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The statements sulmitted to the Ccngress by the
executive branch analyzing the impact of proposed programs on
ares control and disarmament policy and negotia*ions have not
accomplished their intended objectives. Findirgs/Conclusions:
The intended objectives of the statements were: to make the
executive branch formally and systematically ccnsider tha
possible effects of proposed programs on arms centrol; to
improve the quantity and guality of information submitted to the
Congress on proposed defense programs so it can better
deliberate the merits of these programs; and tc¢ enhance the role
of the Arms Ccntrol and Disarmament Agency in the national
security policymaking process. Although these cbjectives are
laudable and the idea of having ares control impact statements
has merit, the quality of the statements cannot be expected to
improve until the executive branch overcomes past difficulties
in implementing legislative requirements. Executive branch
compliance with the legal requirements has been hampered by
interagency disputes over such basic questions as: what progranms
require arms contrul impact statements; what information the
statements should ccntain; and the role various agencies are
expected tc¢ play. Uncertainty over tane intended use of these
statements by the Congresc also appears to have inhibited full
disclosure of arms ccntrel factors. {Author/ScC)



REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

Statements That Analyze Effects
Of Proposed Programs On Arms
Control Need Improvement

The executive branch has submitted to the
Congress two sets of statements analvzing
the effects of oropcsed programs on arms
control. Neither was satisfactory. GAO
analvzed tne process by which these state-
meats were prepared and noted that im-
[rrovements are needed. The administration is
taking actions to improve the quality and
usefulness of future arms control impact
statement: .
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COMPTROLLER GENXRAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-156900

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker cf the House of Representatives

Sectivn 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 2576), requires that arms control impact
Statements be submitted to the Congress in conjunction wit':
requests for authorizatior and appropriations for nuclear
weapons systems and other programs having significant impact
on arms control policy and negotiations. This report de-
scribes problems the executive branch has experienced in im-
plementing this legislative requirement.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget ard Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing
Act of 1550 (31 U.S.C. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Secretaries of State,
Defense, Energy, the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force; the
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; and the As-
sistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

2 . A fa

Comptroller Generzl
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S STATEMENTS THAT ANALYZE

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS EFFECTS OF PROPOSED PROGRAMS
ON ARMS CONTROL NEED
IMPROVEMENT

DIGEST

The statements that analyze the impact of
proposed programs on arms control and dis-
armament policy and negotiations have not
accomplished their intended objectives to

--make the executive branch formally and
<ystematically consider the possible
effects of proposed programs on arms
control,

--improve the gquantity and quality of
information submitted to the Congress on
proposed defense programs so it can
better deliberate the merits of t.iese
programs, and

-~enhance the rcle of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in the national secu-
rity policymaking process. (See p. 18.)

These objectives are laudable, and the idea
of having arms control impact statements
has merit. However, the quality of the
statements cannot be expected to improve
until the executive branch overcomes past
difficulties in implementing legislative
requirements. (See p. 26.)

Executive branch compliance with the legal
requirements has been hampered by inter-
agency disputes over such basic questions
as

--what programs require arms control impact
statements,

--what information the statements should
contain, and

--the role various'agencies are expected
to play. (See pp. 5, 11, and 14.)
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Furthermore, uncertainty over the intended
use of the statements by the Congress appears
t> have inhibited full disclosure of arms
control factors. To improve the gquality

of arms control impact statements, the
Congress and the executive branch need to
focus on these issues. (See p. 20.)

While the legislation calls on the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency to conduct
arms control analyses, it does not specify
who should prepare the statements. -The
law also does not specify the Stat: Depart-
men's role in the process, despite its
central role in foreign policy matters.
Executive branch interpretations of what
programs require irpact statements have
limited the process to analysis of Defense
and Energy Research and Development
Administration programs, when other agen-
cies, such as the Central Intelligence
Agency and the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, could be sponscring
programs that atfect arms contrel. (See
pp. 14, 17, ané 7.)

Other problems have plagued executive
branch compliance with the impact state-
ment requirements. For example, the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency selects
programs for analysis but has not succeeded
in bringing additional programs into the
impact statement process. (See p. 6.)

Terms in the legislation, such as "signifi-
cant impact," "complete statement," and
"negotiations," have caused time-consuming
interagency debate and disagreement over
what programs should be analyzed and what
the statements should contain. Other areas
of uncertainty include

--whether the process can be used to examine
the arms control impact of certain civilian
technologies that could also be used by the
military and
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--at what stage in the research and
development process should programs be

considevred for analysis. {(See pp. 7 and 8.)

The lack of common criteria to be used by
all agencies in analyzing nrograms may have
contributed to interagency isagreements
over statement content. (Sev p. 12.)

Jas the arms control impact statement
process improved the Arms Control ané Dis-
armament Agency's access to information as
the Congress intended? The process has not
dispelled Defense and Energy Research and
Developrent Administration fears that the
information revealed will be used by critics
tc attack individual programs. The result
has been increased formality in communica-
tion with the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency at the expense of expeditious day-
to-day interagency working relationships.
(See pp. 22 and 23.)

Cespite executive branch skepticism of the
usefulness of the arms control impact state-
ment process, it offers potential both for
seeing that arms control issues are consid-
ered formally and systematically and for
improving the quantity and quality of
information reaching the Congress. (See

pPp. 27 and 28.)

Moreover, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency can be a leader in the process,
without jeopardizing working relationships
with other agencies. The State Department,
by virtue of its central role in foreign
policy matters, can contribute importantly
to the impact statement process. (See p.
28.)

Even improved arms control impact state-
ments cannot be considered conclusive
evidence that the executive branch con-
sidered arms control in its national se-
curity policymaking. The arms control
impact statement process should complement
rather than replace existing mechanisms.
(See p. 28.)
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Fuller sharing of information, which shows
that the executive branch considered arms
control aspects of programs in cther
national security decisionmaking processes,
is needed to reassure the Congress that
arms control was scru.inized. (See F. 28.)

VONCLUSIONS AND AGENCY COMMENTS

In a draft report sent to the involved
executive branch agencies for review and
comment, GAO suggested language to amend
section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Act to spell out clearly the intended
roles and responsibilities of the involved
agenc.es.

GAO further suggested that the Director of
the Arme Control ind Disarmament Agency
develop

--interagency procedures for implementing
the arms control impact statement require-
ments,

—--specific guidelines for selecting programs
for analysis, and

—-—8pecific criteria for analyzing the arms
control impact of programs,

The National Security Council, commenting
on the report on behalf of the administra-
tion (see app. VI), stated:

"We have no major disagreement
with the investigative portion
of the report, and we generally
agree with the GAO assessment
that past implementation of
Section 36 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act may have
failed to satisfy the intent of
Congress."

The Council added that the administration

is committed to guaranf:eeing that the pro-
visions of the Arms Coitrol and Disarmament
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Act are fully complied with. 7The Council
believes the administration can do this,
without additional legislation, by improv-
ing the interagency process.

