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1. INTRODUCTION AND OBSERVATIONS 

This Report by the ASAP Ad Hoc Group (consisting of the six Summer Study 

Panel Chairmen/ presents a brief review of actions resulting from the 
1974 Army Summer Study. 

Ths Ad Hoc Group found this task to be particularly difficult for several 
reasons. 

1. The Summer Study was completed in July of 1974, but the Report was 
not issued until July of 1975. 

2. When the Report was issued, the distribution was very limited ánd 

many of the people who were affected by the recommendations did not 
receive copies. 

3. In fact, many of the people who were affected by recommendations 

from the 1974 Summer Study had not heard of the Report until requested 

to prepare responses for the Ad Hoc Review Group. This allowed very 
little time for preparing a response for the Committee. 

4. Because of the wide range of topics in the 1974 Summer Study and 

the largo number ol; recommendations (145 separate recommendations 

in the area of mission area deficiencies and opportunities), the 

- response to the Ad Hoc Group was overwhelming. The briefings on 

September 3 & 4 were lengthy and involved dozens of speakers and 
hundreds of viewgraphs. 

5. Perhaps the best response and the most positive action as a result 

the Summer Study recommendations, was made by those groups and 

personnel who had actually participated in the 1374 Summer Study. 

They were part oi the Study, participated in the recommendations 
anc as a result took action on these recommendations when they 
returned to their normal Army jobs. 

The recommendations the committee made regarding the 1976 Summer 

Study are contained in Section 4 and are highly flavored by this 

experience of participating in and reviewing the 1974 ¿dimmer Study. 

Section 3 contains an overall evaluation by each of the Summer Study 

Chairmen for their area of responsibility. Section 4 only deals with 
recommendations for the 1976 Summer Study. 



2. BACKGROUND 

During the perxod 15 through 26 July 1974, The Array Scientific Advisory 
Panel held a Summer Study at Fort Monroe, Virginia. The Study effort 

was divided into two areas: Mission Atea Deficiencies and Opportunities, 

which was in turn divided into six sub-areas; a) Battle Field Surveillance 

and Target Acquisition; b) Intelligence, Command, Control and Communica¬ 

tions (C^); c) Firepower; d) Mobility Lahancement and Denial; e) Surviv- 

ability in Conventional CBR and EW Environments; £) Field Army Air Defense. 
The second study area, Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD), was divided into 

two areas; a) Site Defense Follow-on after prototype demonstrations and 
b) BMD Technology. 

Each study area was assigned an ASAP Chairman and each ASAP member was 

assigned to two study groups. A substantial amount of support was 

provided by LA Headquarters, DARCOM and TRADOC to each of the study 

group3. Pougn draft reports on the findings and recommendations were 

prepared by the end of the Summer Study with a final presentation by 
each Chairman to an audience of Senior Army Officers and civilians. 

The rough draft: reports of each study group were then assembled into an 

overall bummer Stucy Report, issued in July 1975. This report contains 
a total of 1C2 recommendations. 

On June 17. 1975, Dr. K. C. Emerson, Acting Assistant Secretary of the 

Army for R&D, established an ASAP Ad Hoc Group consisting of the 1974 

Summer Study Panel Chairmen on Mission Area Deficiencies and Opportunities. 

MISSION AREA 

Mobility Enhancement & Denial 

Field Army Air Defense 

Intelligence, Command, Control 

Firepower 

Survivability in a CW Environment 

Battlefield Surveillance & 

Target Acquisition 

Col David Ellis - Mil. Staff Assistant, TRADOC 

Col Robert J. Feist - Mil. Staff Assistant, DARCOM 

Preceding page blank 

Chairman - Mr. Jacx I. Hope 

Mr. Burton P. Brown, Jr. 

Mr. Howard P. Gates, Jr. 

Mr. Willis M. Hawkins 

Dr. James J. Renier 

Dr. Nicholas Yaru 
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The terms of reference for this Ád Hoc Group are attached as Appendix I, 

but essentially consists of the following functions: 

1. Review the 1974 Summer Study Recommendations and Findings and determine 

the status of their current validity and implementation by the Army. 

2. Depending upon this review, determine whether further recommendations 

should be made. 

3. Make recommendations regarding possible Study Arear for the 1976 

Summer Study. 

The Ad Hoc Gr^up met at DARCOM Headquarters on September 3 anú 4 to review 

the status of Army activities in the area of Summer Study recommendations. 

The agenda for this two day meeting and various participants from the Army 
are enclosed at Appendix II and Appendix III. 

3. PANEL OBSERVATIONS 

Meetings were hela on September 3 & 4, 1975 and additional written material 
was reviewed. A summary of the panel's observations of Army activities 

resulting from the 1974 Sommer Study follows: 

(1) BATTLEFIELD SURVEILLANCE AND TARGET ACQUISITION 

The 1974 summer study panel dealing with subject of Battlefield Surveil¬ 

lance and Target Acer' ‘ .ion generated eighteen recommendations as a 

result of a review ..a Army's ongoing work on this subject. (See 

Chapter 1, pages 7 xl). 

The principle recommendation dealt with the problem of overall weapon 

system design as definéd in recommendation (1). It was reassuring to 

learn that the reorganization of DARCOM under General Deane does in fact 

attack the Army Materiel approach from an overall weapon system concept. 

In addition the DARCQM reorganization oid interplay with TRADOC brings . 

in user participation earlier in the stages of material acquisition 

which can yie d more flexible requirements for a technical feasibility 

phase (recommendations 2 and 3). 

