, each of the other partners providelg a U.S. led cooperative effort) MLRS was
engineering support to the U.S. for thefielded to the U.S. Army six years after initi-
development effort as part of their contribution.ation of the development effd&.This is a

comparatively short period for development of
The basic MOU made provisions for othera major weapons system. The MLRS program
NATO member governments to join the pro-has proved that armaments cooperation can
gram. Italy joined the MLRS program as a full work over a very long period of time. Through-
participant in 1982 and paid $10 million for out the life of the program production support
MLRS development costs. A computation activities (engineering changes) and logistics
method for the recoupment of the imbalancesupport activities have been completed coop-
of the development costs (since the U.S. haeratively, allowing the partners to achieve signi-
borne the majority share) was specified in thdicant savings. The singular proliferation of
MOU based on the expected production off-MLRS throughout the NATO nations provides
take of each country. an example of the operational and logistical

benefits of transatlantic cooperation.
Human Dimension

Care exercised by all of the MLRS leaders
relative to the human dimension led to a strong



TERMINALLY GUIDED WARHEAD (TGW)
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Background beginning of the basic MLRS program. In

September 1979, shortly after signing the basic
TGW was a cooperative development progranMLRS MOU, the original MLRS partners
that involved advanced technology for smart(U.S., U.K., Germany, and France) agreed on
weapons. It was a major development effort thathe military requirement for TGW. All the par-
was estimated to cost a total of $557 milliontners subsequently agreed, through MLRS
(1984 dollars) and was planned over a nineMOU Supplement 1, on a cooperative TGW
year period. It was, and still is, one the largesprogram definition phase. Following successful
and most complicated true codevelopmentompletion of the definition phase, the TGW
efforts undertaken by the U.S. The programDevelopment Phase Supplement to the basic
faced significant challenges in the sharing ofMLRS MOU was signed in December 1983.
advanced technology, division of work sharesBy then Italy was a full partner in the basic
among the national contractors involved, andILRS program but chose not to participate in
the management of cooperative developmenthe TGW effort.
over a long period of time.

Industrial Teaming
At the end of the validation phase in 1993, TGW
achieved its technical goals. However, becaus&he work share arrangements for the program
of reduced post-Cold War defense budgets, thevere managed by the MLRS TGW Joint
U.S. withdrew from the program. In 1990, Con-Venture, MDTT, Inc. This joint venture con-
gress directed that MLRS TGW and two othersisted of a national contractor from each parti-
target-sensing submunitions be reviewed andipant. The national contractors were Martin
that a single option be selected. In 1991, the U.9Varietta (U.S.), Diehl GmbH (Germany),
Army selected the “BAT” submunition (versus THORN EMI (U.K.), and Thompson CSF
TGW), which had been developed in a “black” (France). MDTT was a separate corporate
program concurrent with TGW. To avoid break- entity wholly owned by the four national
ing an international agreement by withdrawingcontractors. Each national contractor provided
before completion of the current MOU phasemembers to staff MDTT. Martin Marietta per-
and incurring termination costs, the U.S. re-formed the system integration responsibilities
mained in the program until the end of the MOUas the prime contracté.
phase in 1993 When the U.S. withdrew from
the program, so did the U.K. and Germanylnitially, MDTT was not successful in meeting
France continued for a short period on its owrcost and schedule requirements as a result of a

but then also terminated the progré&m. lack of resource commitments from the parent
companies. To address this problem, the devel-
Harmonization opment contract was restructured to provide

additional incentives for the MDTT to meet
The TGW development program for a smartprogram requirements and severe penalties for
MLRS submunition was envisioned from the not meeting requirements. After the contract
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restructure there were no more cost andlid not match the program cost share require-
schedule problents. ments. The work share objectives were not
more than 34 percent of the work for the U.S.’s
prime contractor, and not less than 22 percent
Management Structure each for the subcontractor(s) of each of the
other nations. However, in addition to just man-
The government management structure waaging the work share percentages, the program
similar to the basic MLRS program with the also had to accommodate national desires to
EMC and JCS as the decision-making bodieswork on the more complicated or higher quality
However, these were separate for the ongoingechnologies involved in the program. This
basic program because Italy was not a TGW paresulted in work share arrangements that were
ticipant. Although at the JCS level all decisionsnot always based on which contractors were
were unanimous, there were many difficultbest qualified to perform the work. In some
issues to resolve and TGW decision-makingcases, contractors inexperienced in the work

was often contentious and sléw. assigned them had to learn at the expense of
the program in terms of both cost and schedule.
Technology Transfer Hence, work share balancing was a significant

challenge and imposed inefficiencies on the
The most significant issues that TGW facedprogram??
concerning technology transfer were not cen-
tered on what to share but on what technologyo reduce the exposure of the program to
would be worked on by each partner. This qualehanging economic conditions of each of the
ity of work issue complicated work share balan-participants, separate bank accounts were es-
cing. TGW also had some issues concerningablished in each country. Each participant
the technology the partners would share. Theleposited the majority of its TGW funding
U.S. General Accounting Office (GAQO) raised requirements (in its national currency) into
concerns about the possible U.S. release dhese accounts and then paid for work done in
Microwave Millimeter Wave Monolithic Inte- its country from these accounts. In this way,
grated Circuit (MIMIC) technology into the work performed within particular countries was
program. The primary concern was that MIMIC billed and paid for in their respective national
design and manufacturing processes would beurrencies.
provided to the TGW partnetsDespite these
concerns, TGW was successful at sharing adAdditionally, to reduce funding uncertainties
vanced technology. Ultimately, the program’'srelated to differences in currency exchange
technological achievements represent a sigrates/economic conditions, the program’s cost
nificant and successful effort in transatlanticand work share arrangements were established

technology sharing. using the currency exchange rates/economic
conditions on January 31, 1984. The January
Business Management 31, 1984 reference date turned out to be period

of relative strength for the U.S. dollar. Through-
The cost sharing arrangements were: U.S. 40ut the eight-year program the dollar signi-
percent; and U.K., Germany, and France 2@icantly declined in comparison to the European
percent each. The TGW MOU Supplementpartners’ currencies. As a result, the Europeans
specified program work share objectives thahad to contribute more of their currency to meet
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their annual funding requirements than if aNotes

more equitable currency exchange, such as an

average over a ten-year period, had been us@dsW was a very large and difficult transatlantic
for the program. Additionally, as the dollar cooperative development effort that achieved
weakened against the European currencieiss technical requirements but fell victim to
(some more than others) the national work loaddefense budget cuts at the end of the Cold War.
ing had to be adjusted to match the program'dhe U.S. withdrawal cast doubt on the U.S.'s

work share objectiveX. reliability as a partner and was particularly frus-
trating to the Europeans. TGW is cited as a clas-
Human Dimension sic example of one the significant problems with

transatlantic cooperation. DoD was simultane-
TGW had many contentious decisions relatecusly funding a “black” program, BAT, for a
to work shares, quality of work, initial problems similar military capability. With the end of
with the MDTT joint venture, exchange rates, TGW, the Europeans felt frustrated that they
etc. Throughout the program, it was the humanvere essentially left with nothing while the U.S.
dimension of seeking understanding of thecontinued with its previously black U.S.-only
partners’ differences that led to achievemenBAT submunition prograrf. A contributing
of the technical goaPs.Without leaders that factor to TGW’s demise was probably the
cared and were willing to work toward resol- relatively small U.S. industry involvement and
ving differences over long periods of time resulting political support for the program as
(more than eight years) TGW could very easilycompared to the alternative BAT program.
have failed to reach its technical objectives. ThaNould TGW have been killed if the U.S. had
ultimate demise of TGW was not because ofarger cost and work shares, and consequently,
the human dimension within the program, butU.S. industry had a significantly greater interest
rather U.S. funding choices made at a highem TGW?
level.



GUIDED MLRS (GMLRS)
ROCKET DEVELOPMENT

Background incorporation of the Global Positioning System
(GPS) to aid the guidance system. Both of these

The latest cooperative activity with MLRS is add-ons provided operational benefits to the U.S.

the GMLRS rocket development program,for a relatively small increase in production costs.

initiated in 1998 and still ongoing. GMLRS

provides double the range (60 kilometers plus)rhe GMLRS MOU Supplement was negotiated

and much greater accuracy as compared to thend staffed for national approval concurrent

MLRS basic rockets. with the harmonization of requirements and
program organization efforts during the period

This codevelopment effort includes all the basic1996 through 1998. The U.S. wanted the earli-

MLRS partners (U.S., U.K., Germany, France,est possible start of the development program.

and Italy). A U.S. technology demonstration After a six-month delay caused by national

proved that a guidance system using off-thestaffing problems, the MOU was signed by all

shelf technology could be incorporated into arparticipants in September 1998. In total, the

MLRS rocket to significantly increase its MOU negotiations and national staffing took

accuracy. The increased operational capabilitieever two years to complete.

that GMLRS provided were so great and the

technical risk relatively low that the U.S. rapid- Industrial Teaming

ly made plans to start a GMLRS development

program in 1998 and to initiate the programFrom an industrial work share standpoint, the

with or without the European partners. GMLRS development effort is significantly
different from the previous TGW development
Harmonization effort. TGW employed a joint venture company

as the prime contractor, with industry parti-
This program evolved into a cooperative develcipation from all the nations involved. In
opment program primarily from discussions GMLRS, the prime contractor, Lockheed Mar-
and information exchange on future systentin Vought System (LMVS), has responsibility
improvements during the semi-annual EMCfor selecting subcontractors on a best value
and JSC meetings as part of the ongoing basisasis. No requirements equating work share and
MLRS program. A key element leading to har-cost share have been established. However,
monization of the GMLRS requirements with reaching work share and cost share equity is a
the European partners was the operational useecondary program aim. Despite agreement on
participation in the EMC meetings. the best value subcontracting approach, when

European subcontractor candidates have not
To harmonize requirements with the Europearbeen selected in key component selections, the
partners, the U.S. agreed to add-on requireEuropeans have expressed concerns about the
ments—a new rocket motor (versus U.S.-onlybest value selection process and whether the
plans to use the proven, but less capabld).S. prime contractor was biased towards U.S.
Extended Range MLRS rocket motor) andsubcontractor$
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Management Structure The GMLRS production plans are not yet
finalized. However, the primary objective is to
The GMLRS management structure uses théave single source component and subassembly
existing MLRS EMC and JSC structure. production capability and simultaneous dual
GMLRS also has co-product managers (O-Sntegration capability for the same items in the
level); one is always U.S. and one rotatedJ.S. and in Europe. Dual subassembly pro-
among the European participants. The coduction capability may be considered for work
product managers coordinate and manage th&hare reasons. The MOU Supplement contains
day-to-day activities of the program. provisions for a commercially prepared Product
Definition Data Package (PDDP) by the prime
The GMLRS program has implemented a seriesontractor to facilitate the transfer of technical
of Integrated Product Teams (IPTs) to improveinformation to contractors not involved in the
management efficiency consistent with U.S.development program if a second source is used
acquisition reform initiatives. These IPTs in- during production.
clude dedicated functional experts from each
of the participants and enable program deciBusiness Management
sion-making down to the lowest level possible.
Additionally, the program uses a web site toThe cost sharing arrangement is 50 percent for
post key program information and has all memthe U.S. and 12.5 percent each for the four
bers connected through commercially availableEuropean participants. This cost sharing is
e-mail systems. These measures mitigate thequitable because the U.S. is expected to have
time zone differences and distance separatiomore than 50 percent of the production offtake.
aspects of running a transatlantic program. The cooperative development was estimated to
cost approximately double the planned U.S.-
Technology Transfer only effort. The increase in development costs
resulted from the required add-ons and the
The GMLRS European partners thus far haveadded costs of the cooperative development
been frustrated by the U.S. export control syseffort, as well as, perhaps, low initial estimates
tem. European industry has not been able téor the U.S.-only program.
participate in GMLRS development to the
degree expected because of the significan®ince the contracted development work is
amount of time it takes to process U.S. exporperformed through the U.S. prime contractor,
licenses. Often, by the time the export license&« MVS, the GMLRS Supplement specifies that
are approved, the bid cutoff date has passed. kil of the partners’ payments will be made in
order to meet program schedule requirementd).S. dollars. Unlike TGW, currency exchange
these cut-off dates cannot be extended. Henceates were not fixed in the MOU Supplement.
many European subcontractor candidates are
shut out of the subcontract competitions.Human Dimension
Efforts by the program to obtain an ITAR
exemption approval from the Department ofWithin the GMLRS program, long-standing
State to facilitate the transfer of necessarjhuman relationships have continued. There are
technical data have so far been unsucce%sful several new people involved but the trust and
willingness to work through differences that
have developed over many years of MLRS
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cooperation continues. The GMLRS program Notes

through strong and determined leadership, re-

solved the difficult problems that developedThe latest cooperative follow-on effort,

with the approval process for the MOU Supple-GMLRS development, is an extension of, and

ment. The human dimension holds the partnerbuilds on, the previous MLRS cooperative

together despite continued frustration with theexperiences. The ongoing MLRS JSC and

U.S. export control system. EMC meetings continue to serve as an effective
forum to address and foster future cooperative
MLRS activities like GMLRS.
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NATO SEASPARROW SURFACE
MISSILE SYSTEM (NSSMS)

Background arrangement. Originally, there were only four
participants: Denmark, Italy, Norway, and the
The case of the NSSMS is distinctive in severall.S. Currently, there are 13 active participants
ways. It is the oldest and largest cooperativeas Belgium, Canada, Germany, Greece, The
project in NATO that is active today. Of the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, and
four significant cooperative development Australia have joined in the intervening years.
projects contemplated by the U.S. in the lateThis runs counter to the conventional wisdom
1960s, NSSMS was the only one standing byhat in order for a cooperative program to be
1970. The program was conceived at a timeeffective, only two or three partners can be
when U.S. dominance of the alliance was morengaged.
obvious and less questioned than in the recent
past. Despite the economic and technologicalhe concept dates to 1966 when the U.S.
preeminence of the U.S., the European partne@pproached the CNAD with a proposal for a
have made valuable contributions from theshipboard self defense system to counter the
project’s inceptiort. anti-ship missile threat. The NATO Naval
Armaments Group (NNAG) established Project
The evolution of the NSSMS project has provedGroup 2 (PG2) to evaluate the feasibility of a
the flexibility and durability of its cooperative cooperative program in November of that year.

The NATO Seasparrow Surface Missile System (NSSMS)
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In May of 1967, NNAG approved the PG2 the 1980s saw NSSMS employed from three
recommendations to use the existing Sparrowlifferent launchers, the Mk 29 trainable laun-
Missile as the basis for development and taher, the Mk 48 vertical launcher, and the larger
utilize a guided missile fire control system andMk 41 Standard Missile launcher, all of which
a trainable launchérAlmost propitiously, on could be modified for NSSMS. At the same
21 October 1967, the Israeli destroyer Elat wasime, requirements for the now-defunct NATO
sunk near Port Said by two Egyptian KomarAnti-Air Warfare System (NAAWS) were
missile boats firing Styx missiles. These eventdormulated. Those requirements provided the
led to the signing of an MOU in June 1968 bybaseline for what was to become the ESSM.
the original four participants in the NSSMS
project. The close of the 1990s saw NSSMS challenged

by having to integrate into six different combat
The initial MOU was followed in 1977 by an systems and four different guidance methods.
MOU for cooperative support. The next agree-Coordination of requirements among so many
ment was an addendum for the cooperativgarticipants is no small matter, and trust within
engineering and manufacturing developmenthe NATO Seasparrow Project Office (NSPO)
of the Evolved Seasparrow Missile (ESSM)was credited with the reaching of a consensus.
signed in 1995. The last MOU concerned theThe NATO Seasparrow Project Steering Com-
cooperative production of ESSM (1997). NSSMSmittee (NSPSC) provides overall project gui-
project MOUs are clear and straightforward.dance. The U.S. member and chair of the
The substantive articles, including cost shareNSPSC was specifically credited with address-
work share, exchange of technical informationjng the concerns of each participant and thereby
third party sales, the accession of new membersreating the atmosphere for success.
and termination, occupy only 30 pages in a
large typeface. All four MOUs (including the Industrial Teaming
addendum) followed the same format and
streamlined approach. Changes to the elemenihe formal relationship between Raytheon and
that are shared (management, security, workhe European industrial partners was governed
share, etc.) between the four are few, endowingy a series of Technical Assistance Agreements
the project with a valuable consistency. (TAAS).*The TAAs specify what kind of work

was to be performed in the cooperative effort.
Harmonization

The U.S. Navy was empowered to hame a
As the original missile was based on the AIM-prime contractor and remains the contracting
7 Sparrow, harmonization of requirements didagent for ESSM production. Raytheon acted
not become an issue for NSSMS until an up-as the prime contractor and established an
grade was contemplated. By the mid-1980s, theffective working relationship with its indus-
U.S. Navy concluded that anti-ship missilestrial partners. This is particularly noteworthy
launched from Soviet submarines and those thatince Raytheon was responsible for the obser-
remained passive until a late stage demande¢hnce of national work share distribution in
that NSSMS be more responsive. Some of th&llSSMS contracting, an arrangement that has
NSSMS partners felt the same need becaudseen successful to date. The human element
of their operations in coastal areas where amas critical. Raytheon assigned managers to
air threat can materialize rapidly. In addition, the program who built trust with their partners
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over time, preempting the friction and mistrustTechnology Transfer
that often characterizes similar relationships.

The preeminent role of the U.S. does emerge
The issue of work share was addressed in th@ some NSSMS arrangements. That the U.S.
initial MOU on a cost share basis, a consistentlisclosure and arms transfer process is different
theme through subsequent documents. Latitud@éo be generous) was recognized in the ESSM
in planning was provided by a cushion of plusproduction MOU. Third party sales and trans-
or minus 20 percent of national contributions.fers of the ESSM, as well as components and
Should the NSPO not be able to work withininformation developed cooperatively or indi-
those boundaries, the NSPSC would intervengidually, are addressed in Section 13. “U.S.

to satisfy national work share concerns. Unique Items” is a term that has no equivalent
for the other participants. They are defined as
Management Structure “those items for which U.S. national disclosure

policy prohibits dissemination of design and
The management arrangement, cited as a keyanufacturing data to the (other) participants.”
to the success and durability of the NSSMSFor equipment and information related to U.S.
project, survived the past three decades basiemique items, the U.S. need only consult the
ally unchanged. Overall guidance for the pro-other participants prior to third party sale. It is
gram was vested in the NSPSC and consistesignificant because it includes equipment that
of one member from each participating nation.is cooperatively developed. An exception is
Those decision areas requiring unanimousnade for X-band guidance capability, which
consent were put forth in each MOU. Examplegequires the approval of those who contributed
include annual budgets for shared costs antb its development prior to sale.
major schedule changes. For all other decisions,
the initial document specified that votes beThough the technology transfer and third party
weighted according to cost share, whichsales provisions of the production MOU may
implied a lopsided influence for the U.S. seem too U.S.-specific and tedious, they serve
Subsequent MOUSs specified simple majoritiesan important purpose. These areas are poten-
tially the source of friction and disappointment
Subordinate to the NSPSC was the projecso the more clearly they are addressed at the
manager appointed by the U.S. This positioroutset, the better the chance of preempting
was typically filled by an active duty U.S. Navy misunderstandings. The NSSMS project has
captain® He was charged with direct manage-notably lacked these problems.
ment of the program and is assisted by a deputy
and one officer from each of the participatingApart from the aforementioned, guidelines gov-
nations (Belgium is represented by the Dutcherning third party sales and technology transfer
officer). National representation among theare logical and consistent. Generally, that which
officers was initially based on cost share, butis cooperatively developed requires the approval
this was changed at the same time as propoof the engaged participants prior to sale. Parti-
tional voting rights were introduced in the 1977cipants must be consistent in their positions in
support MOU. The project manager and teanthat if they would approve sale to a particular
work in the NSPO in Arlington, Virginia. government on their own behalf, they must
approve sale to that same government when
requested by another participant. Recoupment
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costs may be waived in part or in whole whenpersonnel. Trust was cited as the key element
a sale is negotiated, as desired by each partin overcoming many of the difficulties inherent
cipant. From the point of view of the non-U.S. in an international cooperative projéat/hen
partners, recoupment should always be requirethe addendum to the support MOU for engi-
in full to prevent freeloading. The U.S. Foreignneering and manufacturing development of
Military Sales (FMS) system involves a sur- ESSM was negotiated, teams of legal experts
charge that could be considered an indirecand bureaucrats from the participating nations

method of recovering sunk costs. argued for tighter control by national partners.
There was a fear within NSPO that a new MOU
Business Management would derail the project. Fortunately, the na-

tional representatives made the point that flexi-
Financial administration has remained con-bility was critical to the project’s success, and
sistent throughout the life of the project. Thetheir judgement carried the day. This shared
12 non-U.S. participants deposit their annuaperspective within NSPO was a product of the
financial commitments into a Bank of America trust developed by the project leadership and
trust account in U.S. dollars. Withdrawal of by daily interaction, often outside work, among
funds from the trust account is managed by théhe national representatives who normally serve
NSPO as required to execute steering comfor three year$®
mittee-approved activities within approved
budgets. The NSPO is subject to an annual altAn insight is gained by the thoughts of the
dit of trust account transactions by the U.S.current Deputy Project Manager, Captain Kees

government. DeVries, Royal Dutch Navy. Captain DeVries
cultivates a position of strict neutrality in na-
Human Dimension tional issues, referring to himself as “perfectly

purple.” The interests of The Netherlands are
This factor, though important in any collective represented by a separate Dutch officer. Captain
undertaking, may be a critical advantage forDeVries believes that it is critical to maneuver
the NSSMS project. toward win-win situations and that the project’s

requirement for unanimous voting is important.
The NSSMS management arrangement, comHe considers that the project has enjoyed suc-
bined with the large number of participants,cess because national representatives have built
creates pressure to reach a consensus on mattatsst through reliability. The NSPO leadership
beneath the purview of the NSPSC. The colleearefully builds a consensus prior to meetings
gial environment of the project office, primarily of the Steering Committee. National represent-
composed of O-4/0-5 level officers, fostersatives then offer a unified view to their re-
cooperation and no small amount of give andspective steering committee members, pre-
take. This is aided by an arms-length relationempting disagreements. According to Captain
ship with the NSPSC, which meets semi-DeVries, the greatest threats to this harmony
annually and is concerned primarily with largerare careerism and a short-term perspective.
guestions of national interest, sometimes pre-
empted through cooperation at the NSPO.  Another view is offered from within DoD.

NSPO has succeeded where other cooperative
The value of these interpersonal relationshipgrograms have failed because the project was
was a recurrent theme in interviews with NSPCblessed with a succession of project managers
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(U.S. Navy captains) who were content tosavings in any cooperative program is elusive.
maintain a low profile and eschewed careerisnndeniably, unity within the alliance has been
for the common goo#. Both of these views well served and an effective weapons system
acknowledge the success of the project and th&ith a uniformly high state of readiness has
importance of the interpersonal or humanbeen produced. The NSSMS project has been
element in that success. praised on both sides of the Atlantic. NATO
Secretary General Javier Solana noted the
If there is a problem peculiar to Americans insuccess enjoyed by the Seasparrow Consortium
the maintenance of an atmosphere of coopen the occasion of the BGanniversary of
eration, it is the mindset of “we are the biggest."NATO, and Vice President Al Gore presented
The literal truth in that phrase is the reason whythe project the Hammer Award for “doing it
it is difficult to curb the underlying sentiment. faster, smarter, cheaper.” The Vice President
As a larger organization, the U.S. Navy faces aecognized the missile’s re-architecture pro-
bigger challenge in educatiéh. gram where off-the-shelf components were
employed®
Notes

Few would dispute the success of the Sea-
sparrow Consortium, though proof of cost
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ROLLING AIRFRAME MISSILE
(RAM)

Background economic developments in Europe favor coop-
eration on a more equitable basis, thereby
The case of the RAM is an interesting contrastirawing attention to RAM as a model.
to NSSMS. Both systems are missiles designed
to defeat anti-ship cruise missiles, thoughThe RAM program was initiated in the early
NSSMS does so at a greater distance. RAM i4970s when a mission need statement (MNS)
a bilateral program while NSSMS is multi- was approved and designation as an acquisition
lateral in the xtreme. The most significant aspect category (ACAT) Il was conferred. At the be-
of the RAMprogram, however, may be that it ginning of the advanced development phase in
is much closer to an equal sharing (in absolutd976, the cost share arrangement was agreed
terms) of development costs and work tharto with Denmark (initially party to the program)
NSSMS or most other programs. Political andpaying two percent and Germany and the U.S.

i
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A MK 31 Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM)
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each 49 percent. Denmark ended its financiamissiles were assembled in Germany, as was
contribution in May 1985 as the Danes felt thatthe case for the first production missiles
their ships were too small even for the RAM destined for the German Naty.