To provide the administration an oppor tunity
to show that it can achieve the intended
objectives of the arms control impact state-
ment legislation, GAO is not making any
recommendations to amend the legislation at
this time. GAO will closely monitor the
impact statement nrocess and will propose
amendments to the legislation later, .f
warranted. (See pp. 28 and 29.)
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CHAPTER 1

WHY ARE ARMS CONTROL IMPACT STATEMENTS REQUIRED?

During 1974, the Subcommittee on National Security
Policy and Scientific Developments, House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, subjected the U.S. A~ms Control and Dis-
armament Agency (ACDA) to a comprehensive oversight review,.
The review included a detailed investigation by the Subcom-
mittee's staff of ACDA's functions and activities as well
as extensive hearings exploring a variety of concepts, prac-
tices, and changes in legislation to insure widespread execu-
tive branch consideration of arms control and disarmament
issues in the formulation of U.S. national security and
foreign policy.

The Subcommittee said this oversight review came about
because the Congress felt that (1) ACDA's effectiveness had
diminished, (2) its a.tivities had veered away from some of
its original congressional intentions, and (3) it no longer
played as strong a role in formulating and executing U.S.
arms control policies &s it once did.

As a result of the oversight review, amendments to “he
-Arms Control and Disarmament At were proposed and incor-
porated in the Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1975
(Public Law 94-141, adopted Nov. 29, 1975). Ore new
provision--section .6 of the Arms Control and Disarmament

Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2576) (see app. I)--required that
"a complete statement analyzing the impact * * * on arms con-
trol and disarmament policy and negotiations" accompany re-
quests to the Congress for authorization or appropriations for
the following programs:

--Programs of research, development, testing, engi-
neering, construction, deployment, or modernization
with respect to nuclear armaments, nuclear imple-
ments of war, military facilities, or military
vehicles designed or intended primarily for
delivery of nuclear weapons.

--Programs of research, development, testing, engi~
neering, construction, deployment or modernization
with respect to armaments, implements of war, or
military facilities having an estimated total pro-
gram cost in excess of $250 million or an estimated
annual program cost in excess of ¥50 million.



--Any other program involving weapons systems or tech-
nology which the National Security Council believes,
upon the advice and recommendation of the Director
of ACDA, may have significant impact on arms control
policy or negotiations. .

The new section also required that the Director of
ACDA be given "on a continuing basis * * * full and timely
access to detailed information" with respect to such pro-
grams that require arms control impact s*atements.

RATIONALE FOR ARMS CONTROL
IMPACT STATEMENTS

The underlying assumption of this new requirement was
that the arms control implications of military programs,
whether positive or negative, should be considered together
with the nerits of the programs' defense capabilities.
Specifically, arms control impact statements were intended
to tell how a given program might enhance or detract from
attaining the primary objectives of arms control. Accord-
ing to ACDA, these objectives are to reduce the likelihood
of armed conflicts, their severity and violence if they
should occur, and the economic burden of military programs.

ACDA states that the reduction of armaments is a major
objective of U.S. policy, but, by itself, is not an adequate
measure of progress toward arms control. Other objectives
of U.S. arms control policy are to seek a stable military
balance, reduce the possibility of accidents or miscalcula-
tions which could lead to war, and decrease the vulnerability
of forces. Current or intermittent arms control negotiations
which are attempting to deal with these and other arms con-
trol issues include the U.S.-Soviet Union strategic arms
limitation talks and multilateral discussions of mutual and
balanced force reductions in Europe, nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons, the banning of chemical and biological weap-
ons, and limitations on conventional arms transfers.

Tc determine arms control impact, a program is reviewed
for both its positive and negative effects on arms control
policies and negotiations. Programs which increase stabil-
ity, make forces less vulnerable, increase deterrence, allow
for easy verification, and do not encourage an arms race are
examples of positive aspects of arms control. The reverse
of these characteristics are generally considered to be nega-
tive factors. Since any given program will normally possess



both positive and negative elements, it was expected that
these elemeats would be weighed in the analysis to determine
the program's overall contribution to national security.

DISSATISFACTION WITH THE STATEMENTS

Despite these expectations, the first arms control
impact statements, submitted to the Congress in August 1976
as part of the fiscal year 1977 authorization/appropriation
process, were disappointing to some Members of Congress.
The statements were judged to be too few in number, too
sparse in content, and too late to be of any use in con-
gressional deliberations over tue funding of major defense
programs.

--An ACDA official said that of an estimated 70 Defense
programs that might legally require statements, only
16 were submitted.

--Most statements were not more than a single para-
graph and discussed overwhelmingly the positive
aspects of the programs.

--The statements were submitted after the Congress had
authorized the Defense budget for fiscal year 1977
and just before the final vote on military appropri-
ations.

Other objections were that the statements lacked
analysis, dealt oanly at the shallowest level with the impact
on arms control and disarmament negotiations, and not at all
with the impact on policy. Congressional critics complained
to the Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of the
Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA) 1/
that the statement did not comply with the law, were accept-
able, and should be redone.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Because of congressional dissatisfaction with the
initial arms control impact statements, we discussed the
process for preparing the statements with executive br:>nch
officials to determine (1) what problems had been encoun-
tered and (2) wnether the legal provisions calling for the
statements needed to be clarified or modified. As part of

1/The functions and responsibilities of ERDA were transferred
to the newly created Department of Enery on October 1, 1977.



our review we compared executive branch pzocedures used to
prepare the initial annual submissions to those used to pre-
pare the second submissions sent to the Congress on

January 18, 1977.

Our review was limited to (1) an examination of the
legal requirements for arms control impact statements and
the legislative history and (2) executive branch procedures
to implement these requirements. During our review, we
conferred with officials of ACDA, ERDA, and the Departments
of State and Defense, and the staff of the National Security
Council.

We did not attempt to critically evaluate tiae cor :ent
of the arms control impact statements since the Congressional
Research Service (CRS) was analyzing the fiscal year 1978
statements. In April 1977 this analysis was issued together
with several sample statements based on critezia CRS felt
should be used in assessing the arms control impact of given
programs. 1/ -

1/"Analysis of Arms Control Impact Statements Submitted in
Connection with the Fiscal Year 1978 Budget Regquest,”
Joint Committee Print, April 1977.



CHAPTER 2

WHAT PROGRAMS REQUIRE ARMS CONTROL

IMPACT STATEMENTS?

Executive branch agencies disagree considerably as to
what programs require impact statements. The executive
branch, questioning the appropriateness of using dollar
threshold criteria to determine if a program requires an
arms control impact statement, has not submitted all re-
quired statements to the Congress. The discretionary
authority to select programs below the dollar thresholds
has not broight additional programs into the process.
Disagreements have arisen over whether sensitive civilian
or dual-purpose technologies should be subjected to the
process as well as certain research programs in their
early stages.

DOLLA.} THRESHOLDS

The dollar thresholds specified in the legislation to
determine whether a program requires an arms ccatrol impact
statement corresponds roughly to Defense Department defini-
tions of major weapons systems. However, strict adherence
to these thresholds would bring programs that have little
or no arms centrol impact (such as replenishing conven-
tioral ammunition inventories) into the arms control im-
pact statement process. Executive branch officials gues-~
Lioned the need to spend time and analytical resources to
prepare statements for such programs that simply do not
have significant arms control impact.

