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COMMONALITY OF RADAR WARNING RECEIVERS

Mr. Chairman and Menbers of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to testify concerning our review of
the Department of Defense's efforts to have the Navy and Air Forde
achieve maximmm camonality of radar warning receivers. We made this
review because the Navy was developing its ALR-67 radar warning receiver
concurrently with the Air Force efforts to upgrade its ALR-69 radar
warning receiver now designated the ALR-74. We wanted to detsrmine
whether the two services were camplying with congressional and Secre-
tary of Defense instructions to achieve maxaimum commonality between
the receivers to eliminate duplication of expenditures. A detailed
discussion of ocur findings, conclusions and recammendaticns 1s 1n cur
report "Lack of Cooperation Precludes Navy and Air Force from Develop—

1ng Cammon Radar Warning Receivers (GAQ/MASAD-C-82-38) issued June 11,
1982.
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The Navy and Air Force plan to buy 1ts receivers at a cost of over
§1.7 billion from the same contractor——Applied Technology, Division of
Itek Corporation.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (0OSD) recogmized that the operational
requirements for the receivers are virtually identaical. Accordangly, it
instructed the two services to achleve maximm commonality and set forth
eicht tasks it wanted implemented so that standard hardware could be built.
It was believed 80 percent camcnality could be achieved between the Navy
ALR-67 and Air Force ALR-74.

We fournd that the services have essentially ignored the instructions
given them. Instead they have pursued separate developments with vairtually
no empnasis on commonality. A recently campleted study by Applied
Technology shows that there 1is only 19 percent camonality between the Navy’s
ALR-67 and Air Force's ALR-74.

The Navy and Air Force programs have progressed to a point where it may
pe difficult to change or redirect them so that camonality can be achieved
1n the near term. This situation presents a dilemma to the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. If the programs are separately continued, OSD, the
Navy and the Air Force will be justaifiably open to craiticism for wasting
limted funding through duplication of program and contractor cverhead,
research and develcoment, testing, production facilities and logistical

support. Also, 1f OSD acquiesces to the continuation of separate programs



it may very well lose the opportunity for standardization efforts
since the Navy has already stated that i1t does not intend to join the
Air Force 1n efforts to develop a New Threat Warning System (NTWS).

On the other hand, program changes and, perhaps needed redesigns,
to achieve camcnality may require significant tradeoffs to be made,
such as program delays and contract cost adjustments. The program
delays can umpact operational capabilities of the F-18 and F-16 aircraft
beyond the respective dates that the Navy and Air Force radar warning
receivers are scheduled to have initial operational capability on those
aircraft. The impact of the delays can be reduced, however, tecause the
A1r Force 1s now equpping the F-16 with 1ts existing ALR-69 receiver and
the Navy has the option of using cther radar warnwing receivers, such as
the ALR=45F, on the F-18 1f the need arises., Further, there are no
assurances that the Air Force and Navy receivers will proceed according
o schedule without further program delays. Thus, 1t appears that the
tradecffs may oe feasible from an operational viewpoint and should be
subjected to analysis.

Faced with this situation, OSD must acquiesce to the wishes of the
Navy and Air Force with full understanding of the consequences or take
decisive acticn to get the two services on track to cammenality and
standardization in the electronic warfare mission area. Under the
circumstances, we believe that OSD should fully exert its authority and
direct the Navy and Air Force to develop a cammon radar warning receiver
for use by both services. If this 1s not done now, a precedent will be
set and the services will always present arguments "demonstrating the

absolute need" for their particular program.



Therefore, 1n our report, we recamended that the Secretary of
Defense take the following actions:
—Stop further funding of and suspend work on the AILR-74 and ALR-67
programs until an acceptable option for developing
a common radar warning receiver 1s agreed to by the
Navy and Air Force.
—Direct the Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force to
1dent1fy and meke the tradeoffs needed for
restructuring a joiant camcnality program with full
Navy and Air Force participation. This should
include a joint plan to develcp a cammon radar
warning receiver for the near term and alsc for full
Navy participation in the NTWS program.
—Estaplish a science adviscory group to resolve the
technical and threat disputes between the Navy and
Air Force.
—Release funding for the new joint program upon OSD's
approval of the commonality plan.
We pelieve implementation of these recammendations will reduce
costs and provide the foundation for standardization.
Mr. Chairman this concludes our prepared testimony and we will be

happy to answer questions the Subcommuttee may have.