launchers envisioned at that time. Thereafter,

Denmark’s participation was reduced toThe 21-cell launcher for the RAM was initially

observer status. produced by a joint venture company named
TRANSLANT, composed of the same parti-
Harmonization cipants that produced the missile. The reason

for this change of relationship was an analysis
Harmonization of requirements, while not athat showed a 25 percent cost saving when a
major issue at the program’s inception, becamgint venture is formed, versus a prime con-
a concern for the upgraded RAM Block | (the tractor/subcontractor arrangement, primarily
most recent, improved version of RAM). The due to pass-through costs, the administrative
German Navy needed RAM to be capable ohandling of money.
defeating all air threats to the missile patrol
boats that employed the system. Therefore, @he RAM program had to conform to the
capability against slow aircraft and helicoptersrealities of the defense contraction in the wake
was sought. The U.S. Navy needed a weapoaof the fall of the Berlin Wall. Perhaps with some
to defeat small boats, such as those operatérbny, the greatest effect in this program was
by the Iranian Revolutionary Guards in the Ara-felt by the U.S., whose missile requirement was
bian Gulf. By chance, the primary enhancementeduced from roughly 7,000 to 2,000, compared
offered by the Block | was an image scanningto a reduction by Germany from 1,700 to 1,150.
capability in the seeker that allows the missileThe initial production MOU, signed in the hal-
to defeat targets based solely on their infraredyon year of 1987, envisioned two separate pro-
signatures. This same capability, combinedduction lines, one German, one U.S., with open
with software changes, will satisfy the require-competition for combined German/U.S. orders.
ments of both the U.S. and German navies. With the new reality of reduced production

runs, a single integrated production line was
Industrial Teaming agreed upon with each contractor building

specific subassemblies. With Germany receiv-
The principal U.S. contractor and the primeing the first production missiles, RAMSYS was
contractor for the missile was Raytheon (Geninitially responsible for final assembly. The
eral Dynamics at the program’s inception). Onsingle production line was a significant change
the German side, a consortium of four firmsmade possible by the mutual realization by
under the umbrella name of RAMSYS wasRaytheon and RAMSYS that a solution needed
created, consisting of Daimler-Benz Aerospaceo be negotiated between them. This came about
AG (DASA), Lenkflugkorpersysteme GMBH, through what was termed a “Cooperative Pro-
Diehl GmbH, and Bodenseewerk Geratetechduction Agreement” (CPA) signed by RAMSYS
nik.> RAMSYS was essentially an office where and General Dynamics in June of 1992. The
those responsible for RAM within each of thoseSteering Committee acknowledged the CPA
participants coordinated the German industria{which is not the same as approval) thus cir-
contribution to the program. RAMSYS assum-cumventing the lengthy process required to
ed duties as the prime contractor when thenodify the production MOU.
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The CPA provided a specific answer to the50 arrangement agreed to in the CPAhere
dilemma that emerged from the move to ais no resolution at this time.
single production line—the issue of industrial
work share. Perhaps surprisingly, work shardVlanagement Structure
was not directly addressed in previous agree-
ments. The cooperative production MOU The management of the RAM program shares
signed in 1987 simply states in its Principlessome features with that of NSSMS. A U.S.
for Cooperation section that both German andNavy Captain is the PM and the deputy is a
U.S. industry would have a fair chance toGerman civil servant. Unlike NSSMS, and re-
compete on a dual-source basis. The CPA spediecting the relative parity between the partici-
fied a 50/50 arrangement which was succesants, the latter has authority nearly equal to
fully implemented. The significant lesson from the former. The PM must consult with his Ger-
the CPA is that a departure from the bureaucraman deputy on issues that affect both partici-
tic structure can be necessary to move aheagants and the latter has veto power over some
something that was indeed done successfullprogram issue¥.The RAM Steering Commit-
in the case of RAM. In fact, the CPA has beertee is composed of one flag-level officer or
the governing arrangement for production ofcivilian equivalent from each country. The
RAM from its drafting to the present. German representative is a senior civil servant
and the U.S. representative is the Program
Germany has remained a steadfast and valuablexecutive Officer for Expeditionary Warfare
partner through the quarter century of the pro{PEO EXW), appointed by a Navy Interna-
gram’s history. At one point in the early 1990s,tional Programs Office (IPO) memorandtfn.
the U.S. portion went unfunded for 18 months, That memorandum sets forth the limits of the
and the program subsisted solely from the Gert).S. representative’s authority, specifically
man contribution until U.S. funding was restor- proscribing the disclosure of RAM information
ed. Those missiles went directly to satisfy Gerto Germany not previously agreed to, commit-
man requirements. The CPA and the previousments to third parties, and changing work share
ly mentioned relationship between the industralarrangements. Anything beyond the authority
partners laid the foundation for the successfugranted in the memorandum must be referred
passage through this difficult periéd. to IPO for adjudication and coordination
with the appropriate agencié%As in the
RAM has recently come into favor in the U.S.NSSMS program, RAM is administered from
Navy and orders have increased dramaticallya Washington-based program office (RAMPO).
At the same time, the German defense budget
has come under pressure, reducing the Germarechnology Transfer
share of the development costs for the Block 1
missile to about 35 percehThese develop- Though eminently successful, the German-U.S.
ments changed the context of the work shargartnership that produced RAM was, and con-
arrangement arrived at in 1992, at least in théinues to be, plagued by some familiar prob-
U.S. view. The American side is pushing tolems. Third party sales are a serious issue. Ger-
revisit the issue in light of the disproportionatemany desires that they be conducted on a direct
share of missiles going to the U.S. Navy.commercial basis while the U.S. Navy position
Germany, naturally, wants to continue the 504s that as ordnance, RAM missiles must be sold
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through FMS. For the time being, a compro-The method by which payments are made
mise is in effect allowing customer choice of within the RAM program differs from the
direct commercial sales or FMS to the originaINSSMS model, perhaps due to the relatively
13-nation NATO and treaty allies. Related isbalanced bilateral relationship. German funds
the issue of recoupment of non-recurring anchever pass through a U.S. accounting system,
development costs, which Germany would likesuch as the Treasufinstead, they are held in
to include in the sale price. The U.S. seeks t@n interest-bearing account in a bank chartered
derive its benefit from the FMS surchargein both the U.S. and GermahyObligations
(currently 2.5 percent) and economies of scalare satisfied directly from this account, avoid-
inherent in larger production rutsPrecisely ing the delays (and frustrations) attendant on
because the program has been such a balancad arrangement whereby the funds pass through
partnership, these disagreements have soman official U.S. Government account.
times been sharp. Germany does not feel like a
supplicant and resents any treatment as suchAs is the case with any international program,
the RAMPO is buffeted by currency fluctua-
The rules governing data transfer are clearlyions, since obligations are incurred to the Ger-
stated in the 1987 production MOU. One par-man and U.S. industrial partners in deutch-
ticipant cannot transfer or disclose to a thirdmarks and dollars respectively. Due to currency
party, equipment, data, or software that wadluctuations in FYs 1994 and 95, the currency
provided by the other participant or that wasrisk was passed to the industrial partners in the
jointly developed without the written consent contracts let in FY 98 Unlike NSSMS, the
of the other participant. National security con-introduction of the euro will not have the effect
cerns are the only basis for refusal. Within theof simplifying financial management, since
program all information and equipment is only two currencies are involved, though cur-
shared and can be used by either participatingency risk management within the program may

government for defense purposes. change again. The first year of the euro’s exis-
tence showed clearly that currency stability is
Business Management by no means guaranteed.

Differences in business practices are signiHuman Dimension

ficant. German firms work on a strictly firm

fixed-price basis for R&D work, whereas the The human element in the creation of the CPA

U.S. side allows for some cost-plus contrdtts. was critical. The RAMSYS leadership and the

These practices have been successfully accorRAM director at General Dynamics developed

modated to date through fixed price contracta solid working relationship in the years

where necessary. U.S. contracting proceduregrevious to the CPA, which paid dividends in

are employed as Naval Sea Systems Commarttie reaching of an agreeméht.

(NAVSEA) is the contracting agent for the

program and Raytheon, as previously noted, i€ultural differences are present within the

the prime contractor. Obligations between theprogram but do not seem to impede coopera-

prime contractor and sub-contractors ardion. Germans are reluctant to coordinate

delineated in the CPA. through e-mail, a method of communication
that has become second nature to Americans.

4-21



Europeans are also accustomed to a differemnissile offers the best hope in either fleet today
work schedule with regard to vacations, holi-of an effective defense against certain cruise
days, and the workweékThough English is missiles. The principal source of pride for the
the official language of the program, the Ger-German participants, however, is the equal
man participants enjoy an advantage in thestature that they enjoy, not only through

sense that they are typically fluent in English,balanced burden sharing, but also through
and their sidebar conversations in Germarsignificant technical contributions. The

during negotiations cannot be understood byraftsmanship of the molded fiberglass end-

their American opposites. piece of the launcher made by Diehl was lauded
by the U.S. side as a critical component that
Notes would have been extremely difficult, if not

impossible, to produce anywhere else in the
Germans involved in the RAM program takeworld. The image-scanning seeker and the
pride in it because it is a true partnership thaassociated complex image processing that
produced an excellent prodi#et he last point  endows the Blk 1 RAM with capability against
should not be overlooked. Field tests of thenon-radio frequency radiating threats was
RAM system have been impressive and thaleveloped by Germars.
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MULTIFUNCTIONAL INFORMATION
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM LOW VOLUME
TERMINAL (MIDS-LVT)

Background MIDS-LVT is being developed for employ-
ment in a wide variety of U.S. and Allied tacti-
MIDS-LVT is a multinational cooperative cal aircraft, maritime, and ground applications
development program with participation by using the “Link-16" networked communica-
France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the U.S. Thé&ons system. Platforms planned for MIDS-LVT
MIDS-LVT program was initiated to satisfy a installation include the F/A-18, F-16, EA-6B,
requirement for small-volume, lightweight Airborne Laser, Rafale, Eurofighter Typhoon,
tactical information system terminals and aircraft carriers and cruisets.
associated equipment.

The Multifunctional Information Distribution System Low Volume Terminal (MIDS-LVT)
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Link-16 enables secure, jam-resistant, digitaunique operational purposes. Further, the U.S.
communication of data and voice for commanddecided to integrate Tactical Air Navigation
and control, relative positioning, identification, (TACAN) within MIDS (to eliminate the need
and navigation. Link-16 is a significant force for a separate TACAN black box). Additionally,
multiplier. The system enables onboard and offthe Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) im-
board sensor data to be exchanged with all neposed maximum transmission power limita-
work participants and greatly enhances coopettions, complicating the design of an effective
ative tactics. The system also helps minimizesysten.
duplicate mission assignments or missed
targets The MIDS-LVT was originally conceived as a
pre-planned product improvement (P3l) to the
A key MIDS-LVT program requirement is older JTIDS Class 2 terminal. MIDS-LVT was
interoperability with earlier Link-16, Joint proposed to NATO as a cooperative develop-
Tactical Information Distribution System ment program in 1986. Senior DoD officials
(JTIDS) Class 1 and 2 equipment. Additionally,outlined a number of objectives they believed
MIDS-LVT is intended to overcome a key could be best accomplished through a MIDS
JTIDS shortfall—compatibility in size and cooperative development program. First, the
weight with highly space-constrained tacticalU.S. hoped for expanded NATO implementa-
aircraft at total ownership cost more affordabletion of Link-16, paving the way for more effec-
than JTIDS tive command and control (C2) interoperability
crucial to successful coalition warfare. Second,
The MIDS-LVT program has evolved from program cost sharing would reduce overall cost
earlier Link-16 and JTIDS efforts. The Link- for development of a hew compact Link-16
16 communication standard originated fromterminal for U.S. tactical aircraft with limited
fusion of two NATO STANAGS involving equipment space. A third objective was bol-
sophisticated frequency hopping waveform andstering U.S./European political and economic
digital message formats. Earlier generatiorties, demonstrating U.S. willingness to coop-
JTIDS terminals have been fielded on U.S. andratively develop and manufacture a major
Allied systems, including E-3 Airborne Warn- Allied defense systef.
ing and Control System (AWACS), Patriot mis-
sile system, F-14 fighter aircraft, carriers, cruis-Interested European allies expressed similar
ers, submarines, and the NATO Air Defensecooperative development objectives. They also

Ground Environment (NADGE). desired to share costs to achieve a state-of-the-
art, affordable C2 system to improve inter-
Harmonization operability with U.S. forces. The Europeans

sought technology transfer, including the
Harmonization of requirements quickly sharing of the technology, design, and manu-
emerged as a recurring issue in this progranfacturing experience that the U.S. gained
For example, numerous different platformsthrough development of JTIDS and other
demanded markedly different interface requiresimilar systems. An additional European goal
ments, such as power, volume, cooling, andvas an equitable distribution of quantity and
electromagnetic interference. The Frenchguality of work sharing. The European allies
wanted to operate MIDS-LVT at multiple and sought development and manufacturing
very low power levels to accommodate theiractivities divided based upon the participating
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nation’s cost share and proportional technicalise of industrial parts, and commercial prac-
challenge. tices. The MIDS program also transitioned to
joint status with the addition of a U.S. Army
In the Spring of 1986 the U.S. Under SecretanyMIDS variant and the USD(AT&L) direction
of Defense for Research and Engineering proto develop a reduced function MIDS for the
posed a NATO cooperative development ofUnited States Air Force (USAF) F-15 fighter
JTIDS low volume Class 2 terminal. Under thisaircraft!* The program is now in limited rate
proposed arrangement, participating nationgroduction with anticipated eventual procure-
and their industries would cooperatively de-ment of over 5,000 U.S. and allied terminfls.
fine their terminal requirements and inter-
faces. In1987, the U.S. and seven other nadndustrial Teaming
tions—France, Germany, lItaly, Spain, plus
Canada, Norway, and the U.K. (which laterThe EMD program developed unique industrial
dropped out)—initiated the MIDS-LVT project arrangements with the percentage of work share
definition phasé. defined by each partner. Supposedly to avoid
the tax and legal implications inherentin a U.S.
The project definition phase spurred effort topartnership and limit capital assets to one
achieve greatly increased U.S./NATO inter-million U.S. dollars, the partners agreed to form
operability. This phase lasted seven years, withtMIDSCO,” a unique single-program, joint
delays driven by efforts to harmonize require-venture corporation chartered in the U.S. to
ments, adjustments from loss of three of thenanage industry effortS. MIDSCO's five
partners, and difficulties with U.S. and Euro-member companies were ENOSA, GEC-
pean program approval and fundiBuring  Marconi Hazeltine, MID SpA (formerly Italtel),
this period the program MOU and the SteeringSiemens, and Thomson-CS8F.
Committee structure were established. Focus
items during this phase included the difficult One of the key problem areas was accom-
task of refining harmonized requirements, riskmodating the unique MIDSCO international
reduction/prototyping, development of finan- consortium structure to the Federal Acquisition
cial management procedures for EngineerindRegulation (FAR) requirement for a con-
and Manufacturing Development (EMD), tractor’s level of responsibility. During project
development of a Request for Proposal (RFP)definition studies in 1987/88, the national com-
proposal evaluation and negotiation of thepanies developed principles upon which they
EMD contract, and preparation for the U.S.would organizé® The principles included
Defense Acquisition Board (DABY. establishment of a separate entity to avoid
national prime contractors having to sub-
In 1994 the U.S., France, Germany, ltaly, andcontract to each other, maximization of work
Spain entered into the cooperative funding anghare, and limitation of liability. MIDSCO start-
management of the EMD phase of MIDS. Theup costs would be provided through member
program was an early acquisition streamliningcompany loans, and staff would be composed
candidate. During the first six months of itsof non-dedicated members contractually
existence, the EMD program was significantlyassigned from member firms.
restructured to be consistent with emerging
acquisition reform initiatives such as cost andWhen the Navy assumed program leadership
schedule reduction, open/modular architecturein 1990, Space and Naval Warfare Systems
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Command (SPAWAR) contracting personnelcontract management and oversight. Members
guestioned this approach. After much wrang-of the Steering Committee have an equal vote
ling, the parties agreed to use an irrevocabland all decisions must be unanimous. The PM
letter of credit issued by a U.S. commercialalso receives considerable functional support
bank (essentially a type of performance guarfrom a number of agencies such as the PEO-
antee from the governments). This compromis&CS, SPAWAR, Defense Contract Manage-
arrangement is inferior to the more traditionalment Command, MITRE Corporation, Draper
joint and several liability for contract per- Laboratory and other government engineering,
formance used on other international indus4ogistics, and test centets.
trial partnerships such as the MLRS-TGW
programt’ As a major ACAT ID U.S. acquisition program,
the MIDS PM also reports to the USD(AT&L)
Cost allowability issues also arose. None of thehrough the PEO-SCS and the Assistant
costs MIDSCO incurred prior to contract awardSecretary of the Navy (Research, Development,
were allowable and as an alternative, the govand Acquisition). Oversight of the U.S. joint
ernment developed special earned value incerprogram is provided by U.S. Army, U.S. Navy,
tives that MIDSCO could earn early in the U.S. Air Force, and Joint Chiefs of Staff
contract® through a Program Executive Council chaired
by PEO-SCS!
Management Structure
The MIDS program team makes extensive use
Between 1987 and 1989 MIDS-LVT technical of multi-disciplinary IPTs. These IPTs manage
implementation and concepts were managed bthe technical, cost, and schedule aspects based
an eight-nation industrial team. Later, from on the principles of earned value management.
1990 through 1993, the nations separately
funded their industries to perform risk reductionWith a large, diverse IPO, the PM, early in
activities in support of the design goals outlinedEMD, pressed to push decision-making author-
in the project definition phase. A separate IPGity to the lowest level consistent with effective
was established in Washington D.C. (latermanagement. These procedures were captured
relocated to San Diego, California) in Septem-in a Program Management Plan and approved
ber 1993 to oversee the EMD phase. The IP@y the Steering Committée.
is staffed by members of the five participating
nations and performs routine program manageMIDSCO, the U.S. chartered, international
ment functions. The U.S. has provided aboujoint venture company and prime contractor,
half the IPO manpower in EMD, consistenthas employed a similar multinational manage-
with the international agreemelfit. ment structure to manage activities of the
various national industries. The U.S. President
The PM, a U.S. Navy Captain, reports to anof MIDSCO sits on the Board of Directors
international steering committee chartered by(BoD), which is made up of vice presidents
the MIDS international agreement. The U.S.from the five member companies from each
representative and chair is the Program Exenation. The MIDSCO PM, also charged with
cutive Officer, Space, Communications andchief operating officer duties, works day-to-day
Sensors (PEO-SCS), and is chartered with aihdustrial responsibilities on the program and
host nation responsibilities, including programreports to the Bo3?
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Technology Transfer Business Management

Prior to EMD, industry efforts focused on har- To manage the unique and complex financial
monization of requirements for software andmanagement requirements, the program uses a
hardware interface, study of specific tech-financial management board composed of
nology areas, and risk reduction efforts to supsenior national representatives (SNRs) from
port release of the solicitation. In EMD, anthe IPO. The IPO works with the PEO and
“Integration Process” followed conventional SPAWAR to manage a network of various
engineering processes where components weieternational financial and banking transactions
furnished from each contractor. Examples ofand assure even payment of program expen-
industrial participation include the integration ditures. This network allows accurate and
of radio frequency modules by Thomson-CSFsecure reporting of the European nations’
in Paris and integration of digital units by GEC-deposits and electronic disbursements and
Marconi Hazeltine in New Jersey. GEC (USA) enables participants to deposit funds in their
will build and test the power amplifier devel- own currencies. Currency exchanges are not
oped by Siemens (Germany). MIDSCO androutinely used, except where required to pay
GEC will train MID SpA (ltaly) to integrate program bills. The board generally targets
and test MIDS terminals. A two-way flow of payments to each participant’s national cur-
limited technology transfer occurred with somerency. U.S. bills are paid in U.S. dollars from
technology advancement seen in both the U.She U.S. Treasury. These financial arrangements
and Europé? have served the MIDS program exceptionally
well.?
The push to abandon military standards in favor
of commercial parts and practices has probablifhe program also effectively employed other
benefited alP° The MOU and contract provide innovative business management practices. The
for a TDP to be delivered to all participating program has accommodated a host of require-
nations. This TDP allows nations to eitherment changes and successfully implemented
procure and/or manufacture MIDS-LVT acquisition reform initiatives such as open
terminals, but offers no unique advantages t@rchitecture, use of industrial parts, CAIV,
the European?. IPTs, and the Single Process Initiative. The pro-
gram team developed and employed innovative
Future technology transfer efforts will focus logistic support concepts. For example, a con-
on software changes driven by threat andractor logistic support approach was developed
mission requirements, and associated softwar@here the contractor payment was based not
maintenance. Software development andn system repairs but system availability on
associated testing proved to be a challenginghe F-15. This approach was designed to pro-
area on this prografiAside from European vide a strong incentive to design and build in
unease over tight U.S. control of a governmentreliability and availability?°
furnished encryption device, handling and
protection of technologies has generally nofThe IPO employed innovative contracting
emerged as a program isséie. techniques using oral presentations as well, and
thereby improved past performance evaluation
practices. Notably, despite significant program
change and reform, the highly focused program
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team was still able to compress the originalsamples were accepted at an elaborate Pentagon
EMD schedule presented at the Milestone llrollout ceremony in March 1998 attended by
DAB by six months? high level dignitaries from each natién.

Human Dimension Notes

The program benefited from a continuousSeveral lessons have been learned from the
stream of highly skilled and dedicated programMIDS program to date. First, a core of common
personnel. For the MIDS program, issue resoebjectives and perception of exceptional gain
lution and harmonization have been effectivelyare vital ingredients to overcome the heavy
accomplished with smaller, focused, working-resistance of multinational, multi-service, and
level organizations. Small international work- multi-agency coordination and management.
ing groups were also used to resolve differenceSignificant time and effort are required to work
over the Interface Control Document. An Inter-joint and international programs and time
national Test and Interoperability working should be allotted for the increased complexi-
group was recently created to oversee completies. Additionally, as in the case of MIDS-LVT,
multinational testing issu€s. partners may not be aware of or convinced of

the rationale for acquisition reform initiatives,
Over its life the program has also enjoyed aand extra time and effort will most likely be
high level of interest, support, and commitmentrequired to win over all partners. Proposed in-
from the participants at all levels. This is duedustrial organizations may not meet contracting
to the program’s significant potential value andand legal requirements and should be reviewed
the perception that common objectives areearly in the acquisition and contracting strategy
being generally satisfied. The difficulty of the development. Dedicated, high quality staff and
MIDS undertaking and its relative high successeffective, tailored management and business
have been warmly regarded. U.S. Secretary gbractices are crucial, with decision-making
Defense William S. Cohen recognized the propushed to lowest practical level. Finally, a com-
gram as a 1997 David Packard Excellence ipelling need and commitment at all levels must
Acquisition Award. The program was also abe present to sustain the program through
recipient of a 1997 U.S. Department of Defensenternational negotiations, program initiation,
Value Engineering Award. First production and execution.
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F-16 MID-LIFE UPDATE (MLU)
PROGRAM

Background a more capable F-16 replacement aircraft was
available (2010 timeframe). Thus, in 1989, the
When the F-16 multi-role fighter was first EPG and U.S. decided to initiate development
deployed among the original F-16 partners (thef the MLU avionics upgraderThis successful
European Participating Governments (EPG) otransatlantic cooperative effort is noteworthy
Belgium, Denmark, The Netherlands and Nor-as a result of the combination of a versatile
way, and the U.S.) in 1979, a replacement airMOU and flexible, committed partners.
craft was envisioned around 2000. The partners
considered various replacement alternatives ifhe F-16 MLU program is an avionics and
the mid 1980s. The EPG evaluated near-terncockpit upgrade that brings the earlier model
alternative fighter aircraft such as the French=-16A (single seat) and F-16B (two seat)
Rafale and new F-16 variants. The high replacefighter aircraft up to the current F-16C (single
ment cost of these aircraft compared to theseat) and F-16D (two seat) “Block 50” standard
marginal effectiveness improvement led toand greatly improves interoperability with
serious consideration of an upgrade option untihewer generation F-18s.

A MLU-equipped F-16/B Multi-Role Fighter
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Program objectives are outlined in the multi-under FSD included design, development,
national MLU agreement appended to the oriimanufacture of prototypes, and test and evalu-
ginal 1975 F-16 Multi-national Fighter Pro- ation to establish the detailed final design of
gram (MNFP) MOU: “The objective of the the MLU kit. The phase also included “post
F-16 MLU Program (also referred to within design service” and integrated logistic support
this document as the “Program”) is to increaselanning® An FSD contract was awarded in
the defense capability and to maintain theJune 1991 to General Dynamics, now Lockheed
capabilities of the Parties’ air forces well into Martin Aeronautical Company (LMAC), Fort
the 21st century. The Program will be a multi-Worth, Texas, the F-16 prime contractor. Devel-
phased activity to design, develop and procur@pment of the MLU kit continued until 1997.
the F-16 MLU kit. Throughout the Program,

the Parties will seek an optimum mix of defen-During initial production planning, the U.S.
sive effectiveness, technical, cost, schedule, angquirement was 130 full MLU Kits for its fleet

commonality in avionics factors.” of F-16A/Bs. This number was reduced because
of the end of the Cold War and the “Bottom-
Harmonization Up Review” (BUR) force structure report,

where the USAF decided to retire its F-16A/B
Early MLU development was initiated in fleet early. The U.S. maintained its full role in
March 1989 with approval of Steering the MLU development phase and redefined its
Committee Arrangement (SCA) #44 to theproduction participation as 223 newer F-16C/
Basic F-16 MOU entitled “Agreement for D Block 50 aircraft which the MLU-common
Predevelopment Phase of F-16 Derivativecomponents, including the new Modular
Program.” This “Predevelopment Phase” wasVlission Computer, were based on. The events
a two-year study to explore the “feasibility of and difficulties leading up to this redefinition
upgrades to the F-16 aircraft (production andare significant and underscore the value of
retrofit) which will consider avionics, pro- creativity and commitmerit.
pulsion and aerodynamic improvemerit$his
phase covered preliminary design effort, evaluOne must remember that the Cold War ended
ation of industrial teaming arrangements for than 1990 and all U.S. Services were reeling from
various countries, evaluation of potential salespew force structure decisions and the realities
and release and exchange of technical data. Tl a new domestic budget strategy created by
total cost of this phase was limited to $12.5this change. In 1992, based on the first BUR
million (U.S.), with costs split proportionally Report, a recommendation was made to move
based on the anticipated number of modifiedall F-16A/Bs to the Air National Guard (ANG)
F-16A/Bs (less forecast loss of aircraft). Basedand populate the Active Duty and Air Reserve
on this formula the U.S. share amounted to ove€omponents (ARC) with as many F-16 C/D
60 percent. Cost sharing for subsequent proaircraft as possible. Not knowing what the final
gram phases was determined on a similar praaumbers and costs were going to be, and
rata basis. considering the new policy restricting aircraft

modification within five years of retirement,
Full Scale Development (FSD) began in Maythe USAF was forced to reassess its parti-
1991 with SCA #45 to the MOU entitled cipation. The U.S. announced to the EPG in
“Multi-national Agreement for the F-16 MNFP June 1992 plans to participate in the MLU
Mid-Life Update Program.” Activities covered development phase but not production.
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This decision was politically unpalatable to Additionally, the kit enhanced the F-16A/B’s
each of the European partners who wished tavionics suite. New MLU components included
remain common with the U.S. F-16 fleet. In a next-generation Modular Mission Computer,
September 1992, U.S. MLU representativeghe APG-66(V)2 multi-mode radar upgrade, an
briefed then Secretary of Defense, Richardadvanced Identification-Friend-or-Foe inter-
Cheney, on the USAF’s plan to divest from therogator/transponder, a GPS, a ring laser gyro
MLU production program. Secretary Cheneyinertial navigation system, a digital terrain sys-
requested the team search for alternativéem, and a data link. The MLU kit also added
solutions. Four weeks later the System Programew weapon capabilities, including provisions
Director (SPD)-led team briefed the Secretaryfor the Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air
again, presenting the solution that coupled théissile, laser-guided bombs, and high off-
MLU Kits to the 223 Block 50D avionics up- boresight short-range air-to-air missiles. There
grades. This briefing was followed with brief- were provisions that allowed for a later addition
ings to congressional staffers, EPG Chiefs obf a helmet-mounted cueing system and a
Staff, two NATO Ministers of Defense, and the reconnaissance pod systéhKit features
U.S. Ambassador to NATO. Each of thesecreated a substantially more effective and
briefings was met with acceptance that enableihteroperable F-16 fleet. MLU standardization
the partnership to continde. and common training was clearly valuable. For
example, a Belgian F-16 pilot could quickly
The MLU retrofit kit included advanced cock- and easily operate a Dutch F-16 if neces¥ary.
pit features such as up-front controls, color
multifunction displays, a wide-angle head-upSCA #45 also defined the production phase of
display with forward-looking infrared video program, including a 1993 amendment to
capability, night vision goggle compatibility, accommodate the U.S.-requested production
and a countermeasures management systemedefinition. A production contract was award-
ed to LMAC in August 1993. Approximately
363 MLU kits have been firm-ordered to date
(110 for Belgium, 136 for The Netherlands, 61
for Denmark, and 56 for Norwayj Recently,
Portugal initiated discussions to become the
sixth full MNFP partner in accordance with
E' flexible provisions in the original MOU allow-
ing expanded NATO member participation.
7 4 N Portugal recently signed a Letter of Offer and
W Rl Acceptance for 20 MLU kits along with 25 used
' USAF F-16A/B aircraft. Additionally, several
other F-16A/B users are also considering the
MLU modification®As a side note, Taiwan is
buying 150 F-16A/B Block 20 aircraft (a new
F-16 with an MLU-based production kit
installed at the factory¥. MLU kit deliveries
began in October 1996 and based on current
orders are expected to continue through at least
The F-16 MLU Cockpit 2003
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Initial operational capability was declared with installation at aircraft modification depots in
the modified aircraft in 1998. The first MLU each country®