Conversely, some programs below thLe dollar thresholds
could have serious arms control consequences. An Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency official said that deleteri-
ous arms control characteristics of a given weapons system
are unrelated to its cost and that development of certain
types of inexpensive weapons could have more damaging ef-
fects “rom an arms control standpoint (that is, impact on
stability, vulnerability, deterrence, verifiability, and
the arms race) than development of some multimillion dollar
weapons systems. For example, certain chemical and biologi-
cal weapons could be developed inexpensively, yet their use
would intrcduce an unacceptable method of warfare.

The dollar threshold criteria could also invite dis-
aggregation of significant programs to evade preparing and
submitting arms control impact statements to the Congress
and to further reduce the visibility of controversiail
weapons-related programs. While we noted no deliberate
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evasion in this way, we did note that programs were selected
for analysis on the basis of line item budgetary data.

Another criticism of dollar threshold criteria is that
it forces analysis of each individual program as if it were
in a vacuum, ignoring the need to examine individual weapons-
related programs in the context of other weapons-related pro-~
grams and the politics and negotiating tactics of arms con-
trol. In reality, the arms control impact of a given system
could vary markedly depending on deployment schedules and
combinations of other weapons systems. Furthermore, it may
be inappropriate to isolate arms control policy considerations
of a given program from other foreign policy considerations.

The positive benefits of a program may outweigh its
apparent negative features. By isolating arms control con-
siderations, a distorted picture of the value of programs
might result. Some critics believe it may be preferable
to assess the arms control impact of a group of related
programs rather than individual programs. It might also be
preferable t¢ assess arms control impact with consideration
given to the comparative values of alternative systems to
both defense and arms control purposes.

We believe the executive branch should be given some
latitude in selecting programs for impact analysis, using
the dollar thresholds as general guidelines. However, if
the executive branch was given this latitude, the adminis-
tration should then be required to report the additionazl
criteria it used in selecting programs for analysis.

DISCRETIONARY SELECTIONS

The law gives discretionary authority to the ACDA Di-
rector to select prouyrams for arms control impact anslysis
which do not meet the dollar threshold criteria but which
may have significant arms control impact. However, the
law only obliges the National Security Council to submit
arms control impact statements to the Congress on discre-
tionary selections if it agrees that the programs have a
significant impact on arms control and disarmament policy
or negotiations.

Thus far, only programs which exceeded one of the
dollar thresholds specified in the legislation resulted in
impact statements being sent to the Congress. ACDA offi-
cials were reluctant to discuss what discretionary selec-
tions they proposed to the Director for impact analysis
for either year's process. For the first year, we found



that ACDA prerared internal analyses on several programs it
believed to have significant arms control impact but which
did not result in an arms contrnl impact statement being
submitted.

A National Security Council staff member said that,
because of time constraints, they decided to limit the
number of statements submitted to the Congress in the first
year. However, ACDA would not confirm nor deny this as the
reason why ACDA's analyses did not result in final impact
statements.

We were equally unsuccessful in determining what
discretionary selections ACDA made the second year. Our
request for a list of possibie discretionary selections
for the Director's consideration was denied on the arounds
that it was an internal working paper prepared solely for
the Director of ACDA and his staff to use. We do know, how-
ever, that if ACDA made discretionary selections, none has
resulted in a final impact statement.

CIVIL PROGRAMS HAVING
ARMS CONTROL IMPACT

We also noted some disagreement over whether discre-
tionary authority to select programs for impact analysis
extends to nonmilitary technology. The law states that
discretionary selections should include

"k * * any other program involving weapons systems
or technology which such Government agency or the
Director [of ACDA] believes may have a significant
impact on arms control and disarmament policy or
negotiations."

Defense and the Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration believe that the word "weapons" modifies not only
"systems" but also "terhnology" and therefore the law limits
discretionary selections to weapons-related technology.
ACDA's interpretation, however, is that "weapons" modifies
only "systems" and therefore the law does not exempt from
the process civilian or dual-purpose technology that might
have some arms control impact. Under ACDA's interpreta-
tion, ERDA's research into such areas as peaceful nuclear
explosions and laser isotope separation could be subjected
to the process. Certain programs of *“he National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, the Central Intelligence
Agency, and other agencies could also have arms control
implications. For example, space satellites are relevant
to arms control because of their role in verifying arms



control agreements and their close relationship to military
activities.

According to a National Security Council staff mem-
ber, ACDA expressed an interest in having arms control im-
pact statements prepared for fiscal year 1978 to accompany
certain nuclear energy-related research programs that had
no direct relationship to weapors. This staff member said
that the National Security Council did not call for impact
statements on these programs partly because (1) it felt
the process should not include civil or dual-purpose tech-
nologies, and (2) the specific programs ACDA was concerned
about were being dealt with in other forums, including the
nonproliferation backstopping committee of the National
Security Council.

CONCEPTUAL RESEARCH PROCRAMS

The involved agencies appear uncertain about when in the
weapons acquiciiion process an arms control analysis should
be made. Deiense and ERDA officials told us that, in their
view, most research programs, particularly those in their
conceptual stage for which no application had yet been de-
veloped, should not be subjected to the arms control im-
pact statement process. ACDA officials believe that the
law is flexible enough to permit early analysis of research
and development programs. They contend that it is essential
to raise arms control concerns as early as possible in the
conceptual phase of a program when arms control considera-
tions could shape and direct the program.

Whether the Congress intended for arms control impact
analyses to be performed at the conceptual stages is not
clear. For example, the House Committee on International
Reliations report on the proposed legislation specified that
programs of a seminal nature which could have far-reaching
implications for arms control policy and planning should be
subjected to analysis. Yet, another part of the report ex-
pressed the Committee's desire to promote an environment
conducive to conceptual and exploratory research without
encumbering such research with overly exacting analytical
requirements.

In our opinion, arbitrarily limiting arms control
impact analysis to those programs that have reached a
specified stage of development could eliminate some pro-
grams having significant arms control impact. Because
it is often more difficult to remedy characteristics which
are adverse to arms control objectives once they are set,
we believe that consideration should be given to the early



stages of development. While we agree that it may not be
productive to analyze some research programs in their con-
ceptual stages, we believe programs in their early stages
of development should not be arbitrarily eliminated from
consideration fo. impact analysis.

REQUIRED STATEMENTS NOT SUBMITTED

In view of the late November enactment of the arms
control impact statement requirements, the executive branch
generally concurred that it would be preferable to do
thorough impact statements on relatively few cases for fis-
cal year 1977 rather than to slight many programs require-
ing statements according to the legislated dollar threshold
criteria. A few members of the cognizant congressional com-—
mittees agreed with the suggested approach, although no at-
tempt was made to reach agreement on the precise number of
statements to be submitted or the specific programs to be
analyzed.

Ultimately, statements for 16 programs were submitted
from a list of at least 70 programs ACDA believed met the
statutory requirements. The Congress was not told why
these 16 programs were chosen for analysis, nor was any
attempt made to list those programs which rzquired state-
ments but which were not submitted because of time con-
straints. Executive branch officials said, however, that
the programs analyzed for fiscal year 1977 were selected to
represent a broad range of strategic and tactical missions
and each of the military services. (See app. II.)