The Command and Control study group recommendations dealt in depth with 
decentralized mini-computer usage at various levels of command (our 

recommendation 4). In particular the data transmitted to a given unit 

and their decisions based on their own computations should be relevant 

to the unit's missions and fire delivery capability. Definite progress 

in the distributed computer concept was noted in the review meeting. 

The ECOM review of recommendations 5. 6, 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 18 
indicatad orderly progress in the areas. 

Weapons Location Systems (5) are moving well through test. The TPQ-36, 

TPQ-37 programs are addressing cost, size and vulnerability. New concepts 
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such as laser artillery location systems are being investigated. Acoustic 

work is progressing and the concept of integrating a low cost acoustic 

system for rough angular surveillance over a 360° azimuth as an adjunct 

to the accurate sector coverage TPQ-36 and 37 radars appears a worthwhile 
corsidération. 

Foliage penetration progress appears slow but recommendation (7) still 
appears valid. 

Progress on recommendation (12) is minimal because of proper review in 

DDR&E. The low cost Electro-Optical (30) equipment program has developed 
a mini-range finder specifically meeting recommendation (13). 

Progress in fiber optics is literally exploding and low loss-long cable 

work is noteworthy (15). Work on improved accuracy of REMBASS sensor 
location is progressing (18). 

Laser applications and combined laser and FLIR work appears aptly directed. 

The night vision program (9), (10), (11) is strong and progress is firm. 

Recent work demonstrating range improvement and high reliability for 

arsenide photo cathbdes over alloy photo cathodes (recommendation 
9 predicted the opposite) is noteworthy and a contribution in the field. 

FLIR modularity and cost reduction work -is progressing. 

Data link work on RPV (17) is progressing. Some questions arise with 

regard to the GA link capability for controlling the platform. Capability 

and design for real time sensor data handling appears to be progressing. 

In summary, it appears that intelligent interpretation and implementation 
are evident on those recommendations made by the summer study panel in its 

attempt to constructively review the surveillance and target acquisition 
programs. 

U) INTELLIGENCE, COMMAND, CONTROL & COMMUNICATIONS 

Certain organizations had early access to the findings and recommendations 

the report and have acted on them. Other organizations perhaps only 
just received and read the report and have not yet had time to respond. 

In still other cases, the recommendations simply coincided with actions 

just started or about to be started. In certain cases, the responsible 

organization was not on the report distribution list. PM ARTADS is an 
example. 

« 
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The Committee «rae particularly impressed by the responsiveness of the 

technical communications people at ECÛM. The -recommendations have 

received good attention nrd effort; ’cv programs have been started; 

actions have been taken. 

The technical satellite communications people should reconsider thiir 

response to the Committee's single recommendation (Chapter II, paragraph 

IV H). It was felt that their response was perhaps too hasty when one 

considers that the intent of the ncommeiidati^n was to open up satellite 

communication to tactical application by eliminating the need for literally 

billions of dollars in special terrestrial equipment. Previous tactical 

satellite communication programs have floundered for lack of fundr to 

proliferate the satellite-dedicated terns trial gear. The Satellite 
Communications Agency's response did not reflect c. considered, reasoned 

investigation of alternate ways to reach '.he recommended objectives, 

limitations on the various approaches, etc.; ro doubt conventional wisdom 

had the upper hand because of the time limitations for reply. 

TRADOC and the operational communications people should give serious 
attention to recommendations cn minimizing communication Dispersed in 

one section were recommendations to: 

1) Design tactical C&C systems in such a way aj to minimize 

communications and daca transfer needs. íRecommendatior Chapter II, 

paragraph II A 1 & 2) 

2) Perform studies and experiments in a disciplined Held situation 

to determine the methods and the extent to which battlefield conmunication 

can be minimized. (Recommendations in Chapter ïI) 

3) Consider the use of miniature, hand-held, formatted data entry 

and readout devices as a substitute for much voice communication. (Recom¬ 

mendations in Chapter 11) 

In the area of position location and navigation the Committee had hoped 

to impart to TRADOC and the aircraft, vehicular, and infantry users the v 

importance of a system that would permit all elements of the Army to 

operate in a common electronic grid with the Air Force and Marines. The 

Committee was concerned by the indifference of the users to adopting 

am early amd effective solution to this problem. 

With respect to battlefield IFF, the Committee felt that the Yom Kippur 

war taught the lesson of the importance of identification. No sense of 

urgency on the part of either TRADOC or the technical people was expressed 

on this. 



^Recomendation^in'chapter ' ^î16 ^®^oinin®n^at"‘‘ons regarding intelligence 

organizations capíl^fasse^iño th^ T^í t0 ind1'^» and 

h~r-“8 <;t.Q, 
to centralizing responsibilitv in# -i i * *et' to si-;‘r the Array 

sff*, th. pi!iiñH“«üí diHusJ“» : “ otnron th» '"y 
Chapter II. paragraph TV G) -oramit.ee. .Reconuaendation 

Recommendations in command ccntrol vChaot-r II) Da> ..i 

Ï*^i*^ïed s“e resFOnsî *nd =t^'i^catLl=a1' 

suffers from the effects o* a»»r.n u- hC arña w^eze t,lfc Army most 
of the ,ct“ities ' 9009raphlC'1 ^ ^nCzation»! 8epar.Uon 

(3) FIREPOWER 

The committee considered three subjects: 

*~y SUm6' StUdï ““-»“»ndatien, still valid „a Js the 

b. Are there further recomo endationj.* 

nettJIT imetr3 ^ la f°-- « similar group to study 

Validity of summer Study Suggestions and Army R^.^. 