F-16s began flying peacekeeping missions over

Bosnia in January 1999, and the MLU kit Management Structure

capabilities enabled the EPG F-16s to achieve

vastly greater interoperability with newer The MLU patrticipants are also parties to the
USAF F-16s'® The kit production program original Secretary of Defense-level 1975 F-16
continues essentially on track, meeting target&¥INFP MOU under which the MLU program
for product performance, cost, schedule, ands governed. The MNFP Steering Committee,
guality. 296 MLU kits have been delivered anda multi-national body created to assist the U.S.
aircraft are being modified on schedule withF-16 SPD in managing the EPG/U.S. F-16

approximately 140 completed to date. programs, also oversees the MLU program. The
Steering Committee chair is the U.S. Principal
Industrial Teaming Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for

Acquisition, a Lieutenant General. Major
The MLU program has involved extensive General-level national prime members and
coproduction among aerospace and electroniodesignated alternates represent each of the five
industries in the four EPG countries and thecountries. The Steering Committee chair, while
U.S. LMAC, as the MLU prime contractor, a U.S. officer, in practice must act as an inter-
coordinates activities of the participating national neutral, letting national prime mem-
European industries. The MLU agreementbers work out differences, and arbitrating issues
stipulated that “Industries of the Parties shallin a fair and impartial mattét.
have the opportunity to compete for devel-
opment and production work under this pro-To maintain continuity and provide adminis-
gram.”® The agreement also provided that anytrative support, the Steering Committee main-
commitment for European industrial partici- tains a Permanent Secretariat office in Brussels,
pation associated with MLU will result from Belgium. Assigned there are the Secretary Gen-
separate agreements between U.S. industry amdal (normally a Belgian Air Force Colonel),
the EPG. U.S. Government policy would notthe Permanent Secretariat (normally a Royal
allow the government to be a partner to thes®letherlands Air Force Major), and a clerical
industrial agreements, a major departure fronstaff*
the complex and management-intensive offset
arrangements of the earlier F-16 coproductiormhree functional subcommittees support the
program. LMAC was therefore charged with Steering Committee. These are the Operational
the difficult task of working out an agreeable & Logistics (OSC/LSC) Subcommittee, the
competitive industrial participation program, Contractual & Financial (C&F) Subcommittee,
without the involvement of the U.S. govern- and the Subcommittee on Industrial Matters
ment, which they eventually did. Completed (SCIM). Subcommittees are chaired by Colonel-
individual components for the MLU kits are level officers or civilian equivalents and assisted
shipped from the various industrial partners taby Colonel-level national primes. Leadership
the Société Anonyme Belge de Construction®f subcommittees and the Secretary General func-
Aéronautiques (SABCA) F-16 production tions are equitably divided among participating
facility in Belgium. At SABCA the components governmentg?
are merged into full MLU kits and shipped for
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Steering Committee and supporting subcomeoptions for electronic warfare and weapons
mittee meetings are held at least semi-annuallygrovisions. The MOU allows for flexible cost
rotating locations between the U.S. and an EPGharing arrangements between participants and
country, but can be held more frequently toalso has provisions for those participants with
cover special topics. These meetings cover Fanique requirements. The U.S. prime opera-
16 sustainment, software updates, and MLUional representative to this key Subcommittee
concerns, but since the start of the MLU pro-has been for many years the Chief of Fighter
gram, MLU concerns have dominated theRequirements at the USAF Air Combat Com-
agenda. The sometimes unglamorous “roll-upmand. This has been a major plus in providing
the-sleeves”-level effort performed by the sub-needed support through the dynamic U.S.
committees has been highly valuable in resolvrequirements and budget process and aiding
ing issues on the program. Discussions arether national primes with operational back-
frank and open, and often contractor participaground on that committee. The existence of
tion is invited. There is a strong drive towardcolor cockpit displays in the MLU kit can be
harmonization, consensus, and resolution at theredited largely to the persistence of an influe-
subcommittee level. Individual subcommitteesntial Dutch pilot representative on this sub-
report on progress and issues at each Steerimgmmittee, who questioned the display’s pro-
Committee meeting. Those relatively few is- hibitively high development cost and worked
sues unable to be resolved in the subcommitteagith LMAC to research affordable alternatives.
are referred to the Steering Committee withThe USAF is now retrofitting its newest F-16s
options and recommendatiofis. with this MLU-developed display, enhancing
pilot situational awareness and improving
Throughout its 25 years of existence, the subavionics utility?®
committee structure has been able to resist the
inevitable bureaucratic inertia and has provedrhe C&F Subcommittee also benefited from
fairly flexible. As the F-16 program has ma- well placed and dedicated staffing. This sub-
tured, the focus today has shifted from desigrtcommittee faced numerous difficulties with
and production to sustainment and selectedational budget processes working at differing
upgrades. Accordingly, the SCIM, an extremelycycles, and an acute, ongoing interest from the
active body during the program’s early andvarious national audit bodies. Committee mem-
middle years, is now dormattt. bers devoted substantial time to answering in-
quiries from and briefing multiple international
With the emphasis on sustainment and Inteaudit and inspection agencies. Part of the effort
grated Weapon System Management (IWSM)was spent in educating auditors on national
the separate OSC/LSC were successfullyaws and policies, vital in maintaining collec-
merged into a single entity, reflecting the closetive governmental confidence in this multi-
link between operational requirements andbillion dollar program. Despite this level of
supportability. This merged subcommittee hasattention, problems arose on occasion. For ex-
had the difficult job of maximizing harmoni- ample, European auditors had different inter-
zation of disparate requirements and schedulgwretations of U.S. legal requirements for pro-
to lower overall cost. In the case of MLU, tection of certain financial information LMAC
perfect consensus was not always required. Theonsidered proprietary. Often there were
program was structured to accommodate sompractical workarounds to auditissues. The U.S.
kit differences for each customer, such asGAO performed an unusual role in providing
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oversight for European audit bodies on thosehis complex avionics upgrade is significant,
areas involving U.S. proprietary information. both at industrial and government le%el.
The C&F subcommittee was also instrumental
in developing MOU provisions such as a flex-LMAC conducted an exhaustive competitive
ible currency management program, whichevaluation, selection, and qualification of nu-
eased financial management burdens and sinmerous suppliers from each country. These
plified accounting on the program. In addition, MLU kit parts are shipped to and accumulated
this subcommittee performs national staffingat SABCA in Belgium, where they are reassem-
of significant changes to MOU agreemefits. bled into 4x4x8 foot crates for further shipment

to Air Force depots in each country for installa-
Overall F-16 and MLU program managementtion.®® For the initial MLU “Trial Verification
responsibility is assigned to the U.S. Colonel-Installation” (TVI), each Air Force sent one F-
level SPD at the F-16 System Program Officel6 to LMAC's Fort Worth, Texas facility. Depot
(SPO) located at Wright-Patterson Air Forcetechnicians from each country participated in
Base, Ohio. An MLU PM, a U.S. Lieutenant initial training, installation and test of the five
Colonel, assists the SPD. SNRs and small'VI kits. Aircraft panels and avionics were
national staffs are assigned to the F-16 SPO teemoved, miles of wiring and hundreds of har-
participate in regular IPT meetings, facilitate nesses installed, and new avionics and radar
day-to-day management, and foster opertomponents installed.
communicatiort’

Following TVI emphasis then shifted to further
Even before IPTs and IWSM were manage-raining and preparation for the first “Lead the
ment standards within the USAF, the tightFleet” (LTF) in-country installations at the
schedule and heavy pressure for success drowwerseas Air Force depots. Beyond kit instal-
the MLU program team to quickly harmonize lation, each country actively participated in
differing positions. SOWSs were jointly drafted developmental testing at Edwards AFB, Cali-
in multiple working meetings with LMAC and fornia, and operational test and evaluation,
EPG customers at the table. SPO project marat Leeuwarden Air Base, The Netherlafds.
agers pushed to resolve differences and kee@ountry participants also aided in the gener-
constant open communication with numerousation and test of various aircraft software
formal and informal meetings with EPG SPOupgrades required for MLU.
representatives and joint teleconferences with
LMAC. Full program reviews were held three Business Management
to four times a year with all participarigs.

The MLU program developed a number of
Technology Transfer unique business management practices. For

example, the C&F subcommittee developed a
While there is significant U.S. industrial partici- relatively simple but concise “Groundrules for
pation, LMAC relies on avionics components Financial Procedures” agreement. This steering
furnished or coproduced by a host of suppliercommittee arrangement outlined specific re-
in each of the EPG nations to supply the estisponsibilities and procedures for currency man-
mated 60,000 parts in each MLU kit. The know-agement, including establishment of fixed ex-
ledge exchange from involvement in design,change rates, mitigation of currency exchange
manufacture, installation, test, and support ofisk, and provisions for sharing associated

4-34



management costs. The C&F subcommitteefforts widely regarded as a success. We asked
also helped educate and encourage adoption ofirrent and former program officials about
various aspects of acquisition streamlining andnajor contributors to the program’s success.
reform. Briefings and discussions were con-Maximum interoperability among NATO par-
ducted to inform and win support for use ofticipants was cited as the primary driver behind
award fee incentives, a contractual tool nothe MLU program. A second significant driver
normally seen in European contractig. was affordability. Each nation could not afford
to take on the program on its own. National
Contractual processes were cleverly combinedosts on the program could therefore be effec-
and synchronized. In October 1989, the MLUtively limited through a set cost sharing prin-
EMD contract was known to be on the horizon.ciple, even though total program costs were
However, FMS contracting actions could nothigher. Each nation was in practice regarded
proceed until a Letter of Acceptance (LOA) wasas an equal partner, even though national cost
signed by all EPGs. This presented a uniqushares were based on differing numbers of
problem in that each country had its own budgeMLU kits. A third factor for cooperation was a
cycle and none of them matched. Howeversolid, well thought out MOL¥
members of the C&F subcommittee developed
a schedule that attempted to meet the intent dfhe basic 1975 F-16 MOU structure had served
the parties. The juggling act centered on enthe MLU program well and remained largely
suring that kit availability would match known intact except for a few relatively minor changes.
kit installation schedules at the various aircraftLogical hierarchies of amendments to the F-
depots. This created a tight fit for some of thel6 MOU were developed facilitating flexibility
countries due to aircraft airframe hours andand easing MOU staffing burdens, and this
other competing depot needs. To meet the schélexibility was exploited on the MLU program.
dule required a new contracting philosophy toSignificant modifications to the MOU were
ensure EMD schedules would produce approeaptured in a numbered series of documents
priate training, supply and kit components forknown as Technical Agreements. Less signi-
development kit installatior?s. ficant revisions were captured in humbered
Steering Committee Arrangements, and minor
A plan was worked out with LMAC, MLU procedural and administrative revisions were
program management, and the contract pricingncluded in a series of Steering Committee Deci-
and review communities to initiate as much up-sions. The MLU agreements allowed use of the
front work where possible to get ahead of theexisting F-16 System Program Office manage-
game. Additionally, the development effort for ment and facilities, avoiding duplicatiéh.
the kits, support equipment, training, technical
orders, and developmental supplies were alAlso highlighted as significant to program
contracted for by one contracting entity in asuccess were the strong personal relationships
single negotiation, versus three entities andnd deep trust developed over the many years

separate contracting actiofis. of the F-16 and MLU programs. The MOU
was a high level agreement between govern-
Human Dimension mentsand not just Air Forces. This level of

agreement added stability and commitment to
The MLU program is indeed one of only aworking issues on the program. The MOU
handful of transatlantic armaments cooperatiorenvisioned flexibility toward future expansion
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and specifically allowed the accession ofcost of a comparable replacement aircraft,
additional NATO members, with Portugal to enabling a forecast aircraft life of 35-40 years.
be added under the terms of this originallin essence, MLU has enabled European part-
provision3® ners the option to skip a much more expensive

aircraft replacement cycle and the associated
The subcommittees have been largely instrusupport cost “tail *
mental in program success, often helping define
the way forward. As replacement of the F-160verall, the program has been relatively issue-
is not being considered until the 2010-2015free. The program did encounter a few dis-
timeframe, the OSC/LSC subcommittee haslosure-related issues in the areas of weapons
developed a roadmap of operational requireintegration and software but these were suc-
ments five to eight years out, specifically look- cessfully resolved over the course of several
ing to harmonize future upgrades and supmeeting cycles. There was some early frus-
portability requirements. This forward look tration with LMAC’s European work share
helps greatly in the national budgeting processproposals and the U.S. government nonparti-
Many of the experienced F-16 operators sittingcipation in offset arrangements, but these con-
on the OSC/LSC subcommittee help developerns were eventually mitigated and resolved
and influence their national budgets, and thisand did not disrupt the progratn.
underscores the immense value of having the
right people who are empowered to makeNotes
decisions working on the teath.

The F-16 MLU program has made a strong
Maintaining cost targets was important incontribution to increasing the capability of all
maintaining program commitment. Overall, thethe participants’ Air Forces and thereby bol-
F-16 and MLU programs did very well in this stering NATO power, a prime program goal.
area, again building trust. Like many coopera-The forward-looking, flexible MOU provisions
tive programs, quantitative savings resultingand adaptive management structure set the
from the MLU program have proven difficult stage for the program. A huge benefit to the
to capture, but several subjective factors inMLU program was the transfer of many years
dicate MLU has been a substantially cost-effecof an existing culture of trust, equity, and
tive venture. In the case of the Belgian Air partnership developed on the F-16 program.
Force, earlier F-104 and Mirage aircraft lastedCapable, committed team members at all levels
approximately 15 to 18 years, with their oper-have enabled the program to work through
ational quality steadily declining versus thedifficulties and maintain challenging cost and
threat. The F-16 MLU kit brings operational schedule goals. These factors make the MLU
capability of older F-16s up to the latest F-16program a valuable example of successful
standards at a fraction of the $20-30 milliontransatlantic cooperation.
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FUTURE TANK MAIN ARMAMENT
(FTMA) PROGRAM

Background maximum component length, étin 1990 the
U.S., U.K,, France, and Germany all signed an
The FTMA effort was started in 1988 before MOU to officially begin the FTMA cooperative
the end of the Cold War. It was an effort toprogram. A common threat picture, which each
harmonize the tank main armament systemsaational system must be able to defeat, was
(tank main guns, breeches, recoil systems, anidintly defined by the SNR(A) group.
related components) among the largest NATO
defense nations, the U.S., U.K., France, andhe EMC meets at least semi-annually to deter-
Germany. The ultimate objectives of the pro-mine future national work efforts based on mili-
gram were the codevelopment and productiortary priorities, technological capabilities, na-
of a common FTMA system that was capabletional desires, funding availability, value of
of overmatching the projected threat for thework packages, and cost equitability. Each
year 2000 and beyond. nation then contracts and executes its assigned
work packages individually, with the work to
Phase I, the demonstration phase, entailed wote conducted cooperatively, and the technical
completed individually by each participant to data and results shared equélly.
demonstrate a tank armaments system that
complied with the parameters (140mm, etc.)industrial Teaming
of a 1988 Harmonization Agreement. By the
time the initial Phase | study was successfullyAt the request of the FTMA governments, an
completed by each nation, the end of the Coldndustrial consortium was formed to support
War had eliminated the urgency of developingthe FTMA program in 1993. Each nation
a 140mm tank weapon system. Instead, idesignated a national contractor that was
1995, the partners agreed to extend the Phas@timarily responsible for executing its assigned
effort within the scope of the existing MOU— work. The companies in the consortium are
essentially, continuing as a cooperative R&DGeneral Dynamics (U.S.), Royal Ordnance
project. The future effort would focus on caliber (U.K.), Rheinmetal (Germany), and GIAT
neutral activities and would be mutually bene-(France). These companies have developed an
ficial to future tank armament developmentsindustrial Cooperation Agreement to effectively

of all the partners. coordinate the execution of the national work
efforts determined by the EMC. The agreement
Harmonization facilitates the sharing of technical information

within the consortium consistent with the
An FTMA Harmonization Agreement was agreement in the government MOU. In addition
signed by the Senior National Representativegp the direct work they are contracted to
Army, (SNR(A)s) of the U.S., U.K., France, perform, the industrial partners benefit by
and Germany in 1988. This agreement include@xposure to the technological developments of
a list of harmonized parameters for the FTMAthe partners and potential access to each other’s
such as caliber (140mm), gun design pressurenarkets’
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Management Structure that was generated as a result of the Phase |
work. However, the participants were not

The FTMA management structure consists ofequired to provide this data until Phase II.

a JSC which is formed by the SNR(A) from

each of the participants and the EMC, which iBusiness Management

composed of the national project managers (O-

6 level) from each participant, as discussed ifEach nation’s initial work packages for Phase

Chapter 2. The JSC provides direction on pro4 were determined by its technological capa-

gram execution to the EMC and resolves albilities and funding availability. U.S. Phase |

issues referred to it from the EMC. A Military efforts were funded by cooperative R&D Nunn

Working Group with O-6 level representativesfunds. Although the Phase | work packages for

from each nation provides the military priorities each nation were substantially different, they

for work efforts to the EMC. In addition, the were deemed to be equitable. The MOU re-

EMC has created a Legal Working Group toquired equitable financial contributions from

advise them on legal issues, and a Technicalll the partners. These types of arrangements

Working Group to execute their technical have continued throughout the program with

programs. each nation contracting for and funding its own
efforts. Therefore, work share equal to cost
Technology Transfer share concerns are automatically handled by

the arrangement on national work packages.
The Phase | national level system demon-<Currency exchange rates and economic condi-
strations used several different technical solutions are also factors that are automatically
tions and generated significant technologicahandled by the national work packades.
data exchange. Demonstration of several
different technical solutions reduced the overalHuman Dimension
program risk for Phase IlI, the development
phase.At the end of Phase I, even absent conFor over a decade, the FTMA leadership from
tinuation to Phase II, at a minimum there wouldall participants has demonstrated flexibility and
be a basis for each nation to produce 140mm willingness to continue to work together
interoperable and interchangeable tank cannodespite many changes in the program. The par-
and ammunition in the future. ticipants reach agreement every year on new
work packages and openly share the data to
The MOU required sharing of technical per-the extent called for in the MOU.
formance data among the participants through-
out Phase I. The data sharing requirementBlotes
included the “capability in terms of lethality,
rate of fire, probability of hit, reliability, and Although the FTMA program has not produced
safety information® as well as other basic a common tank main armament as originally
design information. However, the partners weregplanned, by continuing the program as a coop-
not required to share detail designs and marerative R&D effort there has been significant
ufacturing know-how, except through licensingtechnology sharing among the participants. The
agreements. Each participant agreed to providgovernments and industries have all gained
the other participants, under fair and reasonableechnological information in gun tube wear
licensing terms, with any technical information reduction coatings, high pressure recoil seal
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design, and lightweight composite gun barrelsThe FTMA program with its four structural
The partners have agreed to continue theipillars perhaps provides a model that could
cooperative research in advanced tube weagffectively be used to manage and execute other
reduction coatings, new sabot design and matanultinational R&D efforts. Although when
rials, and advanced propellant charge systemgudged against its original lofty objectives, this
program has languished because of both a lack
The FTMA program has essentially four struc-of urgent need based on the current armored
tural pillars for planning, managing, executing,threat and defense budget constraints, it none-
and coordinating the cooperative R&D acti- theless provides a good example of how to con-
vities: 1) JSC (SNR(A)s) to provide top level duct cooperative R&D activities. With the like-
direction/ dispute resolution; 2) Military Work- lihood that defense budgets will remain se-
ing Group (O-6 level) to set military priorities; verely constrained, the U.S. and its partners
3) EMC (National PMs) to determine technical must find ways to get the most return on their
work packages; and 4) Industrial consortiumR&D investments. Effective cooperative R&D
to execute R&D work, and provide technical programs, like the FTMA program, are one of
data. It also provides a forum for explorationthe bedrocks of armaments cooperation. Shar-
of future cooperation, such as development ofng technical data and developing common
electro-thermal and/or electro-magnetic basedechnologies are likely to lead to formulation
armament systems among NATO'’s largestof common military requirements, which are
members. the foundation of all codevelopment/copro-
duction programs.
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF)
PROGRAM

Background be delivered from around 2008 through the
2020st The JSF Concept Exploration program
The JSF program, although relatively new inemerged in 1994 from the merger of the earlier
its program life cycle, is an unusual and inter-Joint Advanced Strike Technology (JAST) and
esting example and may be indicative of theAdvanced Short Take-Off Vertical Landing
direction future transatlantic cooperative pro-(ASTOVL) technology demonstration pro-
grams are headed. The program will develograms? The JSF program is currently in the
and field a highly common family of next gen- Program Definition and Risk Reduction
eration, multi-role strike fighter aircraft for the (PDRR) phase. Concept Demonstration con-
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, the U.K.'s tracts were competitively awarded in November
Royal Navy and Royal Air Force, and a growing1996 to two teams, Boeing, and Lockheed
number of allies. Foreign interest in the pro-Martin Aeronautics Company (LMAC), with
gram is high and this participation is expectedPratt and Whitney providing propulsion hard-
to increase. ware and engineering support for both teams.
These teams are developing competing air-
The JSF is currently the world’s largest tacticalcraft designs and first flights are expected
fighter program, with over 2,800 aircraft to in 2000. Selection of the winning team and

Artist’'s Rendition of Boeing’s Navy Version of the Joint Strike Fighter
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initiation of the EMD phase is expected in minimal avionics and other mission systems.
20013 The program office will use limited but fund-
amental demonstration requirements to assess
The original program partners have refinedthe contractors’ proposed concepts. The demon-
their requirements for their JSF family variants.stration aircraft will be evaluated on their
The U.S. Navy requires a multi-role stealthycommonality and modularity, STOVL hover
strike fighter to complement the F/A-18E/F. and transition capabilities, and low speed
The U.S. Air Force will use JSF as a multi-rolehandling qualitie§.
(primary-air-to-ground) fighter to replace the
F-16 and A-10 and complement the F-22These flight demonstration results, along with
fighter. The U.S. Marine Corps will employ JSF the proposed weapon system designs and
to fulfil the need for a multi-role, short take- related technology maturation work will be
off vertical landing (STOVL) strike fighter to considered in selecting the winning contractor
replace the Av-8B and F/A-18A/C/D. The for EMD and production. The JSF Alternate
Royal Navy and Royal Air Force require super-Engine Program, working with General Electric
sonic STOVL aircraft to replace the Sea HarrierAircraft Engines, is continuing the develop-
and GR-7 respectively. The growing list of ment of an alternate engine for production.
allies is in the process of defining similar
requirements. Harmonization