For fiscal year 1978, the executive branch submitted

to the Congress 26 arms control impact statements and a
lis: of 76 other programs that met the statutcry require-
ments but which it described as having no "prima facie"
arms control impact. (See apps. II, III, and IV.) Execu-
tive branch officials explained that the Congress did not
intend the process to be time or resource consuming and
that therefore preparation of formal statements describing
programs for which there was no arms control impact was
inappropriate.

The Congressional Research Service challenged the
list of 76 programs which, according co the executive
branch, had no arms control impact. The CRS study in-
dicated that impact statements should have been prepared
on roughly half of the 76 programs. CRS also identified
numerous other programs which it believed warranted impact
statements.



We guestion whether the list of 76 programs with the ac-~
companying description of no arms control impact is sufficient
to fulfill the legal requirement for impact statements on
these programs even if such determination is accepted as being
valid. Moreover, the CRS evaluation also pointed out that the

Congress needs to clarify what programs require arms control
impact statements.
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CHAPTER_3

WHAT SHOULD ARMS CONTROL

IMPACT STATEMENTS CONTAIN?

We reviewed with executive branch officials the criterija
used to analyze the arms control impact of d- fense programs.
We conciuded that the statements' guality may have been ad-
versely affected by differing agency interpretations of
terms in the legislation as well as the lack of common spe-
cific criteria for analyzing programs for iheir arms control
impact.

DEFINITIONAL PROBLEMS

Differing interpretations of such terms in the legisla-
tion as "complete statement" and "negotiations" appear to
have caused time-consuming interagency debate over the con-
tent of the arms control impact statements.

The legislation calls for "* * * a3 complete statement
analyzing the impact of [each] program on arms control and
disarmament policy and negotiations." What constitutes a
complete statement has been central to the interagency de-
bate. Durino the first year of the process, ACDA officials
argued for longer, more comprehensive statements while De-
fense officials felt short statements were sufficient to
comply with legal reguirements. 1In the end, the Defense
view appears to have prevailed as evidenced by the actual
congressional submissiong. One State Department official
described the statements as the lowest common denominator.

Disagreements also arose over the meaning of "negotia-
tions." Defense and ERDA argued that negotiations referred
only to ongoing, formal international negotiations. ACDA
and the National Security Council staff argued that it was
necessary to consider what arms control negotiating options
a program might open or foreclose in the future, in addition
to how those programs might impact on current negotiations.
Again, the Defense view apparently prevailed as evidenced
by the overview to the January 1977 submissions which points
out that the statements identify problems or contributions
the programs may pose for, or make to, current arms control
agreements and negotiating positions.

To limit the analysis of arms control impact to current
negotiations appears questionable. While excessive specula-~
tion of possible future arms control negotiations would not
be useful, we believe that limiting analysis of programs to
their impact on current negotiations is an overly restric-
tive view of the legislative requirements.
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LACK OF COMMON SPECIFIC CRITERIA

The lack of common specific criteria to be used by ail
agencies in assessing the arms control impact of defense and
nuclear weapons programs may have contributed to disagree-
ments over the final form and content of the statements.
Executive branch officials advised us that interagency dis-
cussions between Defense, ACDA, and ERDA yielded agreement
on three major criteria to be followed in assessing the arms
control impact of & given system:

--Their effect on international negotiations.
--Their consistency with executive branch policy.

--Their compliance with existing international agree-
ments.

Beyond these broad criteria, each agency was to decide if it
wished to apply more specific criteria to its analysis proc-
ess, -

According to ERDA and Defense officials, neither agency
chose to promulgate analysis criteria beyond the broad cri-
teria agreed upon. ACDA prepured a detailed set of guideline
questions for ACDA analysts to use in assessing the arms con-
trol impact. We were told that the agency never formally
adopted the guidelines, although individual analysts said
they had used them in preparing analyses. The guidelines
pointed out that consideration should be given to whether
the proposed program would

--be consistent with agreed arms control obligations;

--be consistent with reaching agreement in current nego-
tiations;

--reduce crisis instabilities by enhaacing deterrence,
improving warning, raising the nuclear threshold, or
improving overall command, control, and communications

--be consistent with force posture requirements;

--reduce technological impact instabilities and uncer-
tainties;

--reduce uncertainty arising from verification of de-
ployment levels or mission identification; and

--reduce the level of potential violence.
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In our opinion if the involved agencies had used
specific criteria to analyze programs, the analytical charac-
teristics expected of the statements would have improved.
Development of such criteria might also have eliminated some
of the time-consuming interagency debate over what iaformation
the statements should contain.
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CHAPTER 4

WHAT ARE THE AGENCIES' ROLES IN THE PROCESS?

Executive branch officials said that the arms control
impact statement process is still evolving because of uncer-
tainty over what type of statement the Congress expects.
This uncertainty, fueled by congressional dissatisfaction of
the first submissions, led to a major change in the state-
ment preparation process the second year. Despite the
change, confusion persists over the precise roles of the in-
volved agencies.

FIRST YEAR OF THE PROCESS

Shortly after enactment of the impact statement legis-
lation in November 1975, an interagency steering committee
was established to reach an agreement on how to meet the
requirements of the law. The committee was chaired by a
representative of the Naticnal Security Council and included
representatives of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Office of Management and Budget, Department of Defense, Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency, and the Energy Research and Devel-
opment Administration.

One question to be resolved was whether ACDA or the
agencies initiating the programs should prepare the reguired
impact statements. While the legislation calls on ACDA to
conduct arms control analyses it does not specifically state
who should prepare the statements to be submitted to the
Congress with authoriza“ion and appropriation reguests. De-
fense and ERDA, the primary agencies submitting defense-
related budget requests, should be able to provide cor. ‘e-
hensive information on the programs in guestion. On the
other hand, ACDA, as statutory advisor to the President and
the Congress on arms control and disarmament, shouléd have
the best understanding and knowledge of arms con*rol issues.

The agencies mutually agreed that maklng ACDA respon-
sible for the statements would place ACDA in an awkward posi-
tion of having to criticize Defense's and ERDA's program
proposals. Creatlng an adversary role for ACDA vis-a-vis
Defense and ERDA in this procnss might prove counterpro-
ductive and undermine ACDA's erfectiveness in other arms
control activities. The agencies agreed that ACDA's effec-
tiveness depended upon the continued cooperation of other
executive branch agencies in sharing information about their
programs. ACDA officials, in particular, were not anxious
to jeopardize working relations with these agencies by
accepting too prominent a role in the impact statement
process.
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Accordingly, it was agreed that Defense and ERDA would
prepare draft impact statements for fiscal year 1977. ACDA
would not prepare statements but instead would comment on
those prepared by the agencies on the basis of their own in-
ternal analyses of the programs as a check on the complete-
ness of the statements. The Department of State, the Office
of Management and Budget, and the Central Intelligence Agency
would also review the draft statements. Finally, the Na-
tional Security Council would serve as a mediator in delib-
erations on what statements would ultimately be sent to the
Congress, as well as their form and content.