The recommendations and suggestions ichant-oi- tt* .. • 
Study Report are still valid and siouïf noî he ^ ^ 1974 
matron at hand, however, the Army response has w? ftm the infor- 
th.. study out. or ... only touch^^y °£ 

analy8isSeffortsd (although jÄ'^f.r^ covered 
aid not describe any ef JrtT™ JÏ ^sted^ 

(1) light Airlifted Division 

(2) Combat in Urban Areas 

(3) Fire Effectiveness Assessment (Real time-tactical) 

V 

(3) 
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(4) Tac-Fire revisited 

(5) Reassessment of how to keep requirements consistent in order 

to cut down R&D spans and get weapons out of R&D earlier. (A "lessons 

learned" approach was suggested and system elements for such a study 

high-lighted.) 

b. The terminally guided weapons programs appear to be hardware 

oriented. Insufficient attention is being paid to the overall concept 

of how and when "spots" will be available to utilize these weapons and 

how each weapon fits into the Division tactical concept. 

c. No effort was apparent on light weight vehicles to carry some 

of the light weight weapons which are being pursued (Artillery rockets - 

low recoil guns). 

d. An impressive list of new operational concept tests was included 

but the analytical back-up that should precede the design of such tests 
was not in evidence. Conclusions from operational tests are difficult 

to derive, and may be erroneous, if the test has been awkwardly designed 

or left to "field" creativity. 

e. Hardware development on several field computers was noted without 

any demonstration of how such computers fit into the r.otal tactical fire¬ 

power control concept (See A (4) above). This may be wasted R&D effort 

in spite of the fact that available technology can make a major contri¬ 

bution in this area. 

Further Recommendations for Army Action: (Chapter III, pages 14 - 15) 

Most of the suggestions are implicit in the above discussion, but for 

emphasis the following are offered: 

a. The total concept of the "directed" indirect firepower-spot 
seekers, terminally guided weapons, etc., needs broad analytical treat- ^ 

ment. These questions and many more need answers: 

(1) How do you find i ' ats to spot? 

(2) Hjw do you signal that the spot is on and locate the general 

area? 

(3) How vulnerable is the spotter? How long can he hold the spot? 

How long must he hold the spot? 

(4) How does the commander control the mix of dumb and smart war¬ 

heads? Does this imply the need for speciil units? 



b. The use of computers in the field needs to be revisited (Chapter 

III, Recommendation 4). Not clear at present is where, if anywhere, a 

large central computer is needed and what functions it should perform. 

This implies the other important qu?stion as to what local functions 

(short range mortar fire) can benefit from specialized small computers 

independent of other Division computers. Equally difficult is how a 

computer can aid the spotters and the weapons which depend on his posi¬ 
tion, knowledge, and ability to point. 

c. The decision as to what 20mm to 40mm programs to pursue is as 
confused now as it has been for the past 15 years. In spite of repeated 

crash studies and some pretty sound advice, clear production or policy 
decisions still have not been made. DOD may be as much at fault in this 

vacuum as the Army. The committee felt that comments on this item were 
beyond its scope. 

(4) MOBILITY ENHANCEMENT & DENIAL (Chapter IV, pages 1-5) 

The Army's response to recommendations in the mobility enhancement and 

denial area were mixed, that is. some actions were very responsive and 

some were not. In many caçoa, it appears that those Army functions well 

represented in the Suuiu>nr Study itself, took advantage of this situation 

and actually pursued the recommendations which were made. While others 

not represented at the Summer Study took little action as a direct result 
of the recommendations. This does not mean that their work is counter 

to the Summer Study recommendstions but only that their work is being 
conducted independent of any input from the Sumner Study. 

The following are specific comiuants: * 

Land Navigation (Chapter IV, page 7) 

Responses to reconunendations in the area of land navigation and national 
global positioning are covered in the Section on Command, Control and 
Communication. 

Combat Vehicle Operations (Chapter IV) 

The mooility panel made several recommendations in the area of Combat 
Vehicle Operations, several of which were observations of results from 

the 1973 Middle East War. These recommendations included: 

1) Studies to determine if thr addition of a limping capability 
would be desirable in combat vehicles. 

2) Studies of the possible benefits of adding a "rapid repairability" 
requirement to combat vehicles. 

3) Studies of the adequacy of current combat vehicles for operation 
in urban environments. 
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4) Analysis and verification by test of the effect of speed and 
acceleration capability on the survivability of combat vehicles. 

While some of these recommendations such as rapid repairability and 

survivability, vs. speed, are being examined in the normal course of 

Army R&D activities, it is not obvious that the Summer Study recommenda¬ 
tions had much affect on Army R&D activities. This is particularly 

true in the «urea of studying a requirement for a limping capability. 

Apparently, TACOM took the attitude that many of these Study recommenda¬ 

tions could not be initiated unless a requirement were to be issued by 
TRADOC, and of course TRADOC would not issue a requirement unless they 

believed it was both feasible and desirable to ask for these added 
capabilities. 

The Committee felt that TACOM should perhaps better define what areas of 

their research and development activities, i.e. exploratory development, 

should be conducted in advance of TRADOC requirements and which R&D 
activity, i.e. engineering development, should be fully controlled by 
TRADOC requirements on specific weapon systems. 