The current PDRR phase focuses on thre&@he JSF Program has attracted substantial
distinct objectives as a sound basis for transitiofioreign interest. Several agreements have been
to EMD in 2001. The first objective is facil- signed for the current phase of the program with
itation of the development of fully validated, more expected. The JSF program has developed
affordable operational requirements. A second unique structure for international participation
objective is lowering risk by investing in and in the Concept Development Phase, with re-
demonstrating key leveraging technologies thatjuirements influence tailored to the level of par-
lower the cost of development, production andicipation. This structure includes four levels
ownership. Finally, PDRR will demonstrate of participant involvement, governed through
operational concepts. a negotiated Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA)/MOU.®
A significant and visible part of the current
phase is the Concept Demonstration PrograniThe highest level of participation is known as
This multi-year $2.2 billion JSF effort com- “Collaborative Development Partnership.” This
menced in November 1996 with competitive level of participation affords a significant ability
contract awards to Boeing and LMAC. Theseto influence requirements. The U.K. is a full
competing contractors are building conceptcollaborative development partner for the
demonstrator aircraft for flight demonstrationscurrent Concept Demonstration Phase.
in 2000, conducting relevant ground demon-
strations unique to their designs, and develThe second level of participation is the “Asso-
oping and refining appropriate weapon systentiate/Limited Partnership.” This level provides
concepts for proposal in the next phase. Théor participation in specific technologies or the
aircraft demonstrated in this phase will not becore program but with a more limited ability
production representative aircraft and will haveto influence requirements. Further, associate/
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limited partners are provided access to JSFequirements, and maximizing commonality.
project information needed to better understand he program has developed a novel “family of
and evaluate how they might best use their JSkircraft” concept toward affordably meeting the
aircraft. Denmark, Norway, and The Nether-warfighters’ tactical aviation mission needs.
lands have entered the program as associate
partners. Three different designs are in work, each with
high cost commonality. The three designs will
The next level, the “Informed Partner,” is alsouse common high-cost components such as
allowed access to JSF project information taavionics, engines and significant structural
assess the utility of the JSF for their applicationcomponentst Notably, past attempts at similar
However, these participants are unable tqoint aircraft programs such as the 1960s-era
influence requirements. Canada and Italy havé-111 development effort, were largely unsuc-
entered the program as informed partners. cessful in adapting a single design to meet
differing user requirement8.The Services,
The final level, the “Major Participant,” par- with selective input from the partners, continue
ticipates as a FMS customer and is providedo work together to develop joint and common
program insight through JSF studies, technicatequirement$?
assistance and access to predetermined data.
There is no ability to influence requirementsThe contractor teams are using trade studies
at this level. Singapore, Turkey, and Israel havextensively to determine an appropriate level
sighed on as major participants. Furtherof commonality. Where logical, some common-
participation is expected in the EMD phase. ality is sacrificed to meet unique Service needs
such as vertical take-off. The three highly com-
The Services, with selective input from highermon JSF variants will be assembled using
level partners, are using an iterative process tfiexible manufacturing technology on the same
define requirements, seeking to balance systemroduction line. This flexible manufacturing
capability with life cycle cost (LCC). Industry approach combined with common components
teams receive each iteration of requirementswill allow significant economies of scale and
evolve their designs, and in turn provide up-associated cost benefits.
dated cost data to the warfighters. Costs and
appropriate trades are then decided for the neXstimated cost commonality for the three de-
iteration. This process produced the Joinsigns is in the range of 70-90 percent with an
Interim Requirements Document (JIRD) in emphasis on commonality in the higher-priced
1995, 1997, and 1998. Continued refinementsomponents. Besides manufacturing cost reduc-
using this process led to approval in Marchtions, other savings accrue through increased
2000 of the Joint Operational Requirementscommonality. Common depot maintenance, com-
Document (JORD) to support the decision tomon logistic support, as well as increased Ser-
enter EMD. In parallel, the industry teams vice and coalition interoperability all lower oper-
continue to evolve and update the configuratiorating cost. The JSF program office estimates
of their respective weapon system concepts fodevelopment savings from the family of aircraft
submittal with their EMD proposats. approach at nearly 40 percent compared to three
stand-alone programs. Further, this approach
The JSF Program is significant in its approaclis expected to generate significant total LCC
to accommodating “jointness,” international savings compared to historical programs.
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Industrial Teaming share of the EMD phase. A group of companies
under the Dutch Stork Aerospace Group (SAG)
Two contractor teams led by Boeing andare involved with current technology demon-
LMAC are competing in the current Conceptstrator contracts for both Boeing and LMAC.
Demonstration Phase, down-selected in 1996or example, A SAG company, Fokker EImo,
from three teams in the earlier Concept Develsupplied all wiring for Boeing’s X-32 demon-
opment Phas®.For production, Boeing’'s JSF, strator aircraft!
the X-32, would be assembled at facilities in
St Louis, MO. LMAC’s JSF, the X-35, would Management Structure
be fabricated at the Fort Worth, TX plant.
Primary propulsion for all three variants will The JSF Program is an ACAT ID joint pro-
be provided by a derivative of the F-22’s F-gram?? staffed by Air Force, Navy, Marine
119 engine developed by Pratt and WhitneyCorps, and international personnel. A dedicated
General Electric Aircraft Engines, under thelPO is co-located within the JSF program office
JSF Alternate Engine Program, is continuingand reports to the JSF program director.
the development of an alternate engine foNational deputies from each partner country
production, based on the F-120 engine deSign.reside within the IPO. There is no designated
lead service on the JSF program. The program
Opportunities exist for significant foreign director position, currently a Marine Corps
industry participation at the subcontractor andMajor General, alternates between the Depart-
vendor level. In a departure from traditional ments of Navy and Air Force, and reports to
combat aircraft development programs, the JSEhe Service Acquisition Executive (SAE) of the
program does not require a second, U.S.-basesther Service. The deputy program director
source for foreign supplied components. Useposition is currently an Air Force Brigadier
of open systems architecture will make inte-Generaf?
gration of foreign supplied avionics far easier.
While there is markedly increased opportunityThe program office relies heavily on IPTs and
for foreign participation, ground rules for is organized by teams to handle the numerous
selection will be significantly different from facets of the program. The program director,
past programs. Foreign suppliers will have todeputy program director, and their staffs reside
compete based on price and quality factorsin the JSF Program Directorate and oversee a
selection will not be based on the past practiceaumber of subordinate directorates. These in-
of specified work share targets. Further, in-clude the two Concept Demonstration Teams
dustries will have to become more tightly inte-as well as functional areas such as Systems Engi-
grated with the U.S. primes’ team than previouseering, Business and Financial Management,
programs?® Requirements, Contracts, Plans and Programs,
Security, Propulsion Systems, Autonomic
Foreign industry is already actively involved. Logistics, JAST, and EMD Planniri.
For example, several U.K. contractors are major
players. On both teams, Rolls-Royce is con-Technology Transfer
tributing its significant expertise with vertical
lift propulsion technologies. BAE SYSTEMS The opportunity for meaningful technology has
is a major partner on the Lockheed Martinbeen a driver for significant international in-
team? Dutch industry is pressing hard for a terest. Technology transfer occurs at a number
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of levels and is tailored to the needs of the parwas focused on technology maturation, concept
ticipant. All international participants are pro- demonstrations, and early use of cost-perfor-
vided access to JSF program information tanance trades in evolving weapon system
assist in assessing their national requirementsequirements®
for a strike fighter. This can include use of
modeling and simulation (M&S) tools to facili- This evolutionary JSF requirements definition
tate their requirement validation. Participationprocess, using CAIV guidelines, is markedly
provides a channel for foreign industry to en-different from earlier acquisition programs.
gage U.S. industry on possible future partnerTechnology maturation is an area of major
ships in future phases of JSF (e.g., EMD andocus. The JSF program concentrated on low-
Productiony® ering cost and risk by maturing and demon-
strating key technologies early—before the
Participants at the higher levels of involvementEMD phase. This atypical JSF strategy resulted
are afforded the opportunity to participate infrom recommendations of a variety of panels
and influence the final desighThis has in- on acquisition reforn
cluded both governmental and industrial in-
volvement as in the case of the U.K. The RoyaHuman Dimension
Navy, Royal Air Force, and British industries
such as Rolls-Royce and BAE SYSTEMS havdndividuals we spoke with in the U.K. were
provided substantial design expertise in the dequite supportive of the program overall, par-
velopment of JSF vertical lift systems and otheticularly at the vendor levét. The feeling is
aeronautical systems. Other European vendoithat getting even ten percent of a U.S. program
are also participating in the current phase, pers big business and worthwhile for the UK.
forming such tasks as developing aerostruct.K. Ministry of Defence officials were quite
ture demonstration articles using alternatgpositive about the program, and felt JSF was
manufacturing processes and matedals. not an “American airplane” and that the U.K.
was able to significantly influence require-
It appears widely recognized that the windowments®® Further, there was a good atmosphere
of opportunity for maximum technological par- of trust and good flow of work, which should
ticipation will rapidly diminish as the JSF pro- carry forward to work future EMD challengés.
gram progresses and the design stabilizes.
Accordingly, further interest is rapidly growing Also cited as beneficial is the inclusion of a
for those participants wishing to gain a footholdnine-man U.K. team in the JSF Program Office.
in this relatively early phase of the progrém. These individuals have been there for some
time and provide the U.S. good access to U.K.
Business Management perspective& However, there remain lingering
concerns over timely processing of TAAs, U.K.
A key JSF Program tenet is affordability—re- industrial content, and costs of U.K. production
ducing the development, production, and own-and supporté Access to stealthy technologies
ership cost. The program incorporated acquiis viewed as “tricky, but workablé”while frus-
sition streamlining principles from the begin- trations remain with U.S. export of technology
ning, and has emphasized jointness and tailorddws in the area of engine developm#nt.
international partnerships. Early on, attention
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Notes warfighter and developer and major emphasis
on risk reduction. Requirements are refined
Joint and international interests are high andhrough an iterative process, working a balance
the government and industry teams are highlpf capability and affordability. International
committed to making this unusual programpartners, when they desire, are given significant
succeed. The JSF program uses a number @bice in defining their unique requirements and
new approaches in developing an affordablehave an attractive opportunity for technology
mission-effective tactical aircraft. transfer and substantial industrial participation.

The JSF family of aircraft variants will be The program is maturing key technologies up
highly common designs built on the samefront to reduce both costs and risks. Demon-
production line with flexible manufacturing stration flights in 2000 will provide valuable
technology. The acquisition strategy is alsodata on basic aircraft performance, lowering
new, with early and close involvement betweerrisk as the program transitions to EMD.
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Artist's Rendition of Lockheed Martin’s Air Force Version of the Joint Strike Fighter
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SUMMARY

These transatlantic cooperative programs
represent some of the most complex program
management challenges anywhere. They are re-
presentative of the wide variety of transatlantic
programs in general. While there is certainly
no one-size-fits-all cookbook approach to trans-
atlantic cooperative program management, this
review reveals that while difficult, proper atten-
tion to a set of common characteristics makes
these programs manageable. Each has incorpor-
ated tailored structures and processes to accom-
modate the partner’'s needs and expectations.

Lessons Learned

The review of selected transatlantic programs

reveals several lessons of interest to the PM.
These lessons learned are grouped below by
common characteristics.

*« Harmonization

— In programs we reviewed, the original
harmonization of requirements did not
result from a single pattern, and did not
follow an orderly, systematic process.
For example, harmonization on the
NSSMS and MIDS-LVT programs was
fostered by NATO CNAD working
group discussions, whereas the MLRS
development was the result of OSD
direction to find cooperative partners.
Further, FTMA resulted from a strong
desire of the partners to collectively over
match the future Soviet armored threat
with a common tank armament.
However, within cooperative programs,
there is good likelihood of future coop-
erative upgrades, such as F-16 MLU,
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GMLRS, TGW, RAM Block I, and
ESSM. The management structure of
the existing program was instrumental
in harmonizing the system upgrades.

Cooperation can be successfully a-
chieved with many partners as in the
case of NSSMS, MLRS and MIDS-

LVT but due to the number of factors

involved in harmonization, it is easier

to achieve with fewer.

Industrial Teaming

— Industry has great capacity to solve

problems and well thought out indus-
trial arrangements can greatly enhance
government-to-government agree-
ments. For example, in the RAM pro-
gram, it was independent action on the
part of Raytheon and RAMSYS that
produced the CPA, thus overcoming the
impasse over a single production line.
In MIDS-LVT, the cooperative efforts
of industrial participants helped define
the early principles for management and
sharing of work that would be proposed
for subsequent program phases. In the
F-16 MLU program, the difficult issue
of program offset arrangements was left
completely to the industrial partners to
solve, a marked difference from the
tough government-to-government
brokering that occurred on the basic F-
16 program.

As exemplified by industrial issues that
arose from the MIDS-LVT and TGW
joint ventures, the PM should carefully



consider proposed industrial structures
and contractual arrangements to ensure
compliance with legal and regulatory
requirements and responsiveness to the
program’s needs.

Management Structure

responsive management structure. Most
used a senior level steering committee,
supported by functional subcommittees
or working groups, to support the pro-
gram office. Day-to-day program exe-
cution and resolution of most issues
were overseen by mid-level (0-6 level
or equivalent) managers.

Equitability must be perceived within
the management structure by all the
participants. For each program, what is
perceived as equitable by the parti-
cipants will be different, but it is the
perception of equitability that is essen-

Might Need to Know,” (reprinted from
DSMC'’s January-February 200®o-
gram Managemagazine), outlines a
number of personal experiences as the
Modular Stand-Off Weapon Program
Director standing up a new international
organization.

— All programs employed an adaptive, ¢ Technology Transfer

— Program MOUs addressed key tech-

nology transfer provisions in programs
we reviewed. In several cases, the coop-
erative efforts did not involve full shar-
ing of U.S. technology, but these cases
were made clear in the development of
the program and the harmonization of
expectations of the partners. False
impressions were not created.

Both quantity and quality of high tech-
nology work were always important
considerations for the participants.

tial. We found this in all cases reviewed. ¢ Business Management

Programs successfully tailored their
organizations as the program matured.
For example, the MIDS-LVT program
restructured several times due to changes
in partner composition, physical loca-
tion, and U.S. Service leadership. F-16
MLU contained provisions for future
addition of NATO members. Portugal
was easily added to the program using
this feature.

Appendix | contains a “lessons learned”
perspective on early considerations in
developing an international program
office. Retired USAF Colonel Alan E.

Haberbusch, in his article, “Standing Up
or Joining an International Program
Office? Some Nitty Gritty Details You
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— While the introduction of the euro has

simplified matters somewhat, proce-
dures will nonetheless be needed to
handle the complexities of multiple
currencies and economic conditions.

Currency fluctuation can be a signi-
ficant issue. For instance, in the TGW
program, the currency exchange rate
was fixed at the beginning of the pro-
gram when the dollar was strong. When
the dollar weakened significantly over
the eight-year effort, the other partners’
cost share contributions were still based
on the rate that favored the U.S., causing
distress among the other partners.



Human Dimension

— Selection of leadership is vital. Leaders

that were willing to consider the ideas
of others, work through differences, and
effectively deal with program ambi-
guities led programs to success. Con-
versely, an autocratic, dictatorial style
is unlikely to succeed in an international
cooperative program environment.

Great care should be exercised in build-
ing consensus for use of new acquisition
initiatives. For example, a rather sudden
implementation of U.S. acquisition
reform on the MIDS-LVT program
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caused significant high level rancor
among some of the partners, and re-
quired additional effort to rebuild shak-
en confidence. Further, use of unfamil-
iar contracting approaches on the F-16
MLU program took considerable expla-
nation to win the partners’ acceptance.

Cultural and communications differ-
ences are significant even among Euro-
peans, as exemplified by the widely
diverse NSSMS program. NSSMS lead-
ership cultivates a culture of cooperation
and frequent social interaction. This
approach helps mitigate differences and
build team cohesion.
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HARMONIZATION

INDUSTRIAL
TEAMING

MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURE

TECHNOLOGY
TRANSFER

BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

HUMAN
DIMENSION

MULTIPLE LAUNCH
ROCKET SYSTEM
(MLRS) SYSTEM

MLRS

« Common requirement

« US increased rocket
diameter to match
German requirements

« MOU standardized
hardware, except
communication
equipment

« US and European
production lines

« US prime for develop-
ment; US & Euro
prime for production

« Joint US/European
marketing organization

« Joint Steering
Committee

« Balanced representa-
tion

* 0-6 level EMC chaired
by US Project
Manager

* Operational Users’
Representatives on
EMC

« US controlled TDP

« European engineering
support for develop-
ment

« ITAR exemption to
facilitate export of
technical data to
European partners for
production

« US funded bulk of
development

* MOU corrected this
imbalance through
recoupment in
production

* MOU allowed for future
NATO growth, with
recoupment

« Caring leadership built
trust

« Principal of equity
« Unanimity in decisions

GUIDED MLRS
(GMLRS)

« US agreed to “add-on”
requirements to
accommodate
partners

« Existing MLRS
management structure
facilitated harmoniza-
tion

* US prime

« International
subcontracting on
“best value” basis

* No firm MOU work
share = cost share
requirements, but
program goal

« Similar to MLRS

* US & European
government co-
production managers
(0-5 level)

* US export provisions
frustrating to partners,
no ITAR exemption as
in MLRS

* Production Data
Package for
technology transfer to
Europeans

» Based on US currency;
no fixed exchange rate

» US funds 50%; others
12.5% each

« Caring leadership

« Strong commitment to
work tough issues

MLRS TERMINALLY
GUIDED WARHEAD
(TGw)

* Smart submunition
planned from
beginning of MLRS

« End of Cold War and
reduced funding led to
US pullout; others
followed

* JV Company w/
national representation
for development

« Difficulties in balancing
work shares based on
quality of work

* Similar to MLRS

» Advanced technolo-
gies shared

 Up front decisions on
technology transfer
minimize problems

» US funded 40%;
others 20% each

« Fixed currency
exchange rate at
beginning of program

« Actual currency
fluctuations required
workload adjustments

« Caring leadership

« Many difficult and
contentious decisions
made over 8-year
period

NATO SEASPARROW
SURFACE MISSILE
SYSTEM (NSSMS)

« Initially, common
requirement based on
AIM-7 Sparrow

« Later, some partners
wanted upgraded
capabilities

« Complex integration,
multiple launchers,
platforms, guidance

* US prime

* International
subcontracting, prime
responsible for work
share targets

* Work share based on
cost share, +/-20%

* Program Steering
Committee

« Initially membership
and voting proportional
to cost share, later
changed to equal
balance

* Guidelines on transfer/
export of items clearly
specified in MOU

« Specific provisions for
US “Unique Items” and
X-band technology

« Consistent currency
management

* Annual financial
commitments
deposited in US $s to
trust account

« Strict neutrality of
Steering Committee
leadership

« Consensus style
management

« Competent leadership,
highly cooperative,
trusting membership

Figure 4-1. Comparison of Selected Transatlantic Programs
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HARMONIZATION

INDUSTRIAL
TEAMING

MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURE

TECHNOLOGY
TRANSFER

BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

HUMAN
DIMENSION

ROLLING AIRFRAME
MISSILE (RAM)

« Initially, common
requirement

« Upgrade requirement
diverged; however new
technology able to
satisfy needs of both
participants

» US prime developer

« Single integrated
missile line

» German consortium
acts as prime for
German missile items

« JV for Launcher w/
same participants

* Program Steering
Committee

« Equal representation
and voting

* US-based project
office

* Clear MOU guidelines
for technology sharing
and usage

* Some issues over third
party sales; US prefers
FMS, Germany prefers
DCS. Compromise
resolution; certain
customers have choice

* German firms use
Firm Fixed Price
contracts exclusively;
US allows some cost-
plus contracts

« German funds don’t
pass through US
accounting system;
deposited in bank
chartered in both
countries; arrange-
ment is faster

« Strong, trusting
relationships
developed while
working tough
production issues

« Cultural and
communications
differences well
tolerated

MULTIFUNCTION

Proposed as NATO

« JV Company w/

« International Steering

» Two-way flow of limited

« Complex financial

« High level of support

INFORMATION cooperative follow-on national representation | Committee technology transfer arrangements and commitment;
DISTRIBUTION to earlier JTIDS for development « Equal representation « Advancement seen in overseen by Financial strong trust
SYSTEM-LOW program * Unusual nature of JV and voting, unanimous both US and Europe Management Board « Emphasis on small,
VOLUME TERMINAL | . significant effort to required letter of credit | decisions . TDP delivered to all « Tailored network focused working
(MIDS-LVT) accommodate provision to comply + US-based Internatinal | participants handles financial groups to resolve
numerous platform with FAR “responsible Program Office transactions issues
\c;a:?;t?c?:a?r;gnce is c%r:tkr:rc;o:] d%u;greggfls : « Acquisition Reform « Continuous stream of
p P w + all u bilit Y techniques used talented, highly
cost allowability extensively motivated members
F-16 MID-LIFE « Common requirement | ¢ US prime contractor « Steering Committee « Two-way flow of limited | « Complex financial « Strict neutrality of

UPDATE (MLU)

among original F-16
partners

US redefined
production participa-
tion based on end of
Cold War and reduced
aircraft requirement

Provisions for
additional NATO
members (Portugal
added)

» Competitive
subcontracts to
European industry

» European JV to
manage European
industry effort

« Installation at F-16
Depots in four
European countries

with functionally-
oriented subcommit-
tees

« Equal representation
and voting

* US based System
Program Office with
integrated Interna-
tional Programs
Directorate

technology transfer;
component co-
production and kit
installation by all

« Advancement seen in
both US and Europe

procedures covered in
multilateral agreement

« Highly streamlined,
flexible contracting
procedures

« Acquisition strategy
accommodated some
customer kit variances

« No work share targets;
subcontracts awarded
on best value

Steering Committee
leadership

« Consensus style
management, small
working groups to
resolve issues

« Competent leadership,
highly cooperative,
trusting membership

Figure 4-1. Comparison of Selected Transatlantic Programs (continued)
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HARMONIZATION

INDUSTRIAL
TEAMING

MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURE

TECHNOLOGY
TRANSFER

BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

HUMAN
DIMENSION

FUTURE TANK MAIN
ARMAMENT (FTMA)

« Early Harmonization
Agreement on
standardized
requirements

* Harmonized
requirements included
in program MOU

* Industrial consortium
w/ designated national
contractor participation

« Industrial Cooperation
Agreement to manage
MOU provisions

« Joint Steering
Committee

« Balanced representa-
tion

* EMC supported by
Military, Legal, and
Technical Working
Groups

* 0—6 PMs form EMC,
rotating chairmanship

« Significant exchange
of technical and basic
design data for tank
armaments

* US and partners
gained significant
amount of technology

« Work packages
determined by
technical capabilities
and funding; different,
but equitable

« Each nation funds
and contracts for
workshare — no
currency issue

« Sustained commitment
to working together

« Flexible leadership
enabled the program
to collectively modify
its objectives at the
end of the Cold War

JOINT STRIKE
FIGHTER (JSF)

« US Joint Program with
tailored foreign
participation

« Some foreign partners
can influence
requirements, if
desired

« Two competing US
prime-led teams for
Concept Demonstra-
tion Phase

« International
participation based
on best value

» US-based Joint
Program Office with
International
representation

* International
participation in EMC

* Significant exchange
of technical and basic
design data, modeling
and simulation tools

« Europeans contribut-
ing expertise in vertical
lift and aerostructure
technology

« Evolutionary
requirements
development

« Emphasis on
affordability using
CAIV techniques

« Early technology
maturation

« Flexible, highly
experienced
leadership

« Good access by
partners

« Strong trust,
committed partners

« Draw of leading-edge
technology, opportu-
nity for portion of huge
program

CAIV = Cost As an Independent Variable
EMC = Executive Management Committee

FAR = Federal Acquisition Regulation

JTIDS = Joint Tactical Information Distribution System

JV = Joint Venture

MOU = Memorandum of Understanding

TDP = Technical Data Package

Figure 4-1. Comparison of Selected Transatlantic Programs (continued)
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5

INTRA-EUROPEAN
COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

“Good judgement comes from experience.
Experience comes from bad judgement.”

— Mark Twain

Introduction limiting partnership in a program to their side
of the Atlantic. An obvious example is the intro-
Transatlantic armaments cooperation is greatlyluction of the euro, which, while not yet uni-
affected by the experience of Europeans in purversal (there are currently 11 nations in the euro
suing cooperation among themselves, botlzone), is now an advantage for intra-European
within and independent of NATO. Examining cooperation. In many combinations on the
their motivations, procurement systems, andcontinent currency fluctuation is no longer a
history of cooperation will aid the U.S. in gain- consideration.
ing an understanding of current or prospective
European partners. Most of the following focuslt is a widely held view among European de-
is on France, the U.K., and Germany, as collecfense officials that the U.S. is a problematic
tively they account for about 85 percent ofpartner in cooperative armaments programs.

European procurement. The particulars of this view are treated in some
detail in Chapter 3, while examples are shown
European Motivations in the various transatlantic programs discussed

in Chapter 4. The current environment in
Much of the impetus for arms cooperationEurope makes it possible to avoid these issues
among European partners is rooted in factoraltogether through forming an exclusively
discussed in Chapter 3. Europe desires t&uropean team. With the recent experience in
strengthen the framework of its developingthe Balkans, there is also a sense that European
political and security institutions and emergemilitary teamwork will be put to the test in
from the shadow of the U.S. Beyond historicalfuture conflicts, or potentially so. Conse-
and political considerations, there are compelguently, interoperability with other Europeans
ling practical reasons in European eyes foholds more urgency than with the U.5S.
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It has been observed that U.S. arms are inexn what a partner does with equipment that was
tricably linked to U.S. doctrine. A prospective cooperatively produced. It is treated as a
European partner may find that its military national decision as long as all the partners’
doctrine is incompatible to that of the U.S.,commercial interests are protecte@ermany
diminishing the potential for cooperation. and Italy did not veto the U.K.'s sale of Tor-
Through a common environment, policies thathadoes to Saudi Arabia, for example. In
are more closely aligned, and a commorEuropean eyes, cooperation with the U.S.
historical experience, Europeans are more aptarries the risk of being tied to the caprices of
to use their equipment in a similar manner andAmerican foreign policy and the associated
thus agree more readily on requirementsponderous decision-making process when sales
European warships are generally smaller thaare considered.
those of the U.S. Navy, leading to wide use in
Europe of the U.K.'s Lynx helicopter, smaller Expectations regarding technology transfer are
and lighter than the U.S. SH-60. The Germarbetter aligned among European partners.
perspective in the abortive MBT-70 program According to European officials, intra-Euro-
illustrates the historical point. German pean programs are much less restrictive regard-
experience in World War 1l taught the value ofing technology than transatlantic programs.
a low silhouette, high mobility, and effective Europeans tend to cede technology transfer
engagement at close-range. Further, the weiglitecisions to industrial teams, thus protecting
of the proposed new tank needed to confornindustrial interest§ European partners believe
to the limitations of Germany’s secondary roadthat technology transfer is one of the rationales
network, whose bridges were designed foffor cooperation, and indeed, the issue does not
loads no greater than 50 tohs. seem to be a significant obstacle in European
programs.
Political systems and movements as well as
budget processes and realities are generally both export controls and technology transfer,
better aligned on the continent than across thsix European nations (U.K., France, Germany,
Atlantic. Most of Europe is governed by parli- Italy, Spain, and Sweden) are currently working
amentary democracies and the prevailing mootb completely harmonize their policies. If this
precludes substantial increases in militarybe accomplished, it should significantly ease
spending. There are some significant differ-armaments cooperation in Europe.
ences, however. France enjoys a national con-
sensus in security affairs while in Germanyln most of Europe, once the ruling party or coa-
there are substantial conflicts between left andition commits to a program, the program funds
right regarding the military and its role. are virtually guaranteed, even in the out-years.
While it is true that the lower houses in the
While it cannot be said that Europe hasprincipal European nations review the budget,
achieved anything like a common export policyit is unlikely and would be highly unusual for
for armaments (for example, the Greens okubstantial changes to be made, particularly in
Germany’s ruling coalition are much more re-international cooperative prograthiost of
strictive than the French government) Euro-these legislatures have their seats apportioned
pean partners share assumptions on the subjgmtoportionally by party vote, which reduces the
and the related issue of third party transfer.tendency toward “pork barrel” legislation. More-
There is generally much less political interestover, continental timelines for procurement are
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consistently stretched due to budget pressurefndustrial teaming within Europe has matured
These similarities contribute to a mutual levelbased on past cooperative efforts. These exper-
of comfort and predictability that foster iences provide Europeans with a big advantage
European partnerships. in future efforts because industrial partners have
already built trusting relationships and know
Related to the above is the disparate practicerho to team with for what. Commercial rules
of contracting on either side of the Atlantic. that apply equally to the defense industry in
For development programs, Europeans gerthe European Union (EU) require that con-
erally use firm, fixed price contracting and thetracts be open to all EU members, yielding
U.S. typically contracts on a cost plus basis. Irefficiencies gained through competititin.
the view of one European armaments official,
cost plus contracting “amounts to industry An obvious but perhaps overlooked advantage
solving their problems with our monéyThe  of intra-European programs is time and dis-
European practice is better suited to advancingance. Despite all the opportunities to commun-
existing technology, which carries less risk, adcate afforded by technology, face-to-face
opposed to the large-scale application of newneetings are still a major factor in doing busi-
technology typically pursued by the U.S. Thisness. Many meetings within Europe require no
difference has been worked around inmore than afew hours on a fast train as opposed
successful transatlantic programs, but remainto the eight to eleven hours needed to fly to the
a persistent hindrance. U.S¥ The workdays are also nearly eclipsed
by the time difference making real-time
Europeans place a great deal of public emphastelephone conversations difficult to achieve.
on equality among partners as a contributing
factor toward the success of a cooperativelo the extent that Europeans share a common
program. In most transatlantic cases, the U.Sulture distinct from that of the U.S., there may
stake is disproportionate, reflecting the need$e a greater level of comfort among Europeans
of a much larger force. This leads to thein working together. An active effort to develop
assumption that the U.S. will dominate the pro-social contacts on the part of the NSPO helped
gram and ignore the smaller partners’ concernsieutralize culture as an issue in the Seasparrow
It is much easier to find continental collabor-program, but the Medium Extended Air
ators prepared to cooperate on a more or leddefense System (MEADS) was plagued by an
eqgual basis. A by-product of the rough equival-‘us versus them” mentality between European
ency in European cooperation is that the lospartners and the U3 .Language, paradoxi-
of one or two partners does not necessarilgally, may also favor intra-European programs
doom the project. When France ceased particias it is easier to communicate in a third lang-
pation in Eurofighter or the U.K. exited from uage (English) than between native speakers
Horizon Frigate, both programs continued. Theand non-native speakers.
loss of the U.S. in a cooperative program is
normally fatal. Similarly, the exchange of Finally, the U.S. often conducts more elaborate
proprietary information, an important goal in testing of new systems than is generally the
European cooperation, is served when partnersase among European natidh& This and the
are of the same stature in terms of technologgther contrasting policies and habits across the
and capabilities. Atlantic cited above do not imply automatic



success for exclusively European cooperativeather than operational environment (land, air,
programs, nor do they doom those that spasea, and space).