SECOND YEAR OF THE PROCESS

Dissatisfaction with the original arms control impact
statements apparently led to consideration of new proce-
dures for preparing the statements the succeeding year.
Agreement could not be reached on new procedural guidelines,
and, by November 1976, neither DOD nor ERDA had proposed
draft impact statements. Therefore, the National Cecurity
Council decided that it would edit ACDA's analyses of the
arms control impact of major defense programs which then
would be used as the basis for preparing impact statements
by an interagency working group. Defense would provide
program descriptions to accompany the arms control impact
assessments. ERDA would continue to prepare the few impact
statements required for nuclear weapons programs. Again,
the National Security Council representative would mediate
differences of opinion and finalize the statements. Another
major change in the process the second year was the addition
of an introductory overview statement prepared principally
by the State Department with input from other agencies. The
overview statement was intended to relate arms control as
one element of national security policy to other elements,
including military strategy, force posture, and diplomacy.

Despite the agencies' changing roles in the impact
statement preparation process, we do not believe the quality
or content differed significantly from 1 year to the next.

A few more statements were submitted--from 16 to 26--but
they were still only a few paragraphs and provided little
additional information. 1In our opinion the only major im-
provement in the congressional submissions was the addi-
tion of the introductory overview statement which helped to
place the individual statements in context.

ACDA'S ROLE IN THE PROCESS

The disappointing results of the process thus far may
be that the impact statement legislation did not make any
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single agency primarily responsible for insuring that the
requirements of the law are met.

Apparently, some Members of Congress believe that ACDA
should play a larger role in the process. A March 1977 let-
ter from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to the ACDA
Ditector pointed out that in preparing the legislation it
was anticipated that ACDA would play a central role in de-
veloping the arms control impact statement program. The
Director agreed that ACDA should play a central role in the
process and pledged to insure that future statements would
comply with the letter and spirit of the law.

So far ACDA has apparently besen unable to significantly
influence the impact statement process. As discussed in
more detail in the preceding chapters, ACDA has experienced
problems in convincing other agencies as to what programs
require impact statements and what criteris should be used
in analyzing programs for their arms control impact.

To gage the quality of the impact statements that might
be forthcoming if ACDA were given primary responsibility
for preparing the statements, we reviewed 10 of ACDA's arms
control impact analyses which had been prepared for ACDA's
internal use but which served as the basis for the fiscal
year 1978 statements sent to the Congress. Our review showed
that although the ACDA analyses were consistently longer ard
more detailed than the corresponding final impact statements
submitted to the Congress, the statements generally appeared
to be fair representations of the fac'.ors presented in the
ACDA internal analyses.

Based on this limited review, we concluded that if ACDA
had submitted its 10 internal analyses directly to the Con-
gress instead of the edited versions, the Congress may have
received more information on the programs in question but
not much more analysis. In only a few cases would additional
negative characteristics of the programs from an arms con-
trol standpoint have been provided to the Congress. It
should be recognized, however, that if ACDA had prepared the
analyses for submission to the Congress rather than for in-
ternal use by the Director, the content might have been
modified.

Although our review of ACDA's internal impact analy-
ses did not lend support to an hypothesis that ACDA-
prepared statements would be better than agency-prepared
statements, we believe that ACDA can and should play a
larger role in the process because:
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--ACDA is most experienced in and sensitive to arms
control issues,

--ACDA has statutory responsibility for advising the
Preaident and the Congress on arms control matters.

=-ACDA can more ob,ectively view the programs being
analyzed than the agencies initiating these programs,

--Making ACDA primarily responsible for implementing
the process might enhance the quality of the state-
ments through increased accountability.

THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S ROLE
M

Although the impact statement legislation does not spec-
ify a role for the State Department in the process, the De-
partment has been involved by virtue of its membership on the
National Security Council. So far its role has been limited
to commenting on draft impact statements and, for the second
year of the process, preparing an overview statement to
accompany the individual impact statements.

We believe that it is appropriate that the Department,
by virtue of its central role in foreign policy matters,
participate in the impact statement process. Because arms
control is only one aspect of national security policy, it
is important that arms control considerations of individual
programs not be viewed in isolation from other aspects of de-
fense and foreign policy. For this reason, we support the
Department's continued participation in the arms control
impact statement process.

17



CHAPTER 5

HAS THE PROCESS FULFILLED LEGISLATIVE INTENT?

One standard by which legislatively mandated programs
can be measured is whether the program succeeds in accom-
plishing its intended opojectives. Opinions as to how well
the arms contrcl impact statement process has worked va-
ried according to individual interpretations of what the
law was intended to accomplish. According to the legisla-
tive history, congressional intentions in enacting tae
arms control impact statement legislation were to

--make the executive branch formally and systema-
tically consider the possible effects of proposed
programs on arms control.

--improve the quantity and quality of informa-
tion submitted to the Congress on proposed defense
programs, so it can better deliberate the merits of
these programs.

—-enhance the role of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency in the national security policymaking
pcocess.

This chapter attempts to measure past performance of
the executive branch in the arms control impact statement
process against congressional expectations of what the
process should accomplish. Potential alternatives the
Congress might explore to accomplish these objectives are
offered after a discussion of executive branch views on
the relative burden posed by the impact statement process.

HEIGHTENED CONSCIQUSNESS OF
ARMS CONTROL IMPLICATIONS

In enacting the arms control impact statement legisla-
tion, the Congress appeared skeptical that the executive
branch was fully considering the arms control implications
of defense and nuclear weapons programs. Requiring formal
statements to be submitted to the Congress was one way that
the Congress might be assured that such considerations
were made systematically. It was also expected to result
in heightened consciousness of the executive branch to the
arms control implications of these programs.
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Executive branch officials with whom we spoke, inclu-
ding thcse at ACDA, disagrced with the suggestion that arms
control considerations have not been considered fully in
past national security policymaking deliberations. They
contended that arms control considerations are discussed
in many forums at all stages of the policy process and that
by the time a decision is made to enter advanced development
and procurement, arms control aspects of defense programs
have been fully considered. Some of the forums cited were
the National Security Council, its committees and working
groups, and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council.

Despite executive branch claims that the arms con-
trol implications of defense programs are considered as
an integral part of the policymaking process, some Defense
officials said that arms control and national security
are entirely separate matters. One official verbalized
an attitude we noted in other quarters in stating that
"ACDA has their job to do and we have ours."

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act states that
"arms control and disarmament policy, being an important
aspect of foreign policy, must be consistent with national
security policy as a whole."”™ ACDA officials emphasized
their views that arms control measures enhance rather than
detract from national security. VYet it appears that in the
past arms control considerations may have been made in some
cases aside from rather than as an integral part of the
national security decisionmaking process. For this reason
we believe that although the arms control impact statement
process may duplicate efforts that occur elsewhere in the
budget cycle, it is nonetheless a valuable tool to insure
formal, systematic consideration of arms control implica-
tions of defense programs.