Mine Detection and Neutralization 

Mi'RDC activities in areas covered by the Summer Study recommendations 

are very gcci. This is particularly true in the area of Mine Detection 

and Neut'.i nation, where effort includes the examination of some very 
advanced and novel concepts to be explored for possible application, 
all the way up to actually improving the current mine field breaching 
systems. 

A related ar- a which has received very good response is that of Barriers. 

Again, some of the conceptual ideas oeing evaluated are the result of 

ingenious thinking and the potential payoff will be high for possible 
use in future battlefield delaying tactics. 

Gap Crossing 

MERDC is also pursuing most of the study group recommendations (Chapter 

IV 3.1.3) and showed impressive progress in the area of reducing bridge ' 

weights, increasing gap width capability, and reducing erection time. 

Earth Moving 

MERDC is following all of the recommendations (Chapter IV 3.2) in the 

Summer Study such as; the Universal Engineer Tractor Tests are continuing, 
substantial advances in dust control techniques are being demonstrated 
and fog dispersing systems are being actively studied. 

POL 

This work is well directed and is providing good results. (Chapter IV 3.3.1) 
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Containerization 

The Containerization Program is also well directed. (Chapter IV 3.3.2) 

Electric Power 
M 

.J . 

The overall mobile electric power program at MERDC is very succèssful. 

(Chapter IV 3.3.3) A large family of mçjbile electric generators has 

been developed and riel^ed ^nd the group has made major improvements 

in the overall reliability o,f these systems. The Army should have 

procured some of the ICKW turbo alternators which resulted from this 

successful development program, and perhaps the 10KW turbine drive unit 
will be equally successful. 

)rr • 

The recommendation thatpall services and in particular, electrical power 

and communications services for a Command Post be examined from the 

standpoint of mobility vas çot evident based on the review. It would 

still appear desirable for t^he Army to make a study of integrating all 

of the Command Post services from the standpoint of mobility so that a 
Command Post can be set ^p cr torn down in a minimum of time. 

In summary the Army has many very good programs in the area of Mobility 
Enhancement end Denial and much progress is being made. 

(5) SURVIVAL IN CONVENTIONS.. ENVIRONMENTS 

Camouflage 

Recommendations: 
Chapter V App III) 

(See Chapter V Recommendations, Page 3, also 

a. Esteblirh responsibility for maintaining cognizance of the 
camouflage effort at a level in the Army command structure wnich can 

effectively coordinate the roles to be played by TROSCOM, TRADOC, and 
FORSCOM, 

b. Set up a program manager for camouflage at the DA level with 

specific resp nslbilities in: Survival of equipment ard personnel in 

bactle; disruption of enemy¡intelligence; and protection of critical 
and sensitive items. 

? 

The recommendations were not specifically followed. However,' 

steps were taken in centralizing responsibility for survivability¿at 
AMSAA. ,. t 1 ' 

» 1 
c. It was especially gratifying to see the excellent wo*k at 

MERDC that represented a start in trying to measure the effectiveness 
of a camouflage program in terms of "Military Value" at a reduced 

"Military Cost." There has been a decided shift to the "top down" 

approach or systems approach in the direction of the program, and an 

\ 
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attempt is being made to establish useful models which can lead to 

camouflage specifications for equipment. 

d. Based on the systems analysis activity defined by above, it was 

recommended that the camouflage requirements which must be met by DARCOM 

Commodity Commands should be defined. The Program Manager at DA, working 
with MERDC Camouflage Division, CEAO, and DARCOM Program Managers should 
prepare camouflage specifications which become part of development require¬ 

ments for equipment. (Chapter V Introduction, paragraph 1-2). The key 

item here is the direct involvement of General DePuy in the development 

of better requirements for camouflage. To sct.c degree it seems that the 
Panel was pushing for the wrong people to become involved in requirements. 

It was interesting, however, that General DePuy's influence apparently 

has not yet been felt since the effort at Ft. Leavenworth has not been 

increased from its woefully inadequate le^el. 

e. The recommendation to define a test activity at MASSTEU or CDEC 

to verify the military value and military cost of camouflage developments 

and to verify the significance of objective tests by DARCOM personnel has 

resulted in a plan consistent with development under the effort stated in 

paragraph above. 

ballistic Survivability (See Chapter V, page 3) 

a. The work at the US Army Mate, xals & Mechanics Research Center 
(AMMRC) on armor and materiels for personal protection is vital and integral 

to survivability in a ballistic environment. Ii; is very clear that the work 

in this area is being strongly encouraged. 

b. There was no strong statement to the effect that the systems 

vulnerability analysis and design work is being more fully exploited but 

it was clear that its scope of application is far greater than that 
presented at the Summer Study. Nine ar«.^s of investigation ranging 

from tank hatches to the Hawk system were described in great detail. 

Tnesfi efforts looked very good. 

c. To the degree possible ballistic survivability requirements are 

being made an integral part of the ROC. Changes have been made to AR 
71-9 Force Development Materiel objectives and requirements and a decided 

emphasis has been placed on the review of requirements documents to 

assure inclusion of vulnerability/survivability requirements. 