the Atlantic. Even in Europe, national programs

are easier than cooperation. They do, howeveDGA is directed by a senior civil servant and

imply an advantage for intra-European overits personnel have a hierarchy that is closely
transatlantic partnerships independent ofikin to military rank. The incumbent is Jean-

technical or economic merits, an advantage thatves Helmer, who was an automotive executive

may grow with time. and launched the 1997 reorganization of DGA.
He emphasizes competitive bidding for prime
European Procurement Systems contracts and competitive selection of suppliers

of subsystems and components by the prime,
A full and useful description of the primary perhaps a result of his backgroufd.
European procurement systems can be found
in A Comparison of the Defense AcquisitionFrench defense equipmentis categorized under
Systems of France, Great Britain, Germany anceight “Systems of Forces” such as Long-Range
the United Statesedited by Tony Kausal of Strike Capacity, Deterrence, and Communica-
the Defense Systems Management Collége.tion. Each system has a senior member of the
No attempt is made to replicate that work hereDGA assigned who bears the designation of
but rather to provide an outline of the salientSystems Architect (ASF). Each development
features and perhaps some insight intgrogram within the system is assigned a DGA
European acquisition management. program director who is assisted by functional
specialists. These specialists remain within their
The acquisition processes employed are ndunctional areas though they are formally
greatly changed to accommodate a cooperativevaluated by the program director.
program, mostly because a large proportion of
European development is done on that basisThe program director occupies a critical posi-
France and Germany, in particular, approachion, equivalent to the PM in U.S. acquisitions.
acquisition from a cooperative perspective, and’hey are products of a formal and specialized
cooperation is part of their organizational education, expressly intended to produce arma-

culture. ments engineers with a broad base of technical
and management expertise. Each has graduated
France from a school that is in the upper echelon of

French higher education (Grandes Ecoles) and
The Délégation Générale pour I’Armementthat reflects French excellence in, and emphasis
(DGA) is the branch of the French Ministry of of, science and mathematics. Typically, they
Defense responsible for armaments develophave experience in several programs, including
ment and acquisition. The other two branchesnternational cooperative ones.
are the Joint Armed Forces Staff and the
Secretariat for Administration. The DGA was The stages in France’s new acquisition process
reorganized in 1997, partly to anticipate theare illustrated in Figure 5-The Preparation
emerging realities in Europe, and expresslyStage is driven by meeting the requirements of
promotes European cooperation. DGA is nowa long-term (30 year) plan. The means of doing
organized along functional lines (programso are weighed, including purchase, updating
management, industrial activities, testing, etc.Jegacy systems, and cooperation. The last
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The 30-Year Forecast Plan } |

Design Stage Realization Stage Utilization Stage

Preparation

. _ . So. b
Feasability Definition Development Production &
. 08~
Industrialization S @

Architect of
Force Systems Program Director with
the Program Officer

Integrated Team — DGA/Service Staff/Industry

Figure 5-1. The French Acquisition Process

alternative is always emphasized. Reasons n@@oherence Services Officer (OCEM). The
to seek a cooperative solution must be thorOCO is appointed by the Joint Staff and the
oughly explained before a solely national pro-OCEM represents one of the Service com-
gram is approved. The Design Stage sees th@onents. The working level counterpart for
birth of the program in that the Minister of DGAs program director is a uniformed pro-
Defense makes the decision to commence, thgram officer. The term coherence refers to
program team takes shape, and industriaavoiding duplication of effort and the maxi-
partners are selected. At this point, the cruciaimizing of synergy between the Service com-
work of cost determination occurs. At the be-ponents. This is reflective of French emphasis
ginning of the Development Stage the decisioron joint warfighting in an era of limited
to continue with the program is taken and aresources devoted to the military.
plan to test and validate the equipment at
various points is executed. The final step is thé&'hus the French employ an IPT approach to
Utilization Stage, when the uniformed serviceprogram management, involving DGA tech-
takes possession of the equipment, normallyical and management specialists and uni-
after adequate support and maintenancérmed officers in consultation with industry.
systems are in place. The roles of each change through the life cycle
of a program. Long-range forecasting and the
The uniformed services share responsibility forpreparation stage are the province of the ASF,
armaments development and procurement wittoCO, and OCEM. They retain oversight
DGA. This can be seen in the symmetry bethrough the design, realization, and utilization
tween the two in program management. Thestages, though it is the lower level integrated
military counterparts for DGA's ASF (responsi- team of DGA, the Service staff and industry,
ble for a Systems of Forces) are an Operationdhat move the program forward through those
Coherence Officer (OCO) and a Correspondindater stages.



Germany armaments design and development, there is
formal training for the acquisition workforce.
The German acquisition system’s top level isA one-to-two year course, depending on the
the Directorate General of Armaments, an orseniority of the student, intended to provide
ganization divided into eight functional areas.basic acquisition education is conducted at the
One of these, the Armaments Planning and-ederal Academy for Defense Administration
Control Office, has administrative control of and Military Technology.
the Federal Office of Military Technology and
Procurement (BWB), responsible for researchGermany categorizes its acquisition programs
and technology, development and procuremerin a manner analogous to that of the U.S. For
of defense material. Three of the remainingprograms with development costs over $10
offices of NAD perform oversight of the land, million (at 2000 exchange rates of approxi-
sea, and air programs managed by BWB.  mately two deutschmarks to one dollar) and
production costs over $25 million, a category
The BWB itself has three support divisions andl is assighed and Bundestag (the lower house
seven technical divisions, each devoted to af the Federal German legislature) approval is
category of equipment. These are more straightieeded. Category 2 begins at $1 million and
forward than those evident in the French Sys$2.5 million respectively and can be approved
tem of Forces concept. Included are informatby the Armed Forces Command. Category 3
tion technology, aircraft, weapons and missileprograms are beneath those thresholds. Major
systems, communications, ships and navaprograms are either category 1, or involve
equipment, motor vehicles, and general equipinternational cooperation.
ment. It is within these divisions that the PMs
are assigned, supported by technical andhe life cycle of a German armaments program
administrative personnel from the supportbegins with a series of strategic documents that
divisions. culminates in the Bundeswehr Plan, which puts
forward equipment requirements. This is then
PMs typically have technical degrees fromintegrated into the budget and if approved, the
civilian universities before beginning their program continues in a phased development
careers at the BWB. While Germany does noprocess illustrated in Figure 5-2.
have a series of specialized institutions for

Pre- Definition Development Procurement In-Service
Phase Phase Phase Phase Phase

Figure 5-2. German Systems Development Phases
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Briefly, the phases begin with the pre-phaseProcurement Agency (DPA), whose chief exe-
initiated by the military identifying a require- cutive is the Chief of Defence Procurement.
ment. Then, along with industry and BWB, The DPA is part of the Ministry of Defence
alternative methods of satisfying the require-(MoD) and is overseen by the Minister of State
ment are explored. Should Germany favor newior Defence Procurement. There are some 90
production, cooperative development is heavilyintegrated Project Teams in the DPA. Just as
emphasized, a reason why 70 percent of Gemnder the French DGA, there are 11 groupings
many'’s acquisition is done in concert with otherof systems, according to type and without
nations. regard to Service, that are managed by Execu-
tive Directors or Support Directors. These are
The definition phase follows incorporation into referred to as peer groups and within them work
the Bundeswehr Plan and is the point wherg¢he project managers for individual programs.
project management responsibility passes to the
BWB. Specifications are detailed and theThe Labour government of Prime Minister
management team is established to include th€ny Blair initiated a comprehensive review
assignments of BWB’s PM and a project officerof defense policies in 1998 termed the Strategic
from the uniformed Services. PMs are sup-Defence Review. Part of this review was fo-
ported by the division that hosts the appropriateused on procurement and resulted in the Smart
subject matter experts. As in the French apProcurement Initiative. This initiative brought
proach, there is close collaboration between théhree substantial changes to the manner in
BWB and the appropriate Service componentvhich defense procurement is conducted:
in system development. The Germans do not
subscribe to IPTs, however, but rather seeke Identification of an empowered “customer”
consensus within a hierarchical structtire. within the MoD;

The development phase sees the selection of a Adoption of the IPT approach;
prime contractor and concludes with the Ser-
vice component certifying the system’s logis- ¢ A streamlined approval process.
tics support and conducting operational testing.
Once these are satisfactorily concluded, atp to this point, international cooperation has
“Approval for Production” document sets the not been built into the organizational culture
stage for the procurement phase. In this phasef the DPA or the MoD. The decision to enter
the contractor for production is selected anda cooperative effort has been based solely on
the equipment delivered. The in-service phas¢he individual merit of each case in the absence
is primarily the responsibility of the uniformed of top-level emphasis on cooperation as in
Service, though BWB will continue to provide France and Germany. It remains to be seen
engineering and logistical support. Training andwvhether the recent changes will stimulate more
maintenance schemes are developed to sustaiooperation.
effective system operation in the field.
The Equipment Capability Customer within the
U.K. MoD both develops requirements and provides
funds for the program. This is a departure from
The acquisition procurement function of thepast practices and is designed to encourage
British armed forces is fulfilled by the Defence trade-offs between cost and capability. It also
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increases the incentive to find partners withCustomer and the IPT leader jointly submit
which to share costé. recommendations along with firm development
costs, life-cycle costs, in-service target dates,
The program life cycle has also been simplifiedand performance requirements. These are
and is illustrated in Figure 5-3. It begins with significant as the failure to meet them in the
the Concept Phase in which different optionscourse of development could cause the decision
to fulfil a given mission identified by the MoD to continue with the project to be revisited. The
are considered. The best of these options amecision to pass the Main Gate is made based
then assigned estimated costs (on a througlen the merits presented.
life basis) by an embryonic IPT and submitted
along with a User Requirement Document forThe Demonstration Phase includes the selec-
“Initial Gate” approval. This step approves thetion of the prime contractor for remaining
funds necessary for the Assessment Phase. development and production. Design to cost
and performance trade-offs are the features of
In the course of the Assessment Phase the bdkis process. An early form of trials is carried
technical option is chosen, with considerationout with models, computer simulations, or
given to the trade-offs between cost, perforprototypes. Equipment trials against accept-
mance and time. Only designated key perance criteria are conducted during the Manu-
formance parameters are nhon-negotiable. Moréacture Phase. Once successfully accomplished,
detailed estimates for life cycle costs areproduction commences.
prepared along with a plan to manage the
remaining technical risk. There are two turnovers that remain to be
performed at this stage. Throughout devel-
At the completion of the Assessment Phase thepment, the MoD Capability Manager acted
“Main Gate” is reached, the second of the twoas customer; once the equipment becomes
decision points in the U.K. developmentavailable to the appropriate force and support
process. The MoD Equipment Capability is in place, the relevant frontline commander

Initial
Cate
i In

Acceptance

Figure 5-3. British Procurement Phases
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assumes that responsibility. The base of the IPWere enormous—over 300 percéhthrough-
passes from the DPA to the Defence Logisticout, efforts to collaborate on tactical aircraft
Organisation with the completion of devel- have been complicated by the fact that some
opment, technical risk reduction, and acceptEuropean nations have aircraft carriers (some
ance into service. The point at which this takesShort Take-Off Vertical Landing, France
place varies considerably with the type ofconventional) and the rest do not.

equipment in question. It should be noted that

the IPT itself is substantially transformed to Most recently, the U.K. withdrew from the
conform to the needs of in-service equipmentHorizon Frigate program in part because the
However, the clear intention is that IPTs shouldRoyal Navy did not need the ship until 2008
have one continuous existence until therather than 2005, the date projected for France

Disposal Phase is completed. and Italy. This disparity in replacement sched-
ule among the partners led to a lack of common

Intra-European Cooperation Efforts ground for the technical approach to ship
design??

There have been significant intra-European
cooperative programs over the past four deckn the vein of common requirements, it should
ades and the experience is instructive. Despitbe borne in mind that European nations have
the inherent advantages in limiting the team tan their present inventories a wide variety of
Europe, there are some familiar themes in thaircraft purchased in the 1960s and 1970s. The
difficulties encountered along the way. See Ap-dates at which these need to be replaced vary,
pendix J for examples of European cooperativanother complication to aircraft collaboration.
programs and the associated industrial teaminghn advantage held by the U.S.-led Joint Strike
Fighter (JSF) in seeking collaborative partners,
Harmonization of requirements has been faby contrast, is that it is a timely replacement
from easy in a variety of areas. Geographyfor all the nations that coproduced F-16s, a very
history, national aspirations, and equipmentsuccessful program. (See Chapter 4 for details.)
replacement cycles all have contributed to
diverse requirements among European nationssome types of equipment lend themselves more
When France and Germany collaborated on theasily than others to accommodating different
Transall military transport in the early 1960s, variants and thus, differing requirements. The
nobody dreamt of the possibility of GermanNH-90, a helicopter being cooperatively de-
troops going as far afield as Somalia. Franceeloped between The Netherlands, Germany,
had the requirement for military transport to France, and Italy will have two mission variants
West and Central Africa, so Germany endedhat will satisfy the naval and ground forces
up with transport capabilities that they did notneeds of all the partners with plenty of capacity
need!® The Jaguar was developed between théor further individual tailoring. The NH-90 will
U.K. and France as a light fighter-bomber/have an all composite hull and be the first
trainer in the late 1960s. For the U.K., theoperational helicopter to use fly-by-wite.
Jaguar was to be an attack aircraft first and a
trainer second. The French held the opposit&he long lead times of European procurement
view.?° The U.K. prevailed and France had anprograms, often a result of budget constraints,
expensive aircraft with more capability than it have created other problems in cooperation. A
desired. In fact, the cost overruns for Franceyjood example is the Eurofighter, whose origins
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can be traced to the early 1970s. Over such mefficiency. European national champions
long period of time, circumstances inevitably involved in collaboration typically bid for work
change, causing arrangements to be adjusteatiat will give them valuable experience in a
accordingly. Eurofighter followed the typical new area, rather than accept an assignment
arrangement of tying work share to off-take.based on comparative advantage. In the Tor-
In 1986, when the project first took the form nado program, Germany insisted on developing
that is recognizable today, the shares were thihe center section of the fuselage which
U.K. 33 percent, Germany 33 percent, Italy 2lincluded the mechanism for the variable geo-
percent, and Spain 13 percent. Nine years latemetry wing, work for which the U.K. partner
all four partners had reduced their orders bywas clearly more competefitQuality of work
different proportions. However, it was not concerns will be reduced if the more ambitious
possible to reformulate the work share strictlyvision of OCCAR is realized and national
by the new numbers for technical industrialstakes are spread across programs. Thus, a
reasons at that stage of development. Aftecountry that receives less than its normal fair
some difficulty, a new work share arrangemenshare of work in one program will be com-
of 37/30/20/13 was agreed to when Germanyensated for this difference in other programs.
committed to 40 additional aircréft.

Intra-European cooperation does not take place
Production of the Eurofighter was also delayedn a vacuum. European partners often have
by the complexity of the consortia arrangemensignificant relationships with firms in the U.S.
by which development was conducted. The fouland Asia. Because of those ties, some of the
national airframe manufacturers (BAe, DASA, technology that they possess may not be
Alenia, and CASA) and engine manufacturergransferable within Europe. One area in which
(Rolls-Royce, MTU, FiatAvio, and ITP) the U.S. holds a generally acknowledged lead
formed Eurofighter GmbH and EuroJet Turbois stealth technology. Because of the special
GmbH respectively. The principle of unanimity relationship between the U.K. and the U.S. in
governs their decision-making, making it recent decades, there has been a considerable
difficult to reach flexible, disinterested amount of sharing of this information.
solutions to the problems that inevitably affse. (Discussion of U.S. security procedures, export

controls, and technology transfer can be found
Focus on work share can lead to absurd outin Chapter 2.) Consequently, in the process of
comes as the case of the 27mm cannon for thHaying the foundation for collaboration, it has
Panavia (Germany, U.K., and Italy) Tornadobecome an issue between France and the U.K.
illustrates. Each nation had its own assemblyto develop a stealthy, long-range strike aircratft.
line for the aircraft. The cannon was manufac-The U.K. MoD instructed BAe not to share any
tured by Mauser in Germany, assembled andtealth research with the French, constituting
tested, dismantled, then shipped as a kit t@an early stumbling block in the progréatn.
England where it was reassembled for instal-
lation in the U.K. production lin& Hence, Notes
work was duplicated solely to meet work share
requirements. Cooperation in Europe is evolving. Concern

over work share is said to be diminished in the
Quality of work is a factor that both compli- Franco-Italian Horizon Frigate Program, ush-
cates work share negotiations and causearing in a new era for the EU. Horizon is also
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maximizing off-the-shelf equipment and mini- future as a vehicle for intra-European coop-
mizing that furnished by the governméht. eration is not yet clear as the organization is
According to Peter Watkins, Finance and Seceonly a few years old. Certainly the concept is
retariat Director for the Eurofighter and Tor- sound in that it addresses some key challenges
nado programs, artificial industrial consortiasuch as work share. At present, however, no
are being discouraged in European cooperatiogignificant new programs have been consigned
in favor of one company from one country to it. Finally, a reduction of funds committed
taking a leading role and acting through subto new programs and those already in existence
contracting or a joint venture arrangemé®nt. is likely to retard arms cooperation within
European industrial consolidation promises toEurope generally.

make this easier. OCCAR's (see Chapter 3)
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6

FINDINGS

“Success is not final, failure is not fatal;
it is the courage to continue that counts.”

— Winston Churchill

Time relations with the U.S. and they have assumed

power in the EU in the wake of the fall of the
Time is working mostly against the prospectsBerlin Wall and diminishing security con-
for meaningful transatlantic cooperati@es-  sciousness. This is an environment where argu-
pite some countercurrents, there are significantnents for cooperation based on interoperability
trends in evidence that could mitigate againsor a gesture of transatlantic solidarity will carry
the U.S.s initiating new cooperative programsless influence.
with European partners.

The current generation of European leaders is
Perhaps the most powerful single trend ismore marked by the anti-war movement of the
European consolidation in the form of thelate 1960s than by U.S. aid in the immediate
European Union (EU). This should be viewedpostwar era. Additionally, the status of the U.S.
as not just an economic and political pheno-as the sole remaining “superpower” has raised
menon, but a cultural one as well. The Europeafears and suspicions. French Foreign Minister
movement (or project as it is often termed)Hubert Védrine refers to the U.S. as a “hyper-
draws a great deal of emotional energy frompower,” which is not to be understood as a
the notion of a shared identity, distinct from compliment Indeed, France often exercises its
that of the U.S. Though not unanimous, it is deadership within the EU at cross purposes to
sentiment shared from the man on the street tthe U.S. Felix Rohatyn, U.S. Ambassador to
the highest levels of government. Transatlantid=rance, recently said that European anxiety
disputes, particularly those with a moral com-over American power “negates the notion that
ponent such as hormone-enhanced meat @ur interest is also in their interest. It creates
trade relations with developing countries,the totally opposite point of view—that only
resonate in the European public. The politicathe weakening of America can be good for
coalitions that give those concerns voice havéhem.” Less dramatically, but perhaps equal
traditionally been more skeptical of military in importance is a diminishing commitment to

6-1



atlanticism among mid-level officials in Eu- Empire, there has been a divergence of strategic
rope. Within most European professional mili- orientation within the alliance. Since World War
tary establishments, there is still a preferencdl, the U.S. has maintained significant deploy-
for strong transatlantic ties including arma-able forces designed to deal with worldwide
ments cooperation, but it is countered by strongontingency operations, although its ground
political pressure to go European. forces only recently moved to strengthen their
ready reaction capability. France maintains
It could be argued that the economic rationalesome force projection capability and plans to
for armaments codevelopment remains, albeiimove further in that direction with the goal of
the mutual political impulses and military justi- being able to deliver and sustain a force twice
fications are somewhat weakened. Howeverthe size that she put into place during the Gulf
with the continuing integration of Europe andWar* The U.K. is planning the construction of
its defense industry, partnering among Euronew conventional aircraft carriers in a move to
peans promises to become easier for the reasoimprove its own global reach. In both cases,
set forth in the previous chapter. Though theunfortunately, progress will be severely con-
track record of intra-European cooperation tostrained by resources. Other European nations
date is uneven and the continent’s militaryare unlikely to pursue power projection as a
R&D spending is only a fraction of that spentgoal. In the midst of such a divergence of
by the U.S., it is undeniable that the continenmissions, the likelihood of finding common
is overall becoming more technologically andrequirements (the basis for cooperation) is
industrially capable. The world’s growing fleet diminished. The transatlantic gap in power
of Airbus airliners, produced by a consortiumprojection capability revealed by the Balkan
of aerospace companies from four Europearonflict might have prompted Europeans to
nations, proves that. The example of Airbusseek closer alignment with the U.S. Rather,
subsidized by its parent European nations, iperformance in the Balkans is viewed as proof
likely to be seen in the short run as a lessowf the need for an independent European capa-
that a cost will have to be paid to foster Euro-bility as set forth at St. Malo in 1998. The recent
pean capabilities. Hence, future cooperatiolNATO Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI)
with the U.S. may have to be significantly morehas the potential to provide common ground
attractive than an exclusively European alterfor defense equipment initiatives. However,
native to overcome the impulse to nurturewithin some European circles DCI is viewed
Europe’s own capabilities. Currently, programsas yet another U.S. attempt to promote the
that provide technology transfer from the U.S.development and procurement of equipment
to Europe are still attractive. (See Chapter 4.3hat will primarily benefit U.S. industry.
Despite growing European technical and
industrial capabilities, there is a significant gapCooperative R&D can set the technological
in defense technology that was demonstratetbase for cooperation and development and
in the Balkans. establish the dialogue to go forward. Recent
trends in downsizing cooperative R&D organi-
The Atlantic alliance was built specifically to zations, in conjunction with overall DoD down-
counter the Soviet threat. Allied forces were,sizing due to budget pressure, will potentially
therefore, oriented and equipped to countereduce future armaments cooperation. With
heavy, mechanized forces in intense groundewer people available to explore and coordi-
combat. With the dissolution of the Soviet nate these activities, resulting development
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programs will correspondingly diminish. This ignored or inadequately addressed. In the same
outcome seems likely in the context of defensevein, it is also widely felt that the U.S. is un-
spending trends on both sides of the Atlantic.willing to compromise in the important area of
military requirements.
There continues to be some high level support
within the U.S. DoD for increased transatlanticTechnology transfer and third party sales are
cooperation and there is some reason for hop@roblematic aspects of cooperation with the
given developments such as the recent Declatd.S. that have no equivalent in intra-European
ation of Principles for Defense Equipment andcollaboration. Europeans see the U.S. as unduly
Industrial Cooperation between the U.S. andestrictive in both areas, and a sharing of tech-
the U.K. Individuals on both sides of the Atlan- nology is an important result of cooperation
tic are alarmed at the prospect of a split betweefor them. Europeans feel that they should no
the two camps and the formation of military- longer accept “black boxes” from the U.S. and
industrial “fortresses,” with newly created de- should insist on treatment as full partners with
fense giants on both sides exacerbating thanrestricted access to technology involved in
competition for sales in the developing world.the program. Third party sales are a desired
More ominously (for some), the resulting fric- method of recouping costs and the U.S. exercise
tion could seriously undermine the NATO Alli- of veto power over those sales is deeply re-
ance. With the end of the Cold War and continsented. This same control at the component
uing high unemployment in Europe, however,level causes concerns over security of supply.
the transatlantic dialogue over arms increasingThe admonition of Manfred Bischoff, CEO of
ly assumes the form of a conventional tradeDASA, to find European suppliers to back up
dispute. Moreover, Congress lacks the chamb.S. components is widely referenced.
pions of internationalism who at one time were
able to gather bipartisan support for transatlanThe bureaucratic process by which export li-
tic initiatives. Taken together, an envirbant  censes and TAAs are generated is roundly criti-
is created that is not conducive to cooperation. cized. “The State Department is the problem;
even the U.S. suffers fromit,” according to one
Reputation official.® The time it takes for approvals is seen
as a major obstacle to smooth cooperation.
The U.S. has acquired a reputation as a difficult
partner in armaments cooperation. This is a\ggravating the aura of unpredictability in a
view held nearly universally among Europeantransatlantic cooperative program is the uncer-
PMs and other officials in acquisition circles, tain and convoluted U.S. budget process and
though the impression is stronger for some thathe penchant for Congress or the military ser-
for others. vices to reduce or cut funding for a program
with little or no regard to what are seen as inter-
The difference in scale between U.S. anchational obligations. The recent funding cut of
European partners leads to U.S. dominance ithe FSCS/TRACER program by the U.S. Army
most transatlantic cooperative programsis the most current example. Europeans con-
European partners often have less influence besider commitments made in cooperative pro-
cause of much smaller production shares. Corgrams as contractual and are vexed by the
sequently, European interests are sometimasncertainty of U.S. funding.



Europeans often perceive a difference betweeA fundamental problem of requirements
what they hear from high ranking U.S. officials harmonization is that each nation has a unique
and the attitudes of lower ranking personnel irhistory and set of circumstances and hence,
program management. They readily quoteadiffering military requirements. This fact is
senior members from the DoD, but say thereflected in tactical doctrine. The example of
grass-roots effort rarely matches the rhetoricthe abortive MBT-70 program (discussed in
One official put it thus: “We are tired of hearing Chapter 3) shows how two different doctrines
about interoperability. We want to see someare sometimes not reconcilable in a collabora-
results.” tive project. German notions of firepower were
built on the assumption (based on experience)
Europeans cite an attitude among Americansf intense engagements at relatively short
that Europeans are underfunded, unpreparedange, which clashed with the U.S. desire to pre-
and unable to make meaningful contributins. vail at longer ranges. Armament was thus a
This contributes to the suspicion that coopersource of disagreement, significantly contri-
ative programs are often paralleled by blackbuting to the program’s demise.
programs. The fear is that if a black program
succeeds, the U.S. then withdraws from coopefMoreover, the national process by which mil-
ation. The MLRS TGW and BAT programs areitary requirements are agreed upon is often
a case in point. (See Chapter 4.) Europeangngthy and difficult, involving much high-level
consequently lack confidence that a cooperativeialogue. Those officials who discuss and con-
effort undertaken with the U.S. will be followed sider requirements with potential partners are
through in good faith. generally not the same national authorities that
approved them in the first place. There is, there-
The U.S. is seen as unpredictable and somdere, reluctance to go back to the drawing board
times inscrutable. During recent collaborativeand refer issues back to the original authority.
development of the GMLRS rocket the reasong he tendency is to avoid compromise.
for the U.S. prime contractor’s rejection of EU
subcontractor bids never became clear to thén reality, unless two or more parties are per-
European partnefsThere was a similar reac- fectly in agreement, compromise is essential
tion to the lack of explanation for the modifica- in cooperation. Some situations are easier than
tions the U.S. “mandated” for the MIDSGen-  others. Undoubtedly, the ubiquitous cruise
erally, the U.S. is seen as not understandingnissile threat that emerged in the late 1960s

the European viewpoint. gave not only a sense of urgency, but also an
advantage in harmonizing requirements to
Harmonization Problems both the NATO NSSMS and the RAM pro-

grams.(See Chapter 4.) The participants faced
The difficult process of harmonizing require- the samehreat in the same environment (salt
ments does not promise to become any easievater). Naturally, additional desired capa-
without significant changes. Even after political bilities and differing platforms needed to be
and economic concerns are satisfied, the vertaken into consideration, but those chal-
foundation of cooperation, addressing a comienges are not the same as trying to reconcile
mon need, remains. The successful programseveral diferent missions or several different
examined closely in this study reveal the extentloctrines.
of this challenge.