INCREASED FLOW OF
E CONGRESS

Despite expectations that the process would provide
the Congress valuable informatior to assist in its delib-
erations on the merits of individual programs, executive
branch officials admit that the impact statements thus far
submitted have not provided much more information than
the Congress is already receiving through other channels.
Consequently, they criticized the process as redundant
and uninformative.
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Protests that the process is "a paper drill" with no
real purpose appeared to us to be excuses for the inade-
quacies of the statements. 1In our opinion, the Congress,
in enacting the legislation, was asking for additional
information on the programs rather than the same informa-
tion they have customarily received. The question must
be raised as to why the content of the statements was
s0 sparse that they were of little use tc anyone.

One apparent reason is that a certain amount of
uneasiness exists over how the information will be used.
Defense officials with whom we spoke are clearly concerned
that the impact statements will be used by critics to
attack Defense Department programs. As a result, these
officials feel compelled to disclose as little as possible
thereby limiting the damage the statements can do to
Defense or ERDA programs.

Defense officials generally feel that the arms control
impact statements put Defense at a distinct disadvantage
in being able to make a fair, honest case for defense
programs. One official said that it was difficult and
perhaps unfair to expect program advocates tr also provide
potential critics with a range of arguments chat could
be used to criticize the advocated programs. One Defense
official put the problem forward more co'orfully--"Congress
asked us to sh‘ )t ourselves in the foot. Now Congress is
complaining because we aren't doing it." An ERDA official
added that the present system "asks people to stack the
deck against themselves."

One ACDA official felt that some individuals were try-
ing to use the arms control impact statement process to
discuss subjects more appropriate to the normal defense
weapons systems acgquisition decisionmaking processes. He
felt that discussions of force size and structure, for
example, were inappropriate subjects for arms control
impact analyses. Defense officials feared that the process
might be used to expand the defense and national security
decisionmaking community, particularly in the Congress,
thereby jeopardizing the national security by increasing
the possibility of classified information being publicly
leaked.

Despite executive branch objections to the process,

we believe that it is entirely proper and reasonable to
expect the executive branch to provide the Congress with
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information on the arms control impact of its programs.

In enacting the impact statement legislation, the Congress
was not asking the executive branch to provide only nega-
tive information of arms control but instead an evenhanded
discussion of how a given program impacts on arms control
policy and negotiations. 1In our opinion, the arms control
impact statement process offers the potential for providing
the Congress a more balanced picture of the pros and cons
of programs than it has previously received from the normal
budget process.

ENHANCED ROLE FOR ACDA

The Subcommittee on National Security Policy and Scien-
tific Developments, House Committee on Foreign Relations, 1/
in its September 1974 repor. stemming from a comprehensive
review of ACDA, stated that

"* * * crjticism and discontent with ACDA has
tended to come from public and congressional
proponents of disarmament and opponents or
critics of U.S. security and foreign policy.
ACDA has been charged--particularly in the last
6 years--with being too 'establishment,' too
conventional and unimaginative in thinking, too
timid in contesting Government policy and lobby-
ing for its point of view."

One objective of the arms control impact statement
legislation was to give ACDA a chance to speak out on
arms control issues and thereby enhance its stature in
the national security policymaking area.

Thus far ACDA appears to have reluctantly accepted
its role. ACDA officials repeatedly emphasized that their
effectiveness depends upon the cooperation of other agen-
cies in sharing their information. Accordingly, they are
not anxious to jeopardize working relationships by playing

1/Now the Subcommittee on International Security and
Scientific Affairs of the House Committee on Interna-
tional Relations.

21



too forceful a role in the impact statement process. De-
fense, Stats, ERDA, and ACDA officials agreed that the
impact sta- ‘rnt legislation has put ACDA in an awkward
position.

Although the Congress has not yet asked the ACDA
Director to testify on the arms control impact statements
as provided by the legislation, it would be difficult
for the Director to testify to positions other than
those agreed to by the executive branch. Therefore, if
this provision was to provide the Congress with ACDA's
independent point of view as to the arms control impact
of the programs in question, we are skeptical that this
intent will be fulfilled.

ACDA s access to information

A second way of enhancing ACDA's role was to require
that the Director of ACDA be granted on a continuing basis
full and timely access to detailed information on programs
requiring arms control impact statements. Various officials
with whom we spoke could not agree on whether ACDA's access
to information had improved as a result of this new require-
ment,

One Defense official said that the new legislation
had increased Defense's incentives to provide ACDA informa-
tion. He explained that by providing ACDA with as complete

a picture as possib? ‘0 how specific programs are in-
tended to meet ide _.. 'efense needs, Defense can best
assure a fair appraisal . _he arms control impact of a

given program. We were told, however, that public dis-
closure of information such as quantities of articles to

be procured, phasing of procurement, and decisions of the
Defense Systems Acgquisition Review Council could damage
national security. Therefore, Defense officials believe
that it is entirelily proper to require ACDA to specifically
identify the information it wants and to estsblish a speci-
fic "need to know" before it releases certain infoimation.

One ACDA official said that the arms contro’. impact
statement process may have actually reduced ACDA's ability
to obtain information it needs to support ongoing arms
control negotiations. For example, Defense officials used
to give ACDA information over the telephone, now these
officials want to meet with ACDA staff in person to discuss
in detail exactly what ACDA wants and why it wants it. 1In
the past, ACDA would request and be supplied copies of
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Defense documents, now ACDA analysts are sometimes only
allowed to read requested Defense documents, sometimes
not even being allowed to take notes. ACDA officials at-
tributed these recent restrictions to Defense officials'
concerns that ACDA might somehow misuse the information

in critiquing defense programs as part of the arms control
impact statement process.

ACDA may appeal working level decisions to deny ACDA's
requests for Defense information; however, one ACDA official
told us that ACDA has been reluctant to use this procedure.,
He explained that the issue of information access to support
the arms control impact statement process was not important
enough to threaten access to information on more critical
issues such as international arms control negotiations,

Clearly, the Congress intended ACDA to be given access
to enough information to be 2ble to make fair analyses of
the programs' impact. Therefore, it is difficult to under-
stand the view of ACDA officials that the impact statement
process 'is not important enough to press for the informa-
tion to which it is entitled.

VIEWS OF THE RELATIVE
[d] N OF THE PROCE

The House Committee on International Relations report
on the impact statement legislation noted that although
it expected impact statements to be comprehensive, ~omp’ete
and substantive enough for the Congress to exercise inde-
pendent appraisals, it did not want the process to result
in massive and expensive documentation which might lead
to the formation of additional bureaucracies or strain
existing analytical capabilities. i

ACDA officials felt that the arms control impact anal-
ysis and statement process had posed some burden on ACDA.
One official complained of insufficient staff to adequately
represent ACDA on interagency working groups and that the
arms control impact statement process further taxed his
staff. Another felt that the time spent performing arms
control impact analyses detracted substantially from the
time available to support ongoing negotiations. The ACDA
Director testified at April 1977 hearings before the Sub-
committee on International Security and Scientific Affairs
that his staff had spent 6,400 staff-hours on the 1978 im-
pact statement process, and that much of this time had been
spent defending ACDA interpretations of the legal require-
ments in interagency discussions.
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Defense officials expressed varying views on the rela-
tive burden imposed by the process. One official noted that
he had spent from 20 to 30 percent of his time over a 6-month
period on arms control impact statements and that others
within Defense had spent similar time in the process. He
attributed much of this time commitment to the fact that
the process of drafting arms control impact statements was
new, under revision, and that the end product was still not
fully accepted by the Congress. He believed that once an
acceptable process is achieved which can be foilowed each
year, the time spent preparing the statements should be re-
duced since many statements would only need to be updated
each year. Nevertheless, other Defense officials felt that
the time necessary to prepare the statements placed an ex-
cessive burden on Defense. ERDA officials agreed with De-
fense officials.