J. The recommendation that the Army consider for major items of 

Army materiel, the organizational concept of program manager for sur¬ 

vivability, was not adopted. However, a lead agency was established 

with an office and a test and design mission. AMSAA was designated 

lead activity for survivability in October 1974. 
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e. It was suggested that considerable enhancement of survivabilitv 
of materiel already in existence in the Army's inventory coïïl bf 

BRLleVThe P application of the vulnerability analysis work at 
T;* Tïf Píoduct Movement Program should be employed to accomplish 
this. The Army was encouraged to take the necessary steps to see^hat 

“ --- 
to df¿«Jhe rero“tiendation (Chapter V, page 4, paragraph 6) was made 
to develop means to protect the troops against artillery fire oerhaoR 

ouesti^f ^ fUZeS‘ Tfte Tiray has »PP^ently been round and round this 

to be v«v«ot to t, 

the knowledge required to do this on a reliable basis, it is also not 

eff“tïCr fZra ^86^11 Standpoint that the solution would be cost- 
dín! » \ Th#reiTera 80me who fe: t that the analysis was not properly 

‘örhaps a little more effort in this area would resolve whether7 
this recommendation is worth any further effort. 

Survivability in a CW Environment (See Recommendation Chapter V, page 9) 

, recoinmendation was made to develop an awareness within th» 
eadership of the country, DOD management, and throughout the Anry of 

the serious threat posed by the Soviets in regard to ch^icíl ü^farf 
The need for chemical defense must be emphasized. The need for cheminai 
defense seems to be getting more attention within DOD, but the Coatee 

“ „«I"“' hOW “e11 COn9rSS* “ ^ to DOD's°expres6ion 

9. 9íaSP lei,d v' «-emendations, pag. 

page'g TÏ th* 000 lChaI,,:sr V' "ecoBmendations, 
tt? 9 P? 3) d the Jolnt stafi the need to clarify the rolé of 

for what is needed has been Mt. TRV^C d«vel°P concepts 

their chemical defense studies and ArSAfi is currently incorTOrating^hemi 
scenarios into their war gaming programs. incorporating chemical 
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e. The recommend*tier (Chapter V, Recommendations, page 9, 

paragraph 5) to develop a military doctrine for CW that is consistent 

with the short range threat and ovr present posture has been met. 

TRADOC is currently examining their training school programs to estab¬ 

lish the changes required to improve training. 

f. The need to develop a longer rangs military doctrine (Chapter V, 

Recommendations, pays 9, paragraph 6' ror CW that is consistent wi*íh US 

stated objectives and that car be used to drive the primary program also 

has been met as part of Para, e above Similar1 y, initiation of immediate 

action within TPADOC to train US Army forces to meet the known threat and 

to develop requirements for materiel needed to achieve 1980 objectives 

has been answered. 

g. Witnin the Department of the Army it was rec jmmcndrd that 

(Chapter V, Recommendations, page 10. paragraph C) a Program Manager 

for chemical warfare be established to develop an organizational 
structure with sufficient authority to return the Army chemica’ defense/ 

chemical warfare program to a healthy sca'.us. '.There has been no significant 

change with respect to this recommendation. This recommendation should 
not be casually dismissed. Strong program organization is probably necessary. 

h. There is a need to place heavy funding and emphasis on thu develop¬ 

ment of an antidote for nerve agents (Chapter v, Recommendations, page 10, 

paragraph 9). The Panel felt that irrespective of ho r the program is 

organized the US Army Surgeon General should feel completely responsible 

to have appropriate means of therapy and treatment at hand. This does 

not necessarily mean that the R&D must be managed by the Surgeon General 

but the knowledgeable panel members lean in this direction. Considera¬ 

tion of the use of universities and industry to support this effort was 

urged. This is now being adequately addressed. Significant effort is 

underway for development of an improved system, prophylactic meas ires, 

and personal decontamination kits. The handling of casualties is also 

being addressed. 

i. It was recommended (Chapter V, Recommendations, page 10, 

paragraph 10) that the development of new chemical delivery system 

concepts be pushed, and that tne Army should exploit, the oinary system 

concept employing this concept as the base line ror the procurement 
and development of a retaliatory capability as soon as possible. Require¬ 

ments are now being generated for ground and air systems. The. Army scorns 

to be handling this subject in an adequate fashion. 

j. The need to accelerate the type classification (Chapter V, 

Recommendations, page 10, paragraph 11) of the new easier to use, 

developmental Army gas mask; intensify investigations of means of 

preventing contact with nerve agents especially through the use of 



K!í!“ÍÍÍOnS ***} can 06 allied directly to the skin thet. will not be 
absorbed or wet by nerve agents» develop new ways to neutralize nerve 

exDloitthü cont«t with personnel or vehiclss, and «here possible, 
xpioit the new urethane coalings tor vehicles that are easier to 

decontaminate than acrylic paint coatings vas discussed. All these 
recommendations are being addressed. 

t fo?Om!nendati0n (Chapter v' Recommendations, pag3 10, 

^a rti v noWaLr^ ÎÏ deVe^OF * neW Selective Physical means 
™ d m0nit0ring ^ scents by placirg greater effort 

the ionization approach, and employing new technology to obtain a 
more inherently reliable area detector. Tbe laser-RA^S! proie« 
should carry a high priority. No new ideas were presented with regard 

ionizltion6^0”/6008 0ther than tlie exceller/t work being done on^the 
ionization detector. Perhaps a systems effort is reçuj r*» » a j 
wh.th.r point detectors c»n be u.U efieotiv^y in 
scheme since the idee, tor .r„a detectors « LÍ 

(ch.Í¡.rA50*Í'ritÍ°V£ the enîyM a,tector program ».3 recommended 
oft ^.I’of^i1 f“?“' !*9i 10' P*r«9r«ph 13) to include assembly 

a Panel of top physical and enalytical chemists to help develon ans? 
guide the new DWiCOM program. This recommendatio: was adapted ?ht 
results o, the scientific group study were not av.uttlt tf tt. £ling. 

m. It was felt that the deccntaminaticn capability (Chanter v 
Recommendat; >ns, page 10, paragraph 14) should be re^esentL b^ 
deploying steam systems and sliowei equipment foj this pin pose to the 
field forces. Efforts in decontamination studies haveT^In™. 

n. Despite all political pressure or other negative .-hlnUrv. ^ 

™o"ft 
(l) An effective medical treatment of CW poisoning. 