Attempts so far—aimed at systemically im- RAM Project Office (RAMPO) are both headed
proving the harmonization process—have noby U.S. Navy captains with staffs at the O4-
been very successful. The CNAD has facilitatedD5 level. The day-to-day working relationships
some scattered efforts, but given the comin those offices have often produced the trade-
position of NATO and the threat faced prior to offs essential to success. The follow-on pro-
1990, the full potential was—and still is—far grams that developed out of the MLRS and
from realized. The lines of communication F-16 programs are also examples. (Further
between allied armaments authorities have beediscussions can be found in Chapters 4 and 5.)
kept open but CNAD lacks the authority to
induce armaments cooperation. It remains tdPerhaps the most successful harmonization
be seen whether the recent NATO Armamentgfforts have been selective mid-level discus-
Review and the fallout from the Kosovo crisissions. Examples include the agreements
will enable CNAD to realize a greater degreereached in the FSCS/TRACER and LW155
of collaboration in allied armaments. The howitzer digitization programs. At the U.S. (or
NATO Armaments Review is expected to pro-U.S.-equivalent) O-6 level, participants have
vide a top-down focus on priority areas forthe right combination of experience, specific
armaments cooperation, improve coordinatiorexpertise, and influence to understand
of cooperative opportunities at NATO head-challenges encountered, to propose harmonized
guarters, and increase the visibility of thosesolutions, and to realize them. Colonels or their
opportunities through an expanded database &fquivalents are the most senior officials
allied military requirements. These efforts arenormally dedicated full-time to an individual
aimed at easing the harmonization problenprogram, so close working relationships form
preemptively. and trust is established. Though these profes-
sionals cannot normally bind their respective
ICOG's purpose is similar to that of the CNAD, governments, they can determine if the military
though its membership is limited to the largestrequirements of their nations are common
NATO nations in terms of defense spending.enough to justify a cooperative program. At the
the U.S., France, U.K,, Italy, and Germany. Itmid-level career plateau there is often field
has been in existence for four years, perhapexperience with similar equipment and a degree
not enough time for a fair trial of its ability to of follow-through. Some officers have worked
promote cooperation. Nothing substantial haon the program in earlier stages, acquiring
been achieved so far. technical expertise, and are often in a position
to influence harmonization decisions favorably
All three military services have maintained through their credibility. The personal com-
international cooperative R&D offices that havemitment to make the extra effort required to
been only minimally effective in spurring the earnestly pursue international cooperation has
give and take essential to harmonizing requireeften been the crucial factor in reaching
ments. Recent reductions in staffing of cooperacommon requirements.
tive R&D offices only make the prospects for
progress in harmonization more remote. Standardization of the format by which
requirements are set forth, at least on a NATO
The progress that can be made in ongoindasis, can render similarities and differences
projects within program offices is evident. Themore clear and aid in identifying areas for coop-
NATO Seasparrow Project Officer (NSPO) anderation. The U.S. has mandated that all DoD

6-5



components follow a standard format for decision-making are more time consuming and
requirements documents. (See Chapter 1.) It idifficult. A key component to success, and one
hoped that this will aid harmonization amongthat cannot be over emphasized, is the human
U.S. Service components and smooth the pattimension—the right people in the right posi-
toward the creation of joint programs. Thetions. Failure or success is often the result of
methods by which requirements are determineteadership since a special quality of that attri-
can also be standardized. Modeling andbute must be exercised in a situation where the
simulation could be aligned as well as the selines of authority are ambiguous. It is essential
of assumptions (threat, munition effects,to international cooperation that people who
environment, etc.) from which requirements areare flexible enough to see the value in com-
derived. promise be led by those with the skills to build
a consensus. (See Chapter 4.) NSSMS is one
The fact that harmonization is a difficult processexample, but the point is that even with needs
mitigates against an Airbus scenario forperfectly aligned and an ideal management
Europe’s defense industry. Airbus is able toarrangement, the program will fail without
produce airliners that are competitive with mature, dedicated leadership.
those produced by Boeing because the effort is
supported by a large global market withProgram security is always a challenge and
common requirements. European nationatequires extra effort in a cooperative program.
defense requirements are still different enougiThe boundaries need to be clearly set forth in
to preclude the development of a standardizethe program’s governing documents and the
product line that meets the needs of all nationgarocedures outlined in Chapter 2 adhered to.
The key is to start the security process early
Though harmonization generally presents and to ensure that the rules are communicated
difficult problem in cooperation, there are to all concerned.
programs that deal with it successfully. Yet the
potential to reach mutually agreed-upon re-Export licenses and disclosure authority should
guirements has not been realized. An exchangee similarly approached. (See Chapter 2.)
of ideas is inherent in the process and a degre&lthough time-consuming, there is a designat-
of compromise is usually required to arrive ated path and it eventually produces results.

common requirements. Smoothing the export license process has been
described as the “number one thing in the
Difficulty of Cooperative Programs DoD,” so there may be improvement in the near

term?!! Great care must be exercised not to give
Cooperative programs are hard but achievablecooperative partners false impressions regard-
It is obviously easier to serve one master thaing the technology to be released and the
to have to accommodate the needs, businegsning.
practices, and personalities of several different
nations. However, given strong shared ob-Although industrial teaming is not unique to
jectives, these and other obstacles can bmternational cooperation, it can sometimes
overcome. take on some added dimensions. The objective
is to form a more responsive and efficient
Harmonization is addressed above and imelationship. There are nearly always the issues
Chapters 1 and 4. All the forms of consensu®fwork share, industry benefits, and the politics
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associated with them. Over the years, certaitbusiness managememactices for cooperative
conventions have been formed (work sharerograms led to functional financial and
eqgual to cost share, etc.) and the arrangemententracting processes. Industrial partners were
should be clearly defined in the governingoften a resource to solve tough problems.
document. Examples of industrial teaming
arrangements are provided in Chapter 4. Cooperation is indeed doable, if entered into
with all partners fully informed of the potential
Differences in contract types (fixed price vs.problem areas that must be anticipated.
cost plus) and acquisition systems (phase, IPTs,
performance specifications) must be accomiack of Incentives
modated, as discussed in Chapter 5. In the
successful programs examined, each had t@/hile there is generally high-level support for
tailor an approach to fit the circumstances. armaments cooperation, the military services
and PMs lack incentives to seek that route. This
There are developments that may ease some fa clear difference across the Atlantic in many
the challenges of international cooperation. Theeountries and perhaps the major reason that the
introduction of the euro will help address U.S. engages in so few projects of this kind.
currency fluctuations for programs with severallnteroperability and coalition building are
European partners even if it does not eliminatgersuasive arguments in the abstract, but it is
the problem. (Further discussion in Chapters 3ard to quantify and measure progress at any
and 5.) In addition, some bureaucratic initia-level.
tives may bear fruit. The new acquisition phases
introduced by the proposed update of the DoDrl'here is no carrot, and neither is there a stick.
5000 series of acquisition regulations, if Although consideration of international oppor-
approved, will be more flexible and permit tunities is required by law (see Chapter 1), the
better alignment with international partners.possibility is not emphasized at program deci-
Nevertheless, international cooperation willsion reviews. Only in rare instances does a PM
always present a unique set of problems thatave to seriously defend the proposition that
only an early and thorough approach carthe program would not benefit from interna-
successfully address. tional cooperation. The 1996 Defense Science
Board recommended that “administrative
Accepting that the cases cited in Chapter 4 werprocedures that require acquisition executives
largely successful, their treatment of potentialand program managers to demonstrate attention
problem areas bears recapitulation. Militaryto international opportunities should be
and programmatic requirements were sucfequired.?? There is no evidence to date that
cessfully harmonized. Industrial teaming wasthis recommendation has been effectively acted
an attention area in all cases, usually aided bgn and the proposed update of DoD 5000 series
thoughtful leadership and an ethos of teamof acquisition regulations places even less
work. An adaptive, responsive managemenemphasis on international cooperation.
structureanticipated and enabled resolution of
tough issues. Technology transfispects were In an era of budget consciousness, the military
thought out largely in advance and benefitedservices are particularly diligent in seeking
from unambiguous treatment in the programsavings in all stages of the acquisition process.
MOU. Creativity in developing the unique The problem with cooperative programs is that
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the actual savings are difficult to quantify. EvenCorrecting the structure of incentives for coop-
though cooperative development programs cosrative programs will require a substantial and
more in total than solely national developmentcoordinated effort. The DSB recommended
efforts, dividing development costs amongcareer incentives for the best in the field, much
partners normally produces at least somas is the case for joint assignments in the Ser-
savings for each participant. The exceptions argices, and public awards for those who succeed
when one partner pays for the majority of theinternationally. Assignment of personnel with
effort, as the U.S. has sometimes done, or wheimternational experience is also advocated,
excessive gold plating of requirements dramathough the development of that particular pool
tically drives up the program’s cost. Promisedof talent, given the low rate of cooperation, will
production cost savings based on greatebe difficult. Perhaps even more challenging will
economies of scale have almost always beehe to endow U.S. participation in international
negated by government-driven national workcooperative programs with the same funding
share apportionment and less than optimastability enjoyed by intra-European partners.
industrial arrangements. Recently, life cycleFinally, PMs need the assurance that their
logistics costs have been given more attentioperformance will be judged by criteria relevant
in DoD, but it remains to be seen what this willto an international program.
portend for international cooperation. Hence,
the significance of whatever cost savings aréviotives to Cooperate
expected must be carefully weighed against the
difficulties that cooperation will bring. U.S. participants should recognize that in many
cases their motives for cooperating with an
From the PM’s perspective there is little international partner may be very different from
incentive to expose him or herself to the addedhose of their partner(s). Development cost
difficulties of an international program. PMs savings are always a reason to cooperate, but
are evaluated by the cost, schedule, and pefer U.S. programs it is really only a motive if it
formance of the programs they manage. Coopis a low priority effort. This is probably not the
erative programs inherently take longer forcase with international partners. In most
reasons already discussed. The likelihood of énstances, the only way they can afford even
schedule slip due to technical or industrialtheir highest priority programs is through
problems is greatly increased with additionalcooperation. Political reasons, such as fur-
contributors. Additionally, despite the potential thering NATO unity, may be a strong reason
for cost savings, international cooperativefor collaboration from the U.S. point of view,
programs carry a greater risk of baseline cosbut probably will not carry as much weight for
increases. Finally, there is likely to be greatelEuropeans. Conversely, political reasons are
difficulty in meeting performance parametersone of the strongest drivers of intra-European
in order to satisfy all concerned. Cooperativecooperation. Technology is the principal at-
programs are not recognized as a distinct cas&action for many Europeans to cooperate with
however and while the PM involved in a coop-the U.S. Each program will have its own
erative program usually has significantly lessparticular set of motivations on either side and
of the control enjoyed in a national undertaking,the PM who is aware of them will be much
he or she is evaluated by the same criteria. more effective.



Organizational Culture needed to override them. The result is an at-
titude within DoD and the Services that is it
The U.S. does not have an organizational culacceptable (although not good) to cut/eliminate
ture that is conducive to international colla-funding for cooperative programs. Likewise,
boration. As noted above, these programs facthe failure to enforce effectively the policy
difficult challenges, including harmonization requiring serious consideration of international
of requirements (especially in the current eracooperation at the start of a program has re-
of an uncertain threat) and cooperative progransulted in the policy’s being generally ignoféd.
management. An ineffective organizational This is especially true because the challenges
culture combined with these challenges ha$n harmonization of military requirements and
aggravated the bad reputation of the U.S. as program management that must be overcome
cooperative partner, as discussed earlier. Mucto successfully cooperate add significant
of the organizational culture problem lies complexity for PMs who are taxed enough in
within DoD, particularly in the lack of effective U.S.-only programs. The few collaborative
emphasis on or incentives for cooperativearrangements that result lead to a thin pool of
involvement. Although DoD officially has poli- U.S. international expertise to draw on when
cies that are fully supportive of cooperative pro-considering future cooperative opportunities.
grams, they are not rigorously pursued. As ond his lack of experience combined with little
OSD official explained, “There is lots of cheer- education in cooperation results in ignorance
leading for cooperative programs but very littlein the acquisition work force regarding inter-
championing of cooperative programs withinnational cooperative prograrffsHence, the
OSD.™® Another OSD official stated that U.S. finds itself in a cycle that is hard to break.
although the U.S. says it wants maximum coop-
eration publicly, in most cases it really doesn’tBarriers to cooperation within the U.S. govern-
want or need to cooperéte. ment, but outside DoD, reinforce the culture
that ignores international opportunities. PMs
Any cooperative venture adds complicationsand others in the acquisition workforce receive
and to some degree ties the hands of the U.8ttle encouragement from the daunting pros-
on future prioritization decisions. In the past,pect of dealing with the bureaucracies of the
the DoD and the Services have not always beeDepartments of Commerce and State, not to
supportive of cooperative programs whenmention congressional budget issues. More-
difficult funding prioritization decisions were over, cooperation for US personnel is difficult
required. In many cases, these types of fundingince they are not normally “internationalists.”
choices were made by the individual ServicesAmericans rarely speak other languages, know
and DoD did not make the extraordinary effortother customs, or the history of other nations.
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v

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

“Even if you are on the right track,
you’'ll get run over if you just sit there.”

— Will Rogers

Transatlantic cooperation is worthwhile and  development costs grow out of proportion to
should continue to be pursued. defense budgets, however, the potential for cost
savings that cooperation offers cannot be
Despite all the currents working against inter-ignored.
national armaments cooperation, the funda-
mental reasons for engaging in it are sound antnportant as RSI are, the most important single
remain intact. reason to engage in transatlantic defense
cooperation is to help ensure the continued
Armaments cooperation constitutes a substanviability of the NATO alliance. Close military
tive and symbolic tie between the U.S. and itcooperation, to include collaboration in the
allies. A successful collaborative defense efforidevelopment and production of armaments, is
builds trust in a meaningful sense and proveshe glue that keeps the alliance intact. This is
to the world that we share security interestsall the more true with the collapse of the Soviet
The common or compatible systems that flonUnion. RSI was never achieved, even at the
from transatlantic cooperation make NATO aheight of the Cold War, but alliance unity was
more effective fighting force. MIDS is a good served by cooperation. The operational incom-
recent example of a system developed througpatibility of allied forces in Kosovo under-
collaboration, one that will allow allied pilots scored the importance of interoperability, how-
to communicate in future scenarios similar toever, and may help drive future transatlantic
Desert Storm or the Balkans. Interoperabilitycooperation.
is essential for allies to share the field. Perhaps
the biggest public selling point for the pooling Should cooperation be abandoned or allowed
of effort in armaments development is costto die on the vine, NATO allies will become
though the benefits are elusive in practice. Acompetitors in a race for arms sales—in many
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cases to unstable nations that may use thelt must be reasonably likely that the expec-
arms in regrettable ways. Acrimony betweentations of all partners will be met. Technology
the EU and the U.S. will erupt and contact willtransfer and work share issues need to be
weaken. In some ways this has been foresurmountable. Preliminary cost estimates must
shadowed by transatlantic trade tensionshave solid footing in the U.S. budget and a firm
However ... commitment of support made by the DoD.

Funding for the entire cooperative program
The objectives of cooperation are only served should be planned, programmed, and budgeted
by successful undertakings. as a prerequisite to signing an MOU.

A failed program is worse than no program atDespite trends against transatlantic coopera-
all. The resentments that are bred through théon, there will be opportunities as long as a
failure of a cooperative project linger at all technology gap exists
levels. Most important, the well for future coop-
eration is poisoned and the resulting suspicion¥he large disparity in R&D spending across
may spill over into other areas of policy. Thethe Atlantic (a three or four to one advantage
result will be missed opportunities and isolationin favor of the U.S. — see Figure 3-2), creates
in security matters. The longer the situation peran incentive for Europe to seek cooperation
sists in which European allies have their negawith the U.S. According to Secretary of De-
tive perception of the U.S. as a partner reinforcedense Cohen, Europe seeks to “free-load” on
the more difficult future undertakings become.U.S. defense spending. This applies to tech-
nology investments, and indeed, Europe is not
Successful programs, however, often yieldikely ever to invest enough in R&D to close
additional cooperative opportunities in the formthe technology gap. The numbers may under-
of follow-on efforts. Several of the programs state the problem as Europe’s R&D is divided
reviewed in Chapter 4 demonstrate this. Thébetween several nations which results in
over thirty-year history of NATO Seasparrow duplication of effort. This is not a question of
has seen successive improvements to theapability but one of commitment of resources.
missile and the project office continues to servdt is one reason why black boxes are so disliked
as an incubator for, and an example of, NATOby European partners. It is also why, when

cooperation. making equitability decisions, the DoD Comp-
troller is steadfast to quantify the nonfinancial
In order to replicate this success ... contributions (i.e., technical data) that partners

bring into cooperative programs.
Cooperative programs must be carefully se-
lected with a view toward long-term success. On the other hand, cooperative R&D efforts
serve as the foundation for future cooperation.
If the U.S. undertakes cooperation as a hedgat a minimum, R&D produces exposure to and
against the failure of a parallel program, theunderstanding of technologies developed a-
chances of that cooperation coming to fruitionmong the transatlantic allies. This is a two-way
are low. The system in consideration must fillstreet; although the U.S. holds an edge in tech-
an important need and the date on which th@ology overall, there are areas in which some
requirement needs to be filled for all partnersEuropean nations hold an advantage. With a
must comport with the program’s projections. better mutual understanding of technology, the
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prospect of defining interoperable standardd)Recommended Steps
(such as STANAGS) improves, as does the
technical basis for harmonization of military Funding stability similar to that enjoyed by
requirements. The trend of diminishing staffingthe European partners must be provided for
for cooperative R&D activities should be U.S. international cooperative programs. DoD,
reversed, sending the signal that the U.S. ithe Service components, and Congress all play
serious about the future of transatlantic defenskrge roles in this regard. First, DoD should
cooperation. rigorously adhere to the long-standing require-
ment of programming for the entire expected
The U.S. needs to develop an organizational program cost (whether a cooperative program
culture that supports international arma-  or not) prior to entering any cooperative pro-
ments cooperation. gram. Temptations to deviate from this proce-
dure in order to accommaodate optimal timelines
The pursuit of a cooperative program in thefor initiation of a cooperative effort should be
U.S. DoD and Services is a lonely endeavorresisted. Second, DoD and the Services must
There are many supportive statements froninstill within their organizational cultures that
senior leaders and even official policies, butit is unacceptable, barring extraordinary cir-
the fact remains that international cooperatiorcumstances, to cancel or withhold funding once
is not a central concern in the realm of acqui-a cooperative effort has been engaged in good
sition. For many years an organizational culturdaith. This cultural change cannot merely be
that is unfavorable toward cooperation hasanother DoD policy proclamation; it must be
existed for the understandable reason thagffected by example every time DoD and the
people within DoD or the Services value only Services make funding priority decisions on
those things that the leadership emphasizes aqmtograms. Third, Congress must view the funds
actively expresses interest in. That usuallyin cooperative programs differently from those
hasn't been the case regarding armaments coopemmitted to national programs. DoD and
eration with U.S. allies. Only with a concerted Service staffs must associate armaments coop-
effort can this condition be reversed over timeerative efforts with our allies as significant poli-
to create a culture that is positively disposedical benefits to the U.S. The influence of U.S.
toward cooperation. defense companies lobbying for funding of
competing national efforts must be resisted.
In order to increase the number and quality ofCongressional support of cooperative programs
cooperative opportunities and their chances fowill send a strong signal to U.S. allies. The
success, a series of steps are recommendatiove actions will help ensure funding stability
below for the U.S. These steps are aimed naand provide significant incentives for the
only at addressing European complaints, bupursuit of cooperative programs.
also at better preparing the U.S. acquisition
workforce and encouraging them to follow Export controls have received a great deal of
commitments through to a successful conemphasis within DoD recently. An effort is
clusion. Ultimately, an organizational culture under way to reduce significantly the time and
within DoD must emerge that is more orientedamount of bureaucracy associated with pro-
toward international armaments cooperation. cessing export licenses. DoD recently signed a
bilateral agreement with the U.K. to facilitate
defense trade and armament cooperation with
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the U.S. DaD is attempting to reach similarwill arm PMs and the acquisition workforce
understandings with other allies. To be fullywith substantial knowledge of cooperative
effective, DoD'’s efforts to reduce bureaucraticprograms.
export burdens must be supported by the
Department of State and Congress. Harmonization efforts should be rigorously
and systematically pursued by the U.S. The
False Impressionsregarding technology Services should promote additional periodic
transfer must be assiduously avoided by U.Smid-level (O-6 or equivalent) discussions with
officials. Technology is likely to remain a very the allies focused on opportunities for harmo-
emotional and controversial issue on both sidesization. These mid-level discussions have been
of the Atlantic because of the importance itone of the most productive means of harmo-
plays in determining military capabilities and nizing requirements in the past and hold the
its potential value in industrial applications. same promise for the future.
Officials at all levels (including high levels) of
DoD and the Services should be particularlyThe recent NATO armaments review process
conscious of the importance of technology andshould be fully supported by the U.S. Although
should not create an expectation that it will beCNAD has been only minimally effective at
shared when approval is uncertain. promoting cooperative programs in the past,
this new approach may prove more fruitful.
Education of PMs and other members of the Only time will tell, since the new NATO proce-
DoD acquisition workforce on all aspects of dures are focused on a long-term systematic
international cooperative programs would helpfix. The ICOG, although relatively new and
in ensuring that viable cooperative programdacking any conspicuous success, should con-
are selected as well as ensuring the successtirfiue. The early focus of ICOG discussions will
those that are already engaged. Since the U.8kely prove productive over the long term.
has only a small percentage of experienced peEurope’s experience with the Western Euro-
sonnel, education is the only effective meangean Union is instructive. Some fora or organi-
to address the existing general ignorance otations remain dormant until conditions permit
cooperative programs in the acquisition work-their flowering—an opportunity for the ICOG
force. The DSMC has recently increased thdo foster.
amount of time (from two to seven hours)
devoted to international acquisition educationLeadershipon the U.S. side of any cooperative
in its Advanced Program Manager's Courseprogram must be selected with special care.
(APMC). This initiative will help and should Managers of cooperative programs face a
continue, but alone it will only provide expo- significantly more complex leadership chal-
sure to and awareness of some fundamentéénge than their U.S.-only counterparts.
considerations in international acquisition. ItLeaders require the temperament to build con-
will not create the expertise that is needed t@ensus, to operate within ill-defined bounds and
initiate or manage them. DSMC also continuesambiguous lines of authority, yet to drive ag-
to offer one-week courses on technology/exporgressively toward program goals. Sensitive cul-
controls, international program managementtural antennae, patience, and strong inter-
and MOU negotiations and development. It ispersonal skills need to be combined with the
to be hoped that these courses, along with difirmness and consistency that produce success
tribution of this book and subsequent initiatives,in any endeavor. Such a person will engender
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trust, an essential ingredient in internationalcooperative programs, the leadership must
cooperation. The same considerations apply tanderscore the point at program decision
the selection of all participants in cooperativereviews by closely questioning PMs to deter-
programs. mine whether they have exercised due diligence
in seeking cooperative partners. International
Incentives for acquisition professionals to cooperation must be stressed in the Acquisition
involve themselves in cooperative programs aré&trategy and Analysis of Alternatives. In Ger-
lacking. PMs who initiate and administer coop-many and France, two countries with an
erative programs face many more challengesbundance of collaborative programs, PMs
than their counterparts who manage nationaliniversally stated that seeking cooperative
programs, in spite of which, they receive nopartners is seriously emphasized by their
benefit or compensation for the extra headieadership. In most cases in those countries, it
aches. The idea of rewarding international prowould be unacceptable to propose only a
gram PMs with increased promotion oppor-national solution when initiating a new pro-
tunities, as joint assignments for uniformedgram. The opposite is true in the U.S.; rarely
personnel are treated, would be a positive incerdoes leadership in the DoD or the Services
tive for cooperative programs. However, sinceemphasize finding cooperative partners. Itis a
there are so few cooperative programs, it wouldvritten policy that is not enforced in practice.
be difficult to systematically implement this
within the structured promotion systems of OSD and Service-level support must improve
each of the Services, particularly for military for cooperative programs. PMs currently in-
officers. Additional incentives, such as public volved in these programs often feel that they
recognition for successful cooperation, wouldare isolated. The organizations in OSD and the
help to a degree and certainly should be impleServices that are chartered to advocate inter-
mented, but these measures hold little promiseational armaments cooperation could be more
to motivate PMs to seek international programsconsistently effective in their support role. PMs
involved in cooperation need someone in their
Emphasisis a more realistic approach to corner who has a vital interest in their work,
ensuring guidelines already in place thatsomeone to smooth the path and clear the obsta-
mandate the consideration of cooperatiorcles inherent in these international endeavors.
where feasible are followed. Usually PMs haveDoD and Service leadership must inculcate the
so many requirements related to cost, perview that support for the PMs working to esta-
formance, and schedule, that if something islish and manage these particularly challenging
difficult or perceived to be so, and is not em-programs serves U.S. long-range policy objec-
phasized (as seeking cooperative partners isves. A degree of flexibility and willingness to
not), PMs will follow the path of least resis- compromise in the short term is also consistent
tance. Therefore, if DoD desires to maximizewith those objectives.
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APPENDIX A
GUIDELINES FOR THE PREPARATION OF
SUMMARY STATEMENT OF INTENT (SSOl)

Header Information:

Short Title of Proposed Project
DoD Proponent
Countryl/ies Involved

1. Overview of International Agreement

Briefly describe the project. Be specific as to what the project will deliver. Is this a new or
existing U.S. project? Is there currently a Memorandum of Understanding or other
international agreement in effect that is applicable to this effort?

Is this proposed for Nunn funding? If so, what technological developmentis to be pursued
which is necessary to develop new defense equipment or munitions, or what existing
military equipment would be modified to meet U.S. requirements?

2. Operational Requirement

What U.S. operational requirement would this project satisfy and/or what critical deficiency
or shortfall would this project address? If known, cite applicable documents.

Briefly describe the project’s objectives.