State Department officials involved in preparing the
overview statement to accompany the 1978 impact statements
felt that the entire process was burdensome and a tremen-
dous waste of time because the process failed to attain its
objectives. It did not provide the Congress with addi-
tional information, it d4id not raise arms control issues
that had not been addressed earlier, and it did not en-
hance the ability of ACDA to function as a member of the
national security team.

A National Security Council staff member felt that
the process as carried out for fiscal year 1978 was rather
burdensome for him since he had prepared all the initial
drafts of the arms control impact statements for defense
programs from ACDA's analyses. At the same time, he felt
the process provided an opportunity to air for one last
time arms control issues that might have been omitted in
other interagency forums where arms control and national
security issues are discussed.

POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES TO THE ARMS
CONTROL IMPACT STATEMENT PROCESS

The present arms control impact statement process is
apparently based on two assumptions, The first assumgp.ion
is that the executive branch was not fully considering the
arms control implications of its defense and nuclear weapons
programs before undertaking those programs. The second as-
sumption is that (a) the Congress needs to know the arms
control implications of U.S. defense and atomic energy pro-
grams, and (b) the executive branch has failed to inform
the Congress about the implications of these programs in
the past.
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One approach that might reduce the need to rely ex-
clusively on arms control impact statements would be for
the executive branch to make available to the Congress
documentation that conclusively demonstrates its consider~
ation of arms control problems in making decisions on U.S.
national security, defense, and nuclear energy policy.
These include interagency studies such as (1) Presidential
Review Memoranda (formerly National Security Study Memoranda)
and Presidential Directive Memoranda (formerly National
Security Decision Memoranda) produced through the National
Security Council, (2) transcripts of the Defense Systems
Acquisition Review Council's meetings, and (3) Defense
Concept Papers.

The executive branch might not be anxious to make
available certain documents which have often been closely
held. However, increased communications between the
executive branch and the Congress on these matters could
be useful to more fully document the claim that arms control
issues are fully debated in important interagency forums.

The Congress might also conduct its own independent
arms control impact analyses based on data provided by the
executive branch. Such data could include weapon system
performance characteristics, missions, alternative roles,
expected initial operating capabilities, proposed guanti-
ties, phasing of deployment, and data on current interna-
tional negotiations. Staff support to perform this func-
tion would need to be considered.

The Congress might also mandate that federally spon-
sored research projects which exceed certain dollar amounts
and which involve technology having potential military ap-
plications have a specified percentage of its total value
earmarked at the outset to support studies that examine
the arms control implications of such developments. The
earmarking of funds for this purpose would insure that
consideration of arms control impact is made at the earli-
est possible stage. The difficulty with this alternative
would be designating a party to perform the analysis that
was knowledgeable of both the intricacies of the technol-
ogy being developed as well as current arms control poli-
cies, issues, and negotiations. Also, the designated
analyst would have to be somewhat detached from the re-
gsearch project to otfer an independent objective analysis.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND AGENCY COMMENTS

The arms control impact statement process so far has
not accomplished its intended objectives. However, we
believe that if certain obstacles are overcome the arms
control impact statement process has some potential for
assisting the Congress in its deliberations on the funding
of major defense and nuclear weapons programs as well as
other programs involving sensitive technologies.

Executive branch compliance with the legal require-
ments has been hampered by interagency disputes over
such basic questions as the role various agencies are
expected to play in the process, what programs require
arms control impact statements, and what information the
statements should contain. Furthermore, uncertainty over
how the Congress intends to use the statements appears
to have inhibited full disclosure of arms control factors.
To improve the quality of arms control impact statements,
the Congress and the executive branch need to focus on
these issues.

The shifting roles of various agencies in the drafting
process indicate a clear lack of consensus as to what roles
the Congress intended the agencies to play. Wwhile the
legislation called on ACDA to conduct arms control analyses,
it does not specificially state who should prepare the
statements to be submitted to the Congress. The law is
silent recarding the State Department's role in the process
despite its central role in foreign policy matters. Further-
more, executive branch interpretations of what programs
require impact statements have limited the process to
analysis of Defense and ERDA programs when other agencies
such as the Central Intelligence Agency and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration could be sponsoring
programs having significant arms control impact.

Other problems have plagued executive branch compli-
ance with the arms control impact statement requirements.
For example, strict adherence to dollar threshold criteria
for selecting programs for arms control impact analysis
would unnecessarily bring programs into the process that
simply do not have much to do with arms control and leave
other programs out that do. Consequently, the executive
branch has not submitted arms control impact statements to
the Congress on all programs legally requiring impact
statements. Furthermore, ACDA's discretionary authority
to select programs for arms control impact ana'ysis has
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not succeeded in bringing additional programs into the
impact statement process.

Terms in the legislation such as "significant impact,"
"complete statement,” and "negotiations" have caused time-
consuming interagency debate and disagreement over what
programs should be analyzed and what the statements should
contain, Other areas of uncertainty have included (1)
whether the process can be used to examine the arms control
impact of certain civilian technologies that could have
later military application, and (2) at what stage in the
research and development process programs should be con-
sidered for impact analysis. The lack of common criteria
to be used by all agencies in analyzing programs for their
arms control impact may have contributed to interagency
disagreements over statement content.

We also question whether the arms control impact
statement process has significantly improved ACDA's access
to .nformation as the Congress intended. While the process
has created a set of incentives for Defense and ERDA to see
that ACDA is given as complete a picture as possible on pro-
grams requiring arms control impact statements, the process
has not dispelled fears that the information revealed will
be used by critics to attack individual programs. The
result has been increased formality in communication with
ACDA at the expense of expeditious day-to-day interagency
working relationships,

Uncertainty as to how the Congress plans to use the
statements and what it expects the process to accomplish
may have inhibited full discussion of arms control issues
in the impact statements. The content of the statements
also appears to have been adversely affected by executive
branch views that the process is redundant and no more than
a paper drill since

—-—the Congress already receives much of the informa-
tion contained in the impac* statements as part of
the normal budget process and

-—the arms control implications of programs have
always been made and would continue to be made
even without the impact statement process.

Despite executive branch skepticism of the usefulness
of the arms control impact statement process, we believe
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it offers potential both for insuring that arms control is-
sues are considered in a formal systematic manner and for
improving the quantity and quality of information reaching
the Congress. Moreover, we believe ACDA can exercise a
leadership role in the process without jeopardizing working
relationships with the other involved agencies and that the
State Department, by virtue of its central role in foreign
policy matters, can contribute importantly to the impact
statement process.