U) An easy to use set of gas masks. 

(3) Protective clothing or protective skin preparation. 

(4) Air treatment equipment for vefcic’ ts. 

(5) Decontamination equipment for personnel and vehicles. 

(fa) Efficient and selective warning and identification systems. 

r.taîIitiîh'ÎSlf*1"1"9 Pt09r“ b“*d Up0n » «“i aurvival .nd 

.ud if di^li*.““ Pr0t*Cti0,‘ f°r EUrOPe“ »if. 
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No further comment is necessary. However, without the strong Army 

program manager organization concept the Committee felt that the 

follow-through on all of these items will be insufficient. 

Survival in Electronic Warfare Environments 

Since many of the recommendations in this category are either confidential 

or secret they are not reproducoa here. The reader is referred to the 

ASAP Summer Study Report. (Chapter V, pages 14-16) 

1) Recommendations are being adopted. Work has begun by AMSAA 

and CACHA. 

2) This is being addressed under AN/TSQ-119 and Cefire Tiger. 

3) EW training is being emphasized by TRM>JC. 

4) The recommendation that the Army should stress decentralized 

Command and Control was noted. However, it was also noted that the Army 

seems to be particularly slow m exploring the use of distributed micro 

processor systems to achieve a higher degree of decentralization. This 

area should receive more emphasis. 

5) There was a feeling that insufficient effort is being expended 

to counter future potential threats. The programs seeas more short¬ 

term. 

6) This was sort of a motherhood recommendation. There always 

is a need for more intelligence. 

7) There is concern for mobility. Whether or not this concern is 

translated into action is questionable. 

8) This recommendation is addressed by the comments made under 

4 and 9 through 17. (See Chapter V, pages 15-16) 

There seem to be efforts or deliberations on all of the items mentioned 

in these recommendations. It was not possible to determine from the 

meeting whether the effort was sufficient. The significant factor was 

the ability of the briefer to describe each item and to talk about 

programs for those which made sense and to indicate reasons why some 

required no effort. 

Other chairmen present were more familiar with the EW field than the 

Committee and seemed satisfied with the responses to the ASAP recommend?' 

tions. These particular recommendations emanate'i more from the military 

assistant on the Panel and to explore these ideas in depth would require 

further meetings with his assistance. 

16 



(6) FIELD ARMY AIR DEFENSE 

The actions stated in the subjects that were addressed were, for the 

most part, quite responsive to the recommendations. (Chapter VI) This 

is particularly true with respect to those recommendations that called 

for technology pursuits (such as in ECCM techniques and passive detection/ 
tracking) and ci anges in hardware programs (e.g., the TSQ-73 link with. 
AWACS; and the increase in flight program for Alternate STINGER). 

The response to those recommendations that related to air defense 

planning or the need for interorganizational actions was less than 
impressive. For example: 

a. The Committee concluded that — there does r.ot appear to 

exist a set of clearly defined air defense objectives and a corresponding 

time-phased plan for a weapon mix to achieve these objectives." The 

response was: "MRD & EL has an air defense missile plan that is a major 
part of the Army missile plan now being modified-." We called for an 
air defense plan, not an air defense missile planl 

b. There was no response to the important issues relating to 

intelligence collections. Reference Chapter VI, page 6, paragraph CJ. 

c. There was no response to the recommendation which stated 

"Develop and field a new all-weather air defense gun system (Chapter VI, 
page 10). • 

In summary, the Committee felt that: 

The Army spends a lot of money on the subject but not much 
fighting capability grows out of it. 

We seem to lack a guiding champion for air defense. 

4. 1976 SUMMER STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Army Scientific Advisory Panel Executive Committee has already 

selected the 1976 Summer Study location as the Armed Forces Staff 

College, Norfolk, Virginia for the dates of July 19 thru July 30, 1976. 

This Ad Hoc Group aid discuss the various possibilities of the 1976 

Summer Study location and we agree that the Armed Forces Staff College 
should meet the requirements for a productive Summer Study. 