Provide an estimated schedule for the project, and Initial Operational Capability (I0C), if
applicable.

3. Partner Nation(s)

Which nations are proposed partners? Which nations have agreed to be partners? What is
the assessment (and your basis for it) of foreign interest/commitment?

Briefly describe the proposed negotiation strategy and negotiation schedule.

Describe any planned variations from the policy guidance contained in the latest approved
version of the International Agreements Generator (“IA Generator”) and any resulting
variations to the required International Agreement text that are known.

4. Legal Authority

State the statutory legal authority for the proposed agreement. If section 27 of the AECA
is not being used, explain why not.



5. Project Management

Briefly describe how the project will be structured and managed.

6. Benefits/Risks to the United States

List the advantages and disadvantages of this cooperative project. Address project timing,
developmental and life cycle costs, technology to be shared and obtained, impact on U.S.
and foreign military capability, and rationalization, standardization and interoperability
(RSI) considerations. Indicate whether there are any risks associated with conducting this
project as an international cooperative program, and briefly describe how these risks are
to be managed. Is a similar project currently in development or production in the U.S. or
an allied nation? If so, could that project satisfy or be modified in scope to satisfy the U.S.
requirement?

7. Potential Industrial Base Impact

Briefly describe the potential industrial base impact. Do you anticipate workshare
arrangements, requests for offsets, or offshore production of items restricted to procurement
in the United States? Are you aware of any key parts or components with single source of
production? What U.S. Government facilities and/or contractors would be likely to
participate in this cooperative effort? Will there be any significant effects (pro or con) on
any U.S. companies or U.S. industrial sector(s)?

8. Funding Availability and Requirements

List the total estimated cost (in U.S. dollars) of the International Agreement. The total cost
should include all U.S. and foreign government financial and non-financial costs.

List the cost shares (in U.S. dollars) of each participant. Also list any non-financial
contributions, their value (in U.S. dollars), and describe how the value was determined.

If not equitable financially, justify on a program basis (show the relative benefit to the
DoD). An equitable agreement is defined as one which a participant’s share is commensurate
with that participant’s share of the anticipated benefits from the agreement.

List the Department’s estimated costs (in U.S. dollars) by fiscal year, appropriation, and
program element. Indicate if the funds required to pay these costs have been, or will be,
approved in the budget and are available for use.

List other participant’s estimated costs (in U.S. dollars) by fiscal year. If applicable, outline
the likelihood of follow-on research or acquisition and the proponent’s commitment to
fund such follow-on action.
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9. Procurement

Will the Department of Defense participation in the project involve contracting? If so,
what agency will perform the contracting, and for what part of the project work?

Will a participant other than DoD perform contracting? If so, which participants and for
what part of the work?

Will contracting be done on a competitive basis? If not, what justification will be used?

10. Information Security and Technology Transfer Issues

Briefly identify the products and/or technologies involved in the program and their NDPC
category and classification. The Militarily Critical Technologies List (MCTL) may be
used as a guide.

Is an exception required to the National Disclosure Policy? If so, provide date of approval
or date that a request will be submitted to the National Disclosure Policy Committee
(NDPC).

If known, describe the foreign availability of comparable systems and technologies and
whether the U.S. technology has been shared through other programs, e.g., FMS, DEA,
etc.

Briefly describe the risk of compromise of classified and export controlled technology
and/or products and the technology advantages in the event of such compromise (e.g.,
negating primary U.S. technological advantage(s), revealing U.S. system weaknesses,
development of countermeasures, susceptibility to reverse engineering).

Identify any measures proposed to minimize the potential risks and/or minimize any damage
that might occur due to loss, diversions, or compromise of sensitive classified or unclassified
controlled data or hardware. Specify NDPC categories involved, where applicable. Include
any phased release of information designed to ensure that information is disseminated
only when and to the extent required to conduct the program; restrictions on release of
specific information (including classification, description, and disclosure methods); release
of components, software or information in modified form (e.g., export versions, exclusion
of design rationale and deletion of data on weapons not sold to the participant); and special
security procedures (both government and industrial) to control access to restricted material
and information.

11. Proponent’s Points of Contact

Include organization, name, telephone, fax, and Internet address. Assure that this POC or
an alternate is available to answer any questions from reviewing offices during the RAD
review period.

Source: Appendix A, Volume 12, Chapter 9 of the DoD Financial Management Regulation
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF SECURITY PROCEDURES
FOR NATO PROGRAMS

. NATO has four levels of security classification:

COSMIC TOP SECRET (CTS)
NATO SECRET (TS)

NATO CONFIDENTIAL (NC)
NATO RESTRICTED (NR)

N =

The marking “ATOMAL” is used to identify U.S. Restricted Data and Formerly Restricted
Data (RD/FRD) and UK ATOMIC information shared with NATBach NATO member

nation must establish a central registry to manage the receipt, dissemination, and control of
NATO classified informatiornThese central registries may establish sub-registries and control
points. The Central U.S. Registry (CUSR) is located in the Pentagon.

. AccesslU.S. personnel with a U.S. security clearamesy have access to NATO information

at the level of their clearance when there is a need-to-know in the performance of their duties
and responsibilities and they have been briefed on NATO security procedocess to

NATO Restricted information does not require a clearance, but recipients must be informed
of NATO procedures for its protectio@ontractors may have access to NATO classified
information only to bid on or perform on a NATO contract or on a U.S. Government Agency
or NATO member nation non-NATO contract that requires access to NATO information.

. Facility Clearance.A NATO Facility Clearance Certificate is required for any contractor to
negotiate or perform on a NATO classified contract).S. facility clearance qualifies if
cleared personnel requiring access have been briefed on NATO procedures.

. Marking and Downgrading/Declassification.Normally, NATO documents are not portion
marked and do not contain downgrading and declassification instruddongver, U.S.
documents prepared for NATO are to be so marM&d O classified documents cannot be
declassified or downgraded without prior consent of the originating or otherwise responsible
NATO nation or civil or military bodyJ.S. documents must be marked to identify any NATO
information contained in them.

. Storage.NATO classified documents are stored in the same manner as U.S. documents of an
equivalent classification level, but they must be segregated from other non-NATO documents.
Material containing NATO RESTRICTED information may be stored in locked filing cabinets,
desks, bookcases, or other similar locked containers to preclude unauthorized access, or in
locked rooms to which access is controlled.
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Hand Carry. The hand carrying of NATO SECRET, NATO CONFIDENTIAL, and NATO
RESTRICTED documents across international borders may be authorized, following basically
the same procedures used for U.S. matétimhever, NATO courier certificates and briefings

are usedCOSMIC TOP SECRET information cannot be hand-carried.

. Extracts. NATO classified information may be extracted from a NATO document and used
in a U.S. document; the U.S. document must be marked to identify the NATO information.

. Transmission. Transmission of COSMIC TOP SECRET and NATO SECRET and all

ATOMAL material must be through the Registry SystéMATO CONFIDENTIAL and
RESTRICTED material will be routed through the U.S. Postal Service and U.S. military
postal channels (Certified mail within the United States and Registered mail for international
transmission) to the U. S. organization effecting the transfer to the NATO recipient.
material may also be sent by courier or encrypted and sent electronically.

Destruction. NATO SECRET information and below is destroyed in the same manner as
equivalent U. S. material, but the destruction of NATO SECRET material must be withnessed
and recorded; withesses and destruction records are not required for NATO CONFIDENTIAL
and RESTRICTED materiaCOSMIC TOP SECRET is destroyed in the Registry System
and destruction must be witnessed and recorded.

Receipts.A continuous chain of receipts is required for COSMIC TOP SECRET documents.
Receipts are required for the receipt, disposition, and dispatch of NATO SECRET documents.
Receipts are not required for NATO CONFIDENTIAL documents unless required by the
originator, although receipts are required for packages containing NATO CONFIDENTIAL
documents when transmitted outside an organization or facility and internati®ealbipts

are not required for NATO RESTRICTED documents or packages unless required by the
originator.Receipts must be retained for ten years for NATO TOP SECRET and three years
for NATO SECRET.

. Release to Non-NATO EntitiesRelease of NATO classified information to non-NATO entities

must be approved by the originating nation or the responsible NATO civil or military body
that generated the document, as applicable.

U.S. Information Released to NATO.U.S. information to be released to NATO will be
marked with the U.S. classification level and the notation that it is releasable to NATO.

is responsible for applying the NATO markin§®ame U.S. activities, if they are the last U.S.
holder, prefer to apply the NATO markings themselves before providing the material to the
NATO recipient.

Source: ODUSD(PS) International Programs Security Requirements Course
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APPENDIX C
NATIONAL DISCLOSURE
POLICY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

The General Membersof the National Disclosure Policy Committee are representatives of:

» The Secretary of State

» The Secretary of Defense (designates Chairman)
» The Secretary of the Army

» The Secretary of the Navy

» The Secretary of the Air Force

» The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Special Membersare representatives of:

» The Secretary of Energy

» The Director of Central Intelligence

» The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

» The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics

» The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence

» The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Nuclear, Chemical
and Biological Defense Programs)

» The Director, Defense Intelligence Agency
» The Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

Source: ODUSD(PS) International Programs Security Requirements Course
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APPENDIX D
DELEGATIONS OF

DISCLOSURE AUTHORITY

Sample of

NDP-1 Country Charts

Country A Country B Country C
Organization, Training and Employment S C
of Military Forces
Military Materiel and Munitions S C
Applied Research and Development C
Information and Materiel
Production Information
Combined Military Operations, Planning,
and Readiness
U.S. Order of Battle
North American Defense
Military Intelligence TS S X

Source: Department of Defense, International Programs Security
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APPENDIX E
DOD PRINCIPAL
DISCLOSURE AUTHORITIES

These officials have the authority to authorize the disclosure of classified information over which
their agencies have original classification authority, provided the classification level of the
information falls within the levels delegated in the NDP-1 charts, all of the disclosure criteria can
be satisfied, and disclosure is not limited by a NDP-1 policy statement. DoD officials who are not
listed must seek delegated disclosure authority from the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Policy Support).

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

» Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P))
» Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD(AT&L))

» Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence (ASD(C3lI))

» Chief of Staff, Defense Intelligence Agency
e Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
» Director, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

MILITARY SERVICES

» Department of the Army: Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence

» Department of the Navy: Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Research, Development and Acquisition)

» Department of the Air Force: Deputy Under Secretary of the Air Force
(International Affairs)

Source: ODUSD(PS) International Programs Security Requirements Course
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APPENDIX F
SUMMARY OF
THE MULTINATIONAL INDUSTRIAL
SECURITY WORKING GROUP (MISWG)
DOCUMENTS

. MISWG Document Number 1, “Arrangements For The International Hand Carriage of
Classified documents, Equipment, and/or Components.” The Defense Security Service (DSS)
normally authorizes its use for individual effolS8JMMARY: This document addresses the
issue of cross-border hand carriage of classified material; must be an urgent need, material
not present, and no other way to get it there; cannot turn material over to customs or security;
must stay in personal possession.

MISWG Document Number 3, “Use of Cryptographic Systems” (Document #2 was merged
with Document #7.3UMMARY: Document #3 pertains to the use of cryptographic systems;
requires use of NATO standards and consent of national communications authority for use.

MISWG Document Number 4, “Security Claus€&JMMARY: Pertains to agreed security
clauses to be used in cooperative program agreements.

. MISWG Documents Number 5, “Programme/Project Security Instruct®ldMMARY:
Provides a single document with sample format that includes all security procedures for a
cooperative program; to comprise other MISWG procedures that are applicable to a particular
program; content requires agreement of all participants.

MISWG Document Number 6, “Procedures For the Protection of Restricted Information.”
SUMMARY: The document contains procedures that were agreed to by the countries that
have a Restricted classification.

MISWG Document Number 7, “International Visit Procedur88/MMARY: The policies
and procedures in this document are compatible with DoD Directive 5230.20, “Visits and
Assignments for Foreign Representatives.”

. MISWG Document Number 8, “Controlled Unclassified Information ClauSéMIMARY:
Describes additional clauses to be inserted into program agreements addressing the protection
of CUL.

. MISWG Document Number 9, “Security Education and Awaren8&#VIMARY: Provides

a topical outline of a security briefing for contractor employees; each participant is responsible
for briefing its personnel and investigating breaches on its territory.
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MISWG Document Number 10, “Transportation Plan For The Transmission of Classified
Material As Freight' SUMMARY: Describes the content and use of a transportation plan for
the movement of classified material as freight; provides a sample format; can be modified to
meet circumstances; Annex contains provisions for recurring shipments.

MISWG Document Number 11, “Control of Security Cleared FacilittisMMARY: Annex
to Document #5, PSI, to list all participating facilities and points of contact involved in a
program.

. MISWG Document Number 12, “Facility Security Clearance Information Sheet.”
SUMMARY: Document 12 is to be used in requesting and verifying facility security clearance
information.

MISWG Document Number 13, “Automated Data Processing (ADP) Security Plan.”
SUMMARY: Provides a suggested format for preparing standard operating procedures when
automated information systems are to be used within a program.

MISWG Document Number 14, “Contract Security Claus8&IMMARY: These clauses
are very similar to the contract clauses contained in the NISPOM.

. MISWG Document Number 15, “International Transportation by Commercial Carriers of
Classified Documents and Equipment or Components as FrefgfitfMARY: Describes

the procedures for the transfer of classified material as freight; to be used with document
Number 10 (Transportation Plan).

. MISWG Document Number 16, “Guidelines for Assessing Protection and Control of Classified
Information in a Multinational Non-NATO Cooperative Defense Progr&tuMMARY:

These guidelines are intended to assist government industrial security specialists in assessing
security measures at contractor facilities involved in a cooperative program.

MISWG Document Number 17, “International Hand Carriage of Classified Documents,
Equipment, and/or Components by VisitoSUMMARY: This document expands the scope

of MISWG Document Number 1 to permit visitors from a participating country who are
dispatched for other purposes (e.g., on a visit outside of the international program, on loan, or
to a conference) to hand carry classified material for the international program under specified
procedures.

. MISWG Document Number 18, “International Industrial Security Requirements Guidance
Index.” SUMMARY: This document contains guidance for governments to use in providing
participating contractors with the security requirements and classification guidance required
for the performance of classified contracts. This document serves the same purpose as the
DD Form 254, “Contract Security Classification Specification,” which the U.S. will use instead.



R. MISWG Document Number 19, “Personal (sic) Security Clearance Information Sheet.”
SUMMARY: This document contains a standard format for requesting and verifying personnel

security clearances.

S. MISWG Document Number 20, “International Transfer of Material Classified RESTRICTED
by Express Commercial CourierSUMMARY: This document describes eligibility and
security requirements for the urgent international transfer by express commercial carriers of
material classified Restricted. It is a test document only which is being validated by several

MISWG countries that have a Restricted classification.

NOTE: In addition to the above documents, a number of MISWG countries have approved a
format and procedures for the use of secure voice, fax, and digital communications in international
programs. The DSS approves the use of these procedures when they involve contractors. Guidance
should be sought from the DSS Headquarters, International Branch at (703)325-6050.

Source: ODUSD(PS) International Programs Security Requirements Course
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APPENDIX G
TECHNOLOGY CONTROL PLAN (TCP)

The TCP should cover, at a minimum, the points described below. It is not necessary to prepare a
TCP for each foreign national located at a cleared facility. A generic TCP can be prepared with
annexes to cover specific access authorizations and restrictions and the identification of oversight
officials for individual foreign national visitors or employees.

1. Responsible company officials, e.g., the facility security officer (FSO) and technology control
coordinator or officer, and the responsible company officer or director who provide oversight
of security and technology control measures.

2. Specific measures (i.e., unique badges, escorts, segregated work area, etc.) to control access
within the facility and limit access to the specific information for which a government disclosure
or export authorization has been obtained.

3. A description of the elements of export controlled information to which the foreign national
may have access, and disclosure guidelines for that access.

4. Indoctrination of the foreign national and company personnel who will be in contact with the
foreign national on government security and technology transfer policies, disclosure guidance,
and the provisions of the TCP. The disclosure guidance shall be emphasized to those other
employees who will have frequent contact with the foreign national.

5. Procedures for controlling access to reproduction equipment, automated information, and
telefax equipment.

6. A requirement that the foreign national sign a certificate, witnessed by the FSO or designee,
certifying that he or she acknowledges, understands, and shall comply with U.S. Government
requirements regarding access to, use, and retransfer of technical data, and shall comply with
applicable provisions of the TCP.

7. The designation of a company employee who shall be responsible for overseeing the activities
of each foreign national assigned to or employed at the facility.

Source: ODUSD(PS) International Programs Security Requirements Course
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APPENDIX H
CHRONOLOGY OF

EUROPEAN DEFENSE INITIATIVES

Date

Event

May 1955

Western European Union (WEU) was established as a result of
the agreements signed in Paris in October 1954 modifying the
1948 Brussels Treaty.

March 25, 1957

Treaty of Rome was signed creating the European community.

February 2, 1976

The Independent European Programme Group was established
to promote European cooperation in research, development, and
production of defense equipment; improve transatlantic
armament cooperation; and maintain a healthy European
defense industrial base.

December 9-10, 1991

The Treaty on European Union was signed in Maastricht but was
subject to ratification. The WEU member states also met in
Maastricht and invited members of the European Union to
accede to WEU or become observers, and other European
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to
become associate members of WEU.

May 21, 1992

The Council of the WEU held its first formal meeting with NATO.

December 1992

The European Defense Ministers decided to transfer the
Independent European Programme Group’s functions to WEU.

November 1, 1993

The Maastricht Treaty was ratified and the European Community
became the European Union.

December 1993

French and German Ministers of Defense decided to simplify the
management for joint armament research and development
programs. The proposal for a Franco-German procurement
agency emerged.

January 10-11, 1994

A NATO summit was held, which supported developing of a
European Security and Defense Identity and strengthening the
European pillar of the Alliance.
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November 14, 1994

WEU Ministers issued the Noordwijk Declaration, endorsing a
policy document containing preliminary conclusions of the
formation of the Common European Defense policy.

March 1996

The European Union Intergovernmental Conference, or
constitutional convention, convened.

November 12, 1996

The Defense Ministers of France, Germany, Italy, and the United
Kingdom signed the political foundation document for the joint
armaments agency Organisme Conjoint de Coopération en
Matiere d’Armament (OCCAR).

November 19, 1996

The Western European Armaments Organization was
established, creating a subsidiary body within WEU to administer
research and development contracts.

February 4, 1997

The four National Armaments Directors of France, Germany,
Italy, and the United Kingdom met during the first meeting of the
Board of Supervisors of OCCAR. The board reached decisions
about OCCAR'’s organizational structure and programs to
manage.

June 19, 1997

The European Union Intergovernmental Conference concluded.
A new treaty was drafted, but little advancement was made to
developing a common foreign and security policy. The treaty
called for the European Union to cooperate more closely with
WEU, which might be integrated into the European Union if all
member nations agree.

July 3, 1997

The Board of Supervisiors of OCCAR held a second meeting.

GAOINSIAD 98-6
Oct 97 Defense Trade

“European Initiatives to Integrate the Defense Market”
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APPENDIX |
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

STANDING UP OR JOINING
AN INTERNATIONAL
PROGRAM OFFICE?

Some Nitty Gritty Details
You Might Need to Know

Col. Alan E. Haberbusch, U.S. Air Force, Ret.

Haberbuschspent 27 years in the research, In this article, | describe some of these details
development, acquisition, and test field (19644 had to manage from my perspective as pro-
91), including assignments in the space, air-gram director. As you read through the article,
craft, and munitions systems areas. He is curyou will find, as did I, that no “one size fits
rently working as a contractor under the Tech-all”; nor are there any magic “cookbook” solu-
nical and Acquisition Management Supporttions for international cooperative programs.
contract at Air Armament Center, Eglin AFB, What | hope you glean from this article is an
Fla. He is a graduate of PMC 76-1, DSMC. appreciation of some of the things you may
encounter and how we handled them in the
So you're going to lead or be part of anMSOW IPO.
international program office (IPO). Let me take
you back to 1987 and tell you about my experGetting Started
ience when | worked on an international coop-
erative program—the Modular Stand-Off Wea-First, some background. The MSOW was ori-
pon (MSOW). As program director, | found a ginally a seven-nation (later five-nation)
reasonable amount of assistance and informasollaborative effort under a General MOU
tion on developing a Memorandum of Agree-signed in July 1987 This MOU had the basic
ment (MOU) and “big picture” management “rules of the road” but did not commit anyone
of such programs, much of which is covered into spend any money. Each phase was to be
the Defense Systems Management Collegéurther defined by a supplementary MOU that
(DSMC) International Program Managementwould contain a financial annex and, when
courses. What is not readily available, | discov-approved through the national approval process
ered, is greatly needed but hard-to-finsight  and signed by the appropriate officials, would
into the detailed aspects of such an effort.  commit that nation to that phase of the program.
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When | came to the program in Septembeitems included that were needed. The final iter-
1987, the Project Definition (PD) Phase MOU ation was not completed before the United
was being negotiatédlhe text was agreed up- States withdrew, the program ended, and the
on by November 1988, and the program officd PO disbanded.The IPO operated on Eglin
used it as a directive. Eventually, the Managewithout a formal agreement for over three
ment Group approved the financial annex, buyears.
the MOU was never signed.

The construction of a building for the MSOW
The program was set to enter the PD Phasweas another aspect of defining a home. The
[NATO terminology], which would be equiva- initial direction to the host base through a
lent to the current Program Definition and RiskProgram Management Directive was to con-
Reduction Phase (Demonstration/Validationstruct a modular relocatable building whose
Phase in the MSOW time frame). Program man=funded cost” was not to exceed $200K. It took
agement was a three-tier international structurene some time to get someone in the civil engi-
with a Steering Committee at the top (a two-neering community to define funded cost, but
star/civilian equivalent membership), a Man-it meant that this was the cost ceiling for all
agement Group (colonel/civilian equivalent the site preparation work. After that, as much
membership), and an IPO at the bottom. Focould be spent on the structure itself as was
the top two groups, this structure put all thedesired by the funding agency. As it turned out,
participants in an equal position. a later ruling stipulated that the structure cost

was not an appropriate expenditure for U.S.
MSOW was unique in that it began the col-MSOW program funding. This delayed the
laboration on a major system much earlier inconstruction process until funding was sorted
the development process than did the moreut. Because funding was delayed about five
familiar F-16 and Airborne Warning and months—a potentially embarrassing situation
Control System (AWACS) programs. MSOW for the United States—it took action by the
had to build its day-to-day managementCommander, [then] Air Force Systems Com-
structure (the IPO) from scratch. This wasmand with the Secretary of the Air Force to
necessary because MSOW had no infraebtain release of emergency funding.
structure already in place, such as the F-16
System Program Office (SPO) or the AWACSThe building was eventually finished, taking

SPO, to aid in its collaborative efforts. about twice as long (eight months) as originally
envisioned. By that time, the U.S. withdrawal
A Home for the IPO had terminated the program. While the IPO was

in existence, it temporarily occupied existing
The PD Supplement MOU identified the United buildings at Eglin AFB.
States as the host nation and Eglin AFB as the
location of the IPO. The IPO was therefore anOrganization, Staffing, and
international tenant on Eglin AFB. This par- Other Personnel-Related Items
ticular agreement was different than the usual
agreement the base had developed for othéfrhe IPO would be staffed by the participating
tenants because of the non-U.S. Governmentations in consonance with their financial
nature of the IPO. Therefore, it took consider-contribution. So if a nation contributed 20
able time and several iterations to get all thegpercent of the financing, it would provide 20
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percent of the approved staffing for the IPO.and their qualifications, while keeping in mind
First, opinions differed on how many people itthat each nation had to provide a certain number
would take to properly staff the IPO. Dependingof people to meet their commitment. Again, this
on the nation, the numbers varied from six towould have been a politically sticky job at best.
40. The compromise was 28 from the nations,
with direct support staff (U.S. personnel fundedPM : JANUARY-FEBRUARY 2000 34
by the participants) providing specialist
expertise (e.g., contracting) or administrativeAn additional factor was that some nations were
support (e.g., secretarial). not prepared to assign their personnel to the
IPO permanently until their respective coun-
The second task was to determine how the 28¥ies approved the PD Supplement MOU. Not-
member IPO would be organized and whowithstanding, there were exceptions—the Bri-
would provide personnel to fill what positions. tish deputy and the total German contingent
Two personnel selections were decided ugpecame permanent members of the IPO as soon
front: the program director (United States) andas we defined and obtained approval on the IPO
the deputy director (United Kingdom). As the structure. However, all nations fully supported
program director, | worked with my deputy to the source selection process with temporary
define the organization structure. For theduty personnel, as required.
remaining 26 members of the IPO, it was fairly
easy to come to agreement on the functions anthe direct support positions presented another
distribution of personnél. interesting challenge. The direct support con-
cept was to hire U.S. employees on term posi-
Third, we had to answer two questions: Whations. (We could establish a term position based
countries would provide the chiefs of the var-on the fact that we had known funding available
ious functions; and what countries would over a specific period to do jobs only a U.S.
provide the working level in each function? Theemployee could do [contracting] or where it
former question turned out to be politically made more sense thata U.S. employee perform
“sticky” because we had more countries tharthe task [secretarial/administrative].) The par-
chief positions (not counting the director and ticipating nations would share the costs of these
his deputy). This had to be resolved by thepositions in the same way that they shared other
Steering Committee and was only resolvedorogram costs. While the IPO encountered no
when one participant agreed not to seek a chigfroblem when these positions required some-
position but instead was granted preference foone full time, part timevasa problem. For part
certain other positions. time, the only way to get needed support was
to have an existing, authorized, and filled U.S.
As for the working level, we came up with a position and reimburse for the actual use. This
process where each participant offered to fillcreated a problem in two ways.
certain positions. In almost every case, we had
more offers than positiort$. At this stage, < First, when the particular specialty already
particular individuals and their qualifications  had its currently authorized people fully
were not put forward. This never came to final engaged in other work, no way existed to
resolution because the program did not go for- establish a “partial term position” to cover
ward. In hindsight, we most certainly would MSOW needs.
have considered each offer based on individuals



» Second, even if the U.S. employees in theparticular nation’s IPO members. To develop a
particular specialty were available to supporttask definition, reach agreement with the ratee
the IPO, the United States was unwilling toon the task definition (IPO director and deputy
accept “pay as you go” and wanted a mini-review), observe and record performance, and
mum use guarantee. No good solution emerprovide feedback to the ratee, the supervisor
ged for either of these problems, and againwould use the Terms of Reference for the
the overall approach was never tested dugosition.
to program termination.