1t should be recognized that even improved arms control
impact statements cannot be considered in and of themselves
conclusive evidence as to executive branch consideration of
arms control aspects in its national security policymaking
del tberations. We kelieve the arms control impact statement
rrocess should complement rather than replace existing me-
~nanisms to consider the arms control impact of programs.
Fuller sharing of information which demonstrates executive
branch consideration of arms control aspects of programs in
-other national security decisionmaking processes is needed
to reassure the Congress that these aspects are being fully
scrutinized.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In a draft report sent to the involved executive branch
agencies for review and comment, we suggested language to
amend section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 2576), to spell out more clearly the in-
tended roles and responsibilities of the involved agencies.
We further suggested that the Director of ACDA develop (1)
interagency procedures for implementing the arms control im-
pact statement requirements, (2) specific guidelines for
selecting discretionary programs for analysis, and (3) spec-
ific criteria for analyzing the arms control impact of pro-
grams. .

The National Security Council, commenting on the draft
report on behalf of the administration (see app. VI),
stated,

"We have no major disagreement with the investi-
gative portion of the report, and we generally
agree with the GAO assessment that past implemen-
tation of Section 36 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act may have failed tc satisfy the in-
tent of Congress.”
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In line with our recommendations, the National Security
Council advised that the administration is taking the
following corrective actions:

==-ACDA will assume the bulk of the responsibilities
for preparing the fiscal year 1979 arms control
impact statements. An improved interagency process
will help to resolve ACDA's past reluctance to
assume a prominent role in the process.

-~A National Sacurity Council working group is
developing (1) a set of criteria which will be
used for program selection and (2) specific cri-
teria to be applied in analyzing programs for
their arms control impact.

The National Security Council further commented that
the administration is committed to insuring that the pro-
visions of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act are fully
complied with and believes that it can insure compliance
with the legal provisions of the act, without additional
legislation, through ongoing improvements to the intera-
gency process.

To provide the administration an opportunity tco
decmonstrate that it can achieve the intended objectives
of the arms control impact statement legislation, we are
not making any recommendations to amend the legislation
at this time. However, we will continue to closely
monitor the impact statement process and will propose
amendments to the legislation at a later date if warranted.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

SECTION 36 OF THE ARMS CONTROL

AND DISARMAMENT ACT, AS AMENDED
“ARMS OCONTROL IMPACT INFORMATION AND ANALYH18

“Skc. 86. (8) In order to assist the Director in the performance of
his duties with res to arms control and disarmament policy and
negotiations, any (Government agency praparing any legislative or
budgetary proposal for—

“(1) eny program of research, development, testing, engineer-
ing, construction, deployment, or modernization with respect to
nuclear armaments, nuclear implementa of war, military facili-
ties or military vehicles designed or intended primarily for the
delivery of nuclear weapons. ’

“(2) any program of research, development, testing, engineer-
ing, construction, deployment, or modernization with respect to
;rm'a.ments, ammunition, implements of war, cr military facilities,

aving— '
“(A)) an estimated total program cost in exocess of $250,000,-
, OF
“(B) ar estimated annual program cost in excess of
“($§0,000,00,hor 1 gystems or tech
8) any other program involving weapons or -
nology which such Gog\f:mment agency or the Director believes
may have a significant inipact o Arms control and disarmament
policy or nagotiations,

shall, on a continving basis, provids the Diractor with full and timely
eccess to detailed information, in accordance with the procsdures
established pursuant to section 35 of thia Act, with respect to the

nature, scope, and purpose of such proposal.

“(b} (1) The Director, as he deems appropriate, shall assess and
analyze each program described in subsection ga) with respect to iis
impact on arms control and disarmament policy and negotiations,
and shall advise and make recommendations, on the basis of such
assessment and analysis, to the Natioral Security Council, the Office
of Management and Budget, and the Government agency proposing
such program.

“(2)f Any request to the Congress for authorisation or appropria-
tions for—
“(A) sny program described in subsection (a)(1) or (2), or
“(B) sny deecribed in subsection (;.x (3 and found
by Nationsl m i i th

rity Council, on the basis o' Mvioe and
recommendations received from the Director, to have -, significant
impact on arms control and dissrmament policy or iatione,

shall include a complete statement snalyzing the impesct of such pro-
gram on arms control and disarmament policy and negotiations.

“(8) Upon the request of the Committes on Armed Bervices of the
Senate or the House of resentatives, the Committee on Appropria-
tiona of the Senate or the House of Reg:eonmins, the Committse on

ign Relations of the Senats, or the Committes on International
Relations of the House of Representatives or the Joint Committes on
Atomic Energy, the Director shall, after informing the Secretary of
Biatd, adviss o?mh eommittee on }t)he arms eonzrlrllchmd dxurmam::
implications of any program with respect to which a statement
béen submitted bo the Congress yursuant to paragraph (2).
“(¢) Ne court shal! have any :urizdiction under any law to com
ca -of any requirrment of this section or to review
sdequacy of the performance of any such requirement on the part of
any Government agency (including the Agency and the Director).”.
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DATA ON ARMS CONTROL IMPACT STATEMENTS
FISCAL YEARS 1977 AND 1978 BUDGET PROCESSES

Impact
Service Branch Mission Statement
DOD Weapon System Army Nawy Kir Force Tactical Strategic 778
8-1 Bomber X X X X
Alr Launched Cruise
Missile (ALCM) X X X X
Mark 12A Reentry Vehicle X X X
M-X Missile Program X X X X
Improved Minuteman Guidance X X X
Maneuverable Reentry
Yehicle (MARV) X X X X X
Trident Submarine and
Missile X X X X
Suomarine Launched
Cruise Missile X X X X
CAPTOR Mine ' X X XX
Pershing Il Missile
Technology X X X X
XM-763 Nuclear
Projectile X ) X X
Minuteman Squadrons X X X
Alr Combat Fighter (F-16) X X X
A-10 Afrcraft X X X
Close Afr Support Weapons
System (Laser Maverick) X X X
HARPOON Anti-Ship Missile X X X
Standard Missile X X X
Navy Strike Fighter (F-18) X X X
Ballistic Mssile Defense
(BMD) Technology X X X
AM 785 Improved 155m
4 Nuclear Projectile X X X
Non-Nuclear Lance X X X
PATRIOT (SAM-D) X X X
XM-1 Tank X X X !
ERDA Harhudessociatzd_
eapon system
W-76/Mark 4Trident X X X X
B-77/8-52 and B-1 X X XX
W-78/Mark 12A Reentry Vehicle X X X X
W-79/8-inch Projectile X X X X
W-80/ALCM, SLCM, Short Range '
Attack Missiles X X X X X
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UNCLASSIFIED VERSION OF SAMPLE IMPACT STATEMENT
SUBMITTED TO THE CONGRESS JANUARY 18, 1977

Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM)
Arms CoNTROL Impract INFORMATION

Program Description—The ALCM is a subsonic, air-to-ground
missile planned for deployment with the heavy bomber force. There
are two configurations being developed. The basic ALSM configura-
tion is for internal or external carriage and is interchangeable with
the Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) on either the SRAM rotary
Jauncher or SRAM pylon. The second configuration