Some of our additional recommendations include : 
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PRPCKDURAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
•i 

at s 

± 

eproducad Iron*, 
est available copYr 

Suauner Study Topic or àtudÿ Goals should be much more limited 

tiian they were for the 1974 Summer*sëûdy and perhaps be written up in 

the form' of a specification which c.sks for a specific type of recom¬ 

mendation from each Groupé * .* * . * 
jt -.-a 1 j-a"*■'— ■ ' 

b. *■ The number of groups should limited, perhaps four or six, 

and all participants shöüld ^iSe assigned to only one Group. 
CC A V 

c. The work scíSdule should be arranged to eliminate the need 

for sihedFled meetirgs on weekends and evenings, not that the ASAP 

Panel Members object to working ^ong hours, but a proper balance 

between ¿SfUduledMeetings and informal discussion periods leads to 

a more productive result.ni 
u ■ \t oc . .. . if 

d. Partei‘"Members should be assigned to Groups well ahead of 

time, i. e., two '"months or more. 

e. Once aâsigneáf many o' the briefings which have taken up 
timo o prior Summer Studies could perhaps be given in the form of g 

pre-l iefings oi^oríe^or two scheduled days before the Summer Study, 
thus .-.1 lowing the actua^Súílmer Study time to be more creative and_ 

uroduc-tive rather than simply listening to many briefings. 
, V rfil 

f. The Chairman could perhaps organize ahead of the Summer Study, 

a schedule which wou d limit briefings to the early part of the Study 

and schedule final st ssions for information exchange among the Panel 

members and fçr final report preparation. 

g. Perhaps a scheduled "follow-up for each Study Group one or two 

months after the Sumner Study wou 1^ fèsult in more Army activity than 

to have a single Ad Hoc Review Group follow-up the Report more than 

one year later. 

SUBJECT POSSIBILITIES t 

Committee mombcrs held informal discussions about various possible 

topics for the 1976 Summer Study. We concur with the current plans 

of USA Headquarters to base the 1976 Summer Study on a review of Army 

Systems and J-ong Range Plans, to determine whether or not the technology 

is in hand to support Army future systems requirements, provided they 

meet the requirements above: namely, the result the Army really wants 

from the ASAP member participating in the study should be clearly stated. 

18 



Some alternate suggested study topics weros 

The use of the spotter: This should encompass concepts 
of mobility, the equipment required, command and communication, 

vulnerability, Riming of response and how targets are found and 

sorted out between those that need spots and those that don't. Fire¬ 
power assessment should bfrincluded ¿n this effort. 

. '1 e 

(2) The use of the Tactical Computer: This deliberation should 
help the Ajgoy sort out where new technology can help and should outline 

an analytical approach wh^ch will help determine how much netting is 

required and where independent elements may bo used to help produce 

mr,re effective firepower and adequate assessment without having to be 
controlled by some higher order computer or command. 

(3) The reõuction of weight: In spite of numerous sporadic efforts, 
the Army still weighs millions of pounds. With energy limits now 

threatening, it may be time for a new effort at reducing tactical 

weight. Rockets, guided weapons, new materials, can all contribute, 
but fighting concepts need to be revised also — they are probably 
the moit important drivers of the ultimate weight. 
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ASAP Ad Hcc Group on the 

Review of the 1974 ASAP Summer Study 

1. Background. The ASAP conducted a Summer Study at HQ TRADOC, Ft 
Monroe, VA during the period 15-16 July 1974. The Panel addressed 

Mission Area Deficiencies and Opportunities (MADO) in six subgroups: 

1 - Battlefield Surveillance & Target Acquisition, 2 - Intelligence, 

Cawnand & Control, and Communications; 3 - Firepower (Close Combat and 

Fire Support), 4 - Mobility Enhancement & Denial; 5 - Survivability in 

1 ' CBR' 011(1 ^ Environments; and 6 - Field Army Air Defense. 
Additionally, subgroups 7 and 8 addressed Site Defense Follow Or, After 
Prototype Demonstrations and Technology, respectively, in examining 

ballistic Missile Defense in the Post Treaty World. Now that almost a 

year has passed since the Summer Study, it would be worthwhile to con¬ 

duct a final review of what actions have beer tak«n as a result of the 
tucy in the MADO areas of interest. Such a review is not felt to be 

necessary in the HMD area. The Summer Study report document is 
scheduled for publication in June 1975. 

2. Terms of Reference : 

a. Recognizing that many actions have beer taken during the past 

ten months as a result of the original involvement and participation by 

personnel of HQDA and both the DARCOM and TRADOC, utilization of extracted 
and support material of the report document, and continuing programs 

° T1® Army' a review of the recommendations and findings of the Sumner 
Study for a status of their current validity and implementation should 
be made« 

b. Depending upon the determination of the current validity and 
status of iryplementation of the recommendations and findings, further 

recommendations should be made as to their disposition and action thereon. 

c. As a result of the above efforts, the Ad Hoc Group should 

recommend appropriate matters from MADO or other areas for studv at 
the 1976 Summer Study. 1 

3. Termination: 

The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group is requested to conclude his 

efforts at the earliest possible date. However, a final report should 
bq submitted not later than 1 December 1975. 

Preceding page Hank 
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DkCDE-R APPENDIX II 

3 SEPTEMBER 

TIME 

» 

0815-0845 

- 0845-1015 

1015-1030 

1030-1200 

1200-1300 

1300-1330 

1400-1430 

1430-1445 

1445-1615 

1615-1700 

4 SEPTEMBER 

0830-0930 

0930-1030 

1030-1200 

1200-1300 

1300-1630 

FOLLOW-ON OF ASAP 1974 SUMMER STUDY 
1' 

/ U 

y 
a 

ic*. 
AGENDA 

* 

TOPIC 

Chai man1 s Introduction 

COFFEE BREAK 

LUNCH 

Call on GEN Deane 

1976 Summer Study 

COFFEE BREAK 

DARCOM Organization Briefing 

LOCATION 

1W06 

Battlefield, CSTA (Radar; Laser-.; 1W06 
NV;C/C 

1W06 

Intelligence, C (ECOM, ASA Items) 1W0Ó 

CG’s Mess 

1E08 

1W06 

1W0G 

Field Ar*JV Air Defense (EW Items) 1W06 
(Surface-to-Air Missiles) 