Next, SNRs would receive the supervisor’s

The last portion of the personnel area wagerformance evaluation of their respective
performance reporting. Quoting the Generalnation’s IPO members and transpose the
MOU, “The Terms of Reference for the IPO evaluations onto national forms peculiar to each
will make clear that staff members are dedi-country. Each form would then be reviewed
cated to the Programme only and that Partiwith the ratee’s supervisor, the IPO director,
cipants will not place other national tasks onand deputy. Finally, the supervisor would feed
their respective IPO members.” This, in es-each evaluation into the national system of the
sence, said everyone in the IPO is, as we say iratee.

the United States, “purple”; that is, representing

everyone involved. To me, this clearly meantFor those personnel at the division chief level,

we needed a system of performance evaluatiothe system works the same, with the IPO

inside the IPO for our members. Since IPO director or deputy as the supervisor. Similarly,
members were administered by their respectivéhe IPO director is the supervisor for the IPO
home nations, we were mindful that this per-deputy director. For the IPO director, the Man-
formance reporting must also “feed” the na-agement Group would provide an input to the
tional personnel system of each of the five parti-officer evaluation reporting official who
cipating nations. Toward that end, | developedprepares the national form.

presented, and gained approval of the Manage-

ment Group for a system that had the followingNational Approval Processes

parameters:

During the life of the program, the five par-

» Immediate supervisor must be an integrakicipating nations had their own approval
part of the process. processes for the MOU supplements. What

drove these processes were the text and the Not-

* Process must lead to an accurate and failo-Exceed Cost Annex of the supplement. In
reporting into the national systems. most cases, the parliament stayed involved in

the approval process. To assure a timely

» System must be based on task definitions.contract award, | needed to be confident that

the approval processes could be successfully

For those IPO personnel below the divisioncompleted somewhere close to the end of the

chief level, the Senior National Representativesource selection process. As the program

or SNR (the most senior person from a givermoved through the source selection process, |
country in the IPO) would brief supervisors onbegan to ask about the time lines of these
key aspects of the national system. SNRs woulg@rocesses.

stay knowledgeable on the performance of their
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During the source selection process, | lookedA Word From the Author

into this situation and discovered that the topic

of the national approval processes had beehprovided all the documents listed as references
discussed at the Management Group beforetb the DSMC International Department. In
came to the program; but somehow the disaddition to these documents, three others (also
cussion never reached a clear definition of eachupplied DSMC) contain additional infor-
country’s process. These processes were on threation that may be helpful to U.S. personnel
critical path to a contract award, so | was finallyinvolved in international collaborative efforts:
able to convince the two-star Chairman of the

Source Selection Advisory Committee and thee  Munitions Systems Division History Office
four-star Chairman of the Source Selection Interview of Air Force Col. Alan E.
Authority Committee to use their influenceand Haberbusch, Program Director, MSOW
force this topic onto the table. IPO, Eglin AFB, Fla. 32542, Dec. 15, 1989.

The prior reluctance to get this in the open, ir “Modular Standoff Weapon Management,
my view, was that no one wanted their nation’s the Programme Manager’s Perspective,” an
process to be the “long pole in the tent.” All  article that appeared in the magazine
these approvals were in two stages: first, the NATO’s Sixteen Nationgpril/May 1988.
signatures of the MOU supplement, and second

the process to make the money available to the “The Modular Stand-Off Weapon, Federal
IPO. Once all the information became avail- Acquisition Regulation Waivers and
able, it showed that the key element was a four- Deviations in an International Acquisition,”
month gap between the two parts for one of published irProceedings]1991 Acquisition
the countries, and that gap began just about Research Symposium, Volume Il.

when the source selection decision was due.

What this told me was that we needed to get akditor's Note: The author welcomes questions
agreement among all the other participants t@r comments concerning this article. Contact
front-load their funding and allow this trailing him via E-mail athaberbus@eglin.af.mil.
country to back-load its funding; otherwise, we

would have a four-month delay in the contract

award. We did, in fact, get this agreement.
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APPENDIX J
EXAMPLES OF EUROPEAN DEFENSE COMPANY
TRANSNATIONAL COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES

Joint company

Company participants and

percentage shareholding @

Countries
involved

Product

Airbus Military

Aerospatiale (37.9%), Daimler-Benz

France, Germany,

Future Large

Company Aerospace (37.9%), British Italy, Spain, and Aircraft (planned)
Aerospace (20%), CASA (4.2%), the United Kingdom
Alenia (Associate Member)
Eurocopter Aerospatiale (60%), Daimler-Benz France and Germany | Tiger helicopter
Holding Aerospace (40%) and various
military and civilian
helicopters
Eurodrone Matra Hachette (50%), STN Altas France and Germany | Brevel surveillance
Elektronik (50%) and reconnais-
sance drone
Eurofighter Daimler-Benz Aerospace (30%), Germany, Italy, Spain, | Eurofighter 2000
Jagdflugzeug Alenia (19.5%), British Aerospace and the United
(37.5%), CASA (13%) Kingdom
Eurojet Turbo MTU (33%), Fiat Avio (21%), Germany, ltaly, Spain, | Turbo jet engines
Industria de Turbo Propulsores and the United for the Eurofighter
(13%), Rolls Royce (33%) Kingdom 2000
Euromissile Aerospatiale (50%), Daimler-Benz France and Germany | Milan and Hot
Aerospace (50%) antitank missiles
and Roland air
defense missile
European Agusta (50%), GKN Westland Italy and the United EH-101 helicopter
Helicopter Helicopters (50%) Kingdom
Industries
Eurosam Thomson-CSF (33.3%), France and Italy Future surface-to-
Aerospatiale (33.3%), Alenia air family of
(33.3%) missiles
GTK/MRAV/VBCI | Two competing consortium:® France, Germany, and | Family of wheeled

(1) GKN Defense, Krauss-Maffei
Wehrtechnik, Giat Industries,
Wegmann & Co., MaK System

(2) Henschel Wehrtechnik, Alvis,
Vickers Defense Systems, Panhard
& Lavassar, KUKA Wehrtechnik

the United Kingdom

armored vehicles
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Horizon
International
Joint Venture

Direction des Constructions
Navales (33.3%), Fincantieri (33.3%)
GEC-Marconi Naval Systems
(33.3%)

France, Italy, and Horizon frigate
the United Kingdom

NH Industries

Eurocopter (66.4%), Fokker
Aerostructures (6.7%), Agusta
(26.9%)

France, Germany, NH-90 helicopter
Italy, and the
Netherlands

Panavia Aircraft

Daimler-Benz Aerospece (42.5%),
British Aerospace (42.5%),
Alenia (15%)

Germany, Italy, and Tornado combat
the United Kingdom aircraft

aCompany participants and shareholdings obtained from Forecast International. GAO/NSIAD 98-6

bData on shareholdings are not available.

Oct 97 Defense Trade
“European Initiatives to Integrate the Defense Market”
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ACAT
AECA
AFB
ANG
AoA
APMC
ARC
ASD(C3I)

ASF
ASTOVL
AWACS
BENELUX
BoD
BUR
BWB
BXA
C&F
CAIV
CCL
CEO
CFIUS
CJCS
CMmI
CNAD
CPA
CRD
Cul
DAB
DASA

APPENDIX K
GLOSSARY

Acquisition Category

Arms Export Control Act (1976)

Air Force Base

Air National Guard

Analysis of Alternatives

Advanced Program Manager’s Course
Air Reserve Component

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence)

Systems Architect

Advanced Short Take-Off Vertical Landing

Airborne Warning and Control System

Belgium, The Netherlands, and Luxembourg (Customs Union)
Board of Directors

Bottom Up Review

Federal Office of Military Technology and Procurement
Bureau of Export Administration (Department of Commerce)
Contractual & Financial Subcommittee
Cost-As-an-Independent-Variable

Commerce Control List

Chief Executive Officer

Committee on Foreign Investment in the U.S. (CFIUS)
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Classified Military Information

Conference of National Armaments Directors
Cooperative Production Agreement

Capstone Requirements Document

Controlled Unclassified Information

Defense Acquisition Board

DaimlerChrysler Aerospace



DCI
DCMA
DCs
DDL
DDR&E
DGA
DLA
DOC
DoD
DOS
DPA
DSB
DSMC
DSS
DTRA
DUSD
EAA
EADS
EDC
EEC
EMC
EMD
EO
EPG
ESSM
EU
FAR
FGI
FMS
FOCI
FOIA
FORDTIS
FOUO
FPIF/AF

Defense Capabilities Initiative

Defense Contract Management Agency

Direct Commercial Sale

Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter
Director, Defense Research & Engineering
Délégation Générale pour I'Armement

Defense Logistics Agency

Department of Commerce

Department of Defense

Department of State

Defence Procurement Agency

Defense Science Board

Defense Systems Management College
Defense Security Service

Defense Threat Reduction Agency

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense

Export Administration Act

European Aeronautic Defense Space Company
European Defense Community

European Economic Community

Executive Management Committee

Engineering and Manufacturing Development
Executive Order

European Production Group, European Participating Governments
Evolved Seasparrow Missile

European Union

Federal Acquisition Regulation

Foreign Government Information

Foreign Military Sale

Foreign Ownership, Control, or Influence
Freedom of Information Act

Foreign Disclosure and Technical Information System
For Official Use Only

Fixed Price Incentive Contract with an Award Fee



FRG
FSD
FTMA
G.l
GAO
GDP
GMLRS
GPS
GSA

IAP
1AW
ICOG
IEPG
IPO
IPT
ITAR
IWSM
JAST
JIRD
JORD
JSC
JSF
JTIDS
N\
KPP
LCC
LMAC
LMVS
LOA
LTF
M&S
MDA
MIC

Federal Republic of Germany

Full Scale Development

Future Tank Main Armament

Government Issue

General Accounting Office

Gross Domestic Product

Guided Multiple Launch Rocket System
Global Positioning System

General Security Agreement

International Agreement

International Acquisition Program

In Accordance With

International Cooperative Opportunities Group
Independent European Program Group
International Programs Office

Integrated Product Team, Integrated Process Team
International Traffic in Arms Regulation
Integrated Weapon System Management
Joint Advanced Strike Technology

Joint Interim Requirements Document
Joint Operational Requirements Document
Joint Steering Committee

Joint Strike Fighter

Joint Tactical Information Distribution System
Joint Venture

Key Performance Parameter

Life Cycle Cost

Lockheed Martin Aeronautical Company
Lockheed Martin Vought Systems

Letter of Acceptance

Lead the Fleet

Modeling and Simulation

Milestone Decision Authority

MLRS International Corporation



MIDS
MIDS-LVT
MILDEP
MIMIC
MISWG
MLRS
MLU
MNFP
MNS
MOA
MoD
MOU
NAAWS
NAD
NADGE
NADREP
NAG
NATO
NAVSEA
NBMR
NDP
NDPC
NIAG
NISPOM
NNAG
NSDM
NSPO
NSPSC
NSSMS
OCCAR
OCEM
0OCO
OoDTC
ODUSD(PS)

Multifunctional Information Distribution System

Multifunctional Information Distribution System-Low Volume Terminal

Military Department

Microwave Millimeter Wave Monolithic Integrated Circuit
Multinational Industrial Security Working Group
Multiple Launch Rocket System

Mid-Life Update

F-16 Multi-national Fighter Program

Mission Need Statement

Memorandum of Agreement
Ministry of Defence

Memorandum of Understanding

NATO Anti-Air Warfare System

National Armaments Director

NATO Air Defense Ground Environment
National Armaments Director Representative
Naval Armaments Group

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Naval Sea Systems Command

NATO Basic Military Requirement

National Disclosure Policy

National Disclosure Policy Committee

NATO Industrial Advisory Group

National Industrial Security Operating Manual
NATO Naval Armaments Group

National Security Decision Memorandum
NATO Seasparrow Project Office

NATO Seasparrow Project Steering Committee
NATO Seasparrow Surface Missile System
Organisme Conjoint de Cooperation en Matiere d’Armement
Corresponding Coherence Services Officer
Operational Coherence Officer

Office of Defense Trade Controls

Office of the Secretary of Defense (Policy Support)



OEEC
ORD
OSCILSC
0SD
P3|
PDDP
PDRR
PEO
PG2
PM
PPP
PS
R&D
RAD
RAM
RAMPO
RFA
RFP
RSI
SABCA
SACEUR
SAE
SAG
SCA
SCG
SCIM
SNR
SNR(A)
SOl
sow
SPAWAR
SPD
SPO
ssol

Organization for European Economic Cooperation
Operational Requirements Document
Operational & Logistics Subcommittee

Office of the Secretary of Defense
Preplanned Product Improvement

Product Definition Data Package

Program Definition and Risk Reduction
Program Executive Officer

Project Group 2

Program Manager

Program Protection Plan

Program Security Instruction

Research and Development

Request for Authority to Develop

Rolling Airframe Missile

Rolling Airframe Missile Program Office
Request for Final Authority

Request for Proposal

Rationalization, Standardization and Interoperability
Société Anonyme Belge de Constructions Aéronautiques
Supreme Allied Commander Europe

Service Acquisition Executive

Stork Aerospace Group

Steering Committee Arrangement

Security Classification Guide

Subcommittee on Industrial Matters

Senior National Representative

Senior National Representative, Army
Statement of Intent

Statement of Work

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command
System Program Director

System Program Office

Summary Statement of Intent



STANAG
STOVL
TA/CP
TAA
TACAN
TCP
TDP
TGW
TVI
UK.
USAF
USD(AT&L)
USML
WEAG
WEAO
WEU

Standardization Agreement
Short Take-off Vertical Landing
Technology Assessment/Control Plan
Technical Assistance Agreement
Tactical Air Navigation
Technology Control Plan
Technical Data Package
Terminally Guided Warhead
Trial Verification Installation
United Kingdom

United States Air Force

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics)

U.S. Munitions List
Western European Armaments Group

Western European Armaments Organization

Western European Union
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APPENDIX L
INTERVIEWS AND
PERSONAL CONTACTS

OFFICE OF
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Alfred G. Volkman

Director, International Cooperation

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

August 1999

Robert Bruce

Director, Atlantic Armaments Cooperation

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics/IC)

Washington, DC

January 4, 2000

Jeffrey Bialos

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Industrial Affairs)

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

December 14, 1999

Victor Ciardello

Director, Financial & Economic Analysis

ODUSD (Industrial Affairs)

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

December 14, 1999

Jeffrey Roncka

ODUSD (Industrial Affairs)

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics/IA/FEA)

Washington, DC

December 7, 1999

Steven Austin

Director, Planning & Analysis,
International Cooperation

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics/IC)

Washington, DC

December 2, 1999

Dr. Spiros G. Pallas

Principal Deputy Director Strategic &
Tactical Systems

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

December 14, 1999

Lisa Bronson

Deputy Assistant Secretary
(European/NATO)

OUSD (Policy)

Washington, DC

December 14, 1999

Frank Kenlon

International Programs

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics/IC)

Washington, DC

February-May 2000

Dr. Vitalij Garber

Director, Interoperability

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

January 5, 2000
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Susan Ludlow McMurray

Director International Security Programs
DUSD Policy (Policy Support)
Washington, DC

February 15, 2000

Gary Blasser

Defense Procurement, Foreign Contracting

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

Telephone Interview, April 2000

Col J. C. Dodson, USAF

Project Manager for Low Observables

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics)

Washington, DC

April 14, 2000

Seth Wilson

International Programs

OUSD (Acquisition, Technology &
Logistics/IC/ACA)

Washington, DC

Telephone Interview, May 2, 2000

NATO

COL Don Baker, USA

National Armaments Director Representative
(NADREP)

U.S. Delegation to NATO

Brussels, Belgium

February 28, 2000

Winfried Ventker

National Armaments Director Representative
(NADREP)

German Delegation to NATO

Brussels, Belgium

February 28, 2000

Francoise Peret

National Armaments Director Representative
(NADREP)

French Delegation to NATO

Brussels, Belgium

February 29, 2000

L-4

John Mattiussi

National Armaments Director Representative
(NADREP)

UK Delegation to NATO

Brussels, Belgium

February 29, 2000

Diego A. Ruiz Palmer

Head, Planning and Policy Section
Defense Support Division

NATO International Staff

Brussels, Belgium

February 29, 2000

Richard Froh

Head, Land Armaments Section
Defense Support Division
NATO International Staff
Brussels, Belgium

February 29, 2000



FRANCE

Dr. Gertrude Humily

Executive Director, International Education

DGA
Paris, France
March 2, 2000

IGA Jacques Pechamat
DGA

Paris, France

March 3, 2000

CDR Patrick Regis, USN

U.S. Navy Representative
Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy France

Paris, France

March 1, 2000

LTC Jacques A. Azemar, USA
Director, Army Affairs

Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy France

Paris, France

March 1, 2000

LTC Gregory Ulsh, USA

U.S. Army Research, Development
and Standardization Group (FR)

U.S. Army Materiel Command
Paris, France
March 1, 2000

ICA Daniel Pezet

MLRS Program Manager
DGA

Paris, France

March 3, 2000

ICA Francois Cote

Director of Maritime Operations
(NH-90 Helicopter)

DGA

Paris, France

March 2, 2000

ICA Christophe Tailleur
Program Director

LaFayette Frigates (Horizon Frigate)

DGA
Paris, France
March 3, 2000

ICA Benoit Laurensou
MIDS Program

DGA

Paris, France

March 3, 2000

Robert Kaneda

First Secretary
Political Affairs

U.S. Embassy France
Paris, France

March 1, 2000

Robert Gianfranceschi
Economic Officer

U.S. Embassy France
Paris, France

March 1, 2000
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GERMANY

BDir Gerhard Coors

Chief, Missiles, Ship-Air, Ship-Ship,
Air-Ship Programs

BWB

Koblenz, Germany

March 7, 2000

BOR Dirk Herborg

Deputy Program Manager RAM
BWB

Koblenz, Germany

March 7, 2000

BDir Herwarth Weis

Head of Department Heavy and
Weapons Systems (MEADS)

BWB

Koblenz, Germany

March 7, 2000

LBDir G. Hebel
EuroFighter Program
BWB

Koblenz, Germany
March 7, 2000

BDir Wassenberg
MLRS Program
BWB

Koblenz, Germany
March 7, 2000

BDir Weis

FTMA Program
BWB

Koblenz, Germany
March 7, 2000

L-6

CDR Brian J. Gerling, USN
Chief, Navy Affairs

Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy Germany
Bonn, Germany

March 6, 2000

LTC Gary Allen, USA

U.S. Army Research, Development
and Standardization Group (GE)

U.S. Army Materiel Command

Bonn, Germany

March 6, 2000

Richard A. Hayes

U.S. Army Materiel Command
Liaison Officer

Bonn, Germany

March 7, 2000

LTC Michael L. Dunkley, USA
Chief, Army Affairs

Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy Germany
Bonn, Germany

March 6, 2000

Ulrich Sticker

Ministerialrat

Branch Chief, Armaments Cooperation
with USA, Canada, Portugal,
Denmark, Norway, and Israel

Federal Ministry of Defense

Bonn, Germany

March 8, 2000



Bernd-U. von Wegerer

Baudirektor

Assistant Branch Chief, Armaments
Cooperation with USA, Canada,

Portugal, Denmark, Norway, and Israel

Federal Ministry of Defense
Bonn, Germany
March 8, 2000

Werner Frank

Defense Official

Federal Ministry of Defense
Bonn, Germany

March 8, 2000

UK

Col Douglas Knutsen, USAF

Chief, Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy

London, UK

March 8, 2000

CDR Richard D. Suttie, USN
Navy Programs Manager
Office of Defense Cooperation
U.S. Embassy

London, UK

March 8, 2000

LTC Thomas A. McWhorter, USA

U.S. Army Research, Development
and Standardization Group (UK)

U.S. Army Materiel Command

London, UK

March 9, 2000

Lt Col Micheal Krimmer, USAF
USAF R&D Liaison Office — London
London, UK

March 9, 2000

CAPT Dennis L. Ryan, Ill, USN
Commanding Officer

Office of Naval Research
International Field Office
London, UK

March 9, 2000

Graham C. Williams

Director, UK

Lockheed Martin International S.A.
London, UK

March 9, 2000

lan R. Stopps

Chief Executive

Lockheed Martin UK Limited
London, UK

March 9, 2000

Alan G. Sharman
Director General

Defence Manufacturers’ Association (DMA)

London, UK
March 9, 2000

Keith Hayward
Head of Research

Society of British Aerospace Companies

(SBAC)
London, UK
March 9, 2000

Peter McLoughlin
Managing Director

UK Customer & Government Relations

BAE Systems
London, UK
March 9, 2000
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Captain Mike Nixon Commodore Guy Challands

Deputy Director Equipment Capability Director Equipment Capability

(Deep Strike) 2 (JSF) Underwater Warfare

Ministry of Defence Ministry of Defence

London, UK London, UK

March 10, 2000 March 10, 2000

Commander M. T. Boast Charles Coltman

Deep Strike FCBA 1 Director — Corporate Development

Ministry of Defence Rolls Royce plc

London, UK London, UK

March 10, 2000 March 10, 2000

Colonel Nigel Beer Group Captain Bruce Wynn

Deputy Director Equipment Defence Central Customer Change Team

Direct Battlefield Engagement Ministry of Defence
(TRACER/FTMA) London, UK

Ministry of Defence March 10, 2000

London, UK

March 10, 2000

MLRS PROGRAM

John Beale Robert Neighbors
Chief, International Branch Former TGW Official
MLRS Project Management Office MLRS Project Management Office
Telephone interviews, December 1999- Telephone interview, February 2000
March 2000

Bobby Richardson
Dennis Vaughn Former Chief,
Former Deputy Program Manager Technical Management Branch
MLRS Project Management Office MLRS Project Management Office
Telephone interview, December 1999 Telephone interviews, February 2000
Lawrence Seggel Dave Schumacher
Former Deputy Program Manager Prime Contractor Representative
MLRS Project Management Office Lockheed Martin Vought Systems

Telephone interviews, February-March 2000 Telephone interviews, March-April 2000

Charles Fitts

Former Chief, Program Cost/FMS Branch
MLRS Project Management Office
Telephone interview, February-March 2000
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MIDS-LVT

Lt Col George Cho, USAF
Former MIDS Program Manager
SAF/AQXR

Rosslyn, VA

Telephone interviews, May 2000

F-16 MLU

Col (sel) Steven A. MacLaird, USAF

(Former MLU Development
Procuring Contracting Officer)
SAF/AQQX
Rosslyn, VA
Telephone interviews, April 2000

Colonel Robert Montens

Belgian Air Force Ir

Secretary General

F-16 Multinational Program Office
Brussels, Belgium

February 2000

Lt Col Steve E. Misra, USAF
MLU Program Manager
ASC/YPXA

Wright-Patterson AFB, OH
Telephone interviews, April 2000

Major Joep Koenen

Royal Netherlands Air Force
Permanent Secretariat

F-16 Multinational Program Office
Brussels, Belgium

February 2000

Marc Humblet

Marketing and Sales Director

Société Anonyme Belge de Constructions
Aéronautiques (SABCA)

Brussels, Belgium

February 2000

Jerry Zimmerman

Former MLU Program Configuration
Manager

ASC/YPVE

Wright-Patterson, AFB, OH

MLU Section Draft Review

April 2000
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FTMA

Richard McCarthy Fred Steinburg
Tank Main Armament Systems Tank Main Armament Systems Program
Program Office Office

Telephone interviews, January-February Telephone interview, January 2000
2000

David Bartle
General Dynamics
Telephone interviews, January-February

2000
JSF
Col Douglas W. Anderson, USAF Lt Col Paul Waugh, USAF
Deputy Director, International Directorate Deputy Propulsion Program Manager
Joint Strike Fighter Program Office Joint Strike Fighter Program Office
Arlington, VA Arlington, VA
Telephone interviews, April-May 2000 Telephone interviews, April-May 2000
NATO SEA SPARROW MISSILE SYSTEM (NSSM)
Raymond Blackburn 111 Robert T. Williams
Special Assistant for International Affairs Technology Services Corporation
NATO Sea Sparrow Project Office Bird Associates Operations
January—February 2000 February 2000

Captain Kees R DeVries

Royal Netherlands Navy

Deputy Project Manager

NATO Sea Sparrow Project Office
February 2000
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ROLLING AIRFRAME MISSILE (RAM)

Charles Stein

Technical Director, International Programs

Antion Corporation
January 2000

Lieutenant Commander Harald Wehr
German Navy

German Military Representative
Rolling Airframe Missile

January 2000

Joyce Woodward

Systems Integration Engineer
Rolling Airframe Missile
January 2000

OTHER

Francis M. Cevasco

Vice President

Hicks & Associates, Inc.
McLean, VA

September 1999-June 2000

John A. Richards
Corporate Director
International Affairs
General Dynamics
Falls Church, VA
February 8, 2000

Sam Campagna

Director

National Defense Industrial Association
Arlington, VA

February 8, 2000

Vern Luke

Executive Director
Association of Old Crows
Alexandria, VA

January 24, 2000

Charles C. Wilson

Consultant

Security for International Programs
Washington, DC

March-June 2000

Samuel J. Rob

Office of the General Counsel
Department of the Army
Washington, DC

April 6, 2000

COL Michael Cuff, USA

U.S. Army TRADOC System Manager
for Cannon Systems

Fort Sill, OK

January 26, 2000

Hank Themak

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary
of the Army (International Affairs)

Washington, DC

Telephone interviews, December 1999-
January 2000
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LTC Ray Nulk, USA Lieutenant Colonel Francois Rouselle

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary French Army

of the Army (International Affairs) French Liaison Officer
Washington, DC U. S. Army Field Artillery Center
February—March 2000 Fort Sill, OK

January 25, 2000
LTC Nate Eberle, USA

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary Lieutenant Colonel Peter H. Piwonski
of the Army (International Affairs) German Army

Washington, DC German Liaison Officer

Telephone interviews, January-March 2000 U. S. Army Field Artillery Center
Fort Sill, OK

William Denk January 25, 2000

Director, Defense Programs

Bureau of Export Administration Gerald Abbott

Department of Commerce Industrial College of the Armed Forces

Telephone interview, February 10, 2000 National Defense University
Washington, D.C.

Aaron Mahr January 2000

Deputy Director
International Cooperative Programs Activity Professor Louis T. Wells

U.S. Army Materiel Command Harvard Business School
Alexandria, VA Boston, MA
February 17, 2000 November 9, 1999
Dr. Rodney Smith Professor Michael Yoshino
Associate Director Harvard Business School
International Cooperative Programs Activity Boston, MA
U.S. Army Materiel Command November 8, 1999
Alexandria, VA
February 17, 2000 Don Hood

Professor Systems Acquisition Management,
Lieutenant Colonel Michael Healey SPMD-EID
British Army DAU-Fort Belvoir Campus
UK Liaison Officer Fort Belvoir, VA
U. S. Army Field Artillery Center August 1999-June 2000
Fort Sill, OK

January 25, 2000
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Richard Kwatnoski Tom Dolan
Professor Systems Acquisition Management, Visiting Professor, Executive Institute

SPMD-EID DAU-Fort Belvoir Campus
DAU-Fort Belvoir Campus Fort Belvoir, VA
Fort Belvoir, VA December 10, 2000

August 1999—June 2000
LTC Lise Gagne, USA

Tony Kausal Professor Systems Acquisition Management,
Air Force Chair, Executive Institute FD-PML

DAU-Fort Belvoir Campus DAU-Fort Belvoir Campus

Fort Belvoir, VA Fort Belvoir, VA

August 1999-June 2000 December 1999-March 2000
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