1W06 

¿ /4-8977/^8 

RESPONSIBLE. OFFICE 

ACTIVITY 

Mr. Hope 

MICOM (Mr. Cswell) 

ECOM (Mr. Sueta/CSTA) 
+ Others 

Project Office 

ECCM/CADE (Briefer 
Not Designated) 

Project Offi;.s 

Project Office 

Dr. Lasser 

Project Office 

ECOM/EWL (fr. Jones) 

MICOM (Mr. Peterson) 

CPT Simonich 

Firepower (Surface-to-Surface; 1W06 
ARMCOM Items) (Missiles; MICOM 
Items) 

Survivability (Conventional) 1W06 

Mobility Enhancement & Denial 1W06 

LUNCH 

Executive Session iw06 

ARMCOM (Mr. Williams 

RIA) MICOM (Mr. Oswell) 

AMSAA (Mr. Bailey) 

MERDC (Mr. Christian) 

Project Office 

Mr. Hope 
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APPENDIX III 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

BG H. Griffith 
DR. R. Haley 

W. Fishbein 
T. H. Sueta 

COL D. Ellis 

D. Peterson 

J. Wallen 
H. Oswell 

J. Christians 
H. Boldgett 
C. Kulas 

DR. Katchmar 
H. Reed 

J. Jones 

J. Williams 
A. Zarin 

C. Bailey 

C. Cash 

G. Maglietta 
R. Buser 

J• Johnson 
COL Ganahl 

S. Schecter 
J. Keen 
A. Campi 

Mg Hunt 

MAJ Marty 

H. Bennet 
I. Dodd 

B. Goldberg 

L. Dworkin 

R. Freeman 
J. Dyer 

COL Goodwin 

R. Rogowski 

C. Steinbach 

T. Kirkland 

H. Atkinson 

K. Harris 

H. Peters 
J. Huff 

HQ AMC (AMCRD) 

HQ Ai-JC (AMCRD) 

ECOM/CSTAL 

ECOM/CSTAL 

TRADOC/CACDA 
MICOM 

MERDC 

MICOM 

MERDC 

HQ AMC (AMCRO-S) 
MICOM 
HEL 

BRL 

ECOM/EWL 

ARMCOM/RIA 

ECOM/CSTAL 
MICOM 

MICOM 

AMC HQ (AMCRD-S) 

ECOM/CSTAL 
ECOM/NVL 

AMCDMA HQ AMC 
ECOM/EWL 

ECOM/EWL 

ECOM/CADPL 
AMCDMA HQ AMC 

AMCDMA I IQ AMC 

ECOM/CADPL 

ECOM/CADPL 

ECOM/CADPL 

ECOM/CADPL 
ASA 

ASA 

ASA 

MERDC 

MERDC 

MERDC 

MERDC 

MERDC 

MERDC 

MERDC 
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APPENDIX III (CONTINUED) 

H. Lazar cr 
DR. Bankg^ 

W. Haas 

MAJ D. Byrnes 
D. Collier 

M. Miller 

J. Dennis 

R. J. Bailey 

M. Reches v 

R. Happick 

COL WT Phillips 

CPT Sinpnich 
DR. Lasser 

..a. î 

.V 
ARMCOM (AMCPM-SA) 
TACOM 

MERD'C 
DCSOPS 
TRADOC/TRASANA 

AMSAA 

MERDC 
AMSAA 
AMSAA 

HQ AMr (AMCRD-W) 

HQ AMC (AMCRD-W) 

HQ AMC 

DCSRDA 
(AMCRD) 

ei 
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APPENDIX IV 

ARMY SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERS 

I :T q 

CHAIRMAN U n >f 

Mr. Jack I. Hope 

General Manager, CFM 56, Procram Manager 
Mail urop J-105 

General Electric Company 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45215 
513 243 4624 

***. < 

Systems Consultant, Advanced Systems & R<jjits Opi 
P 1 -í 1~\ J ! ! _ Elecrjronic Syrtems Division 

General Electric Company 

Court Street Plant, Bldg. No. 9 
Syracuse, NY 13201 
315 456 1769 

Mr. howard P. Gates, Jr. 
6500 Waterway Drive 

Falls Church, VA 22044 
202 223 C444 

Mr. Willis M. Hawkins 

Vice Pres.. Science & Engineering 

Lockheed Aircraft Corporation 
P.0. Box 551 

Burbank, CA 91503 
213 847 6448 

Dr. James J. Renier 

Aerospace & Defense Group Vice Pres. 
Honeywell, Inc., Honeywell Plaza 
Minneapolis, MI 55403 
612 870 2249 

Dr. Nicholas Yaru 

Vice President, Hughes Aircraft Company 
Fullerton, CA 92631 

714 871 3232 Ext. 3296 

COL David Ellis (MILITARY STAFF ASSISTANT) 

US Army Arms Combat Development ..gency 
Ft. Leavenworth, KA 66027 

913 684 3813/3429 Autovon 552 
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COL Robert J. Feist (MILITARY STAFF ASSISTANT) 

HQ, US Army Materiel Development and Readiness Command 
ATTN: DRCDE-RR 

5001 Eisenhower Ave 

Alexandria, VA 22333 

202 274 8978 (Autovon 284) 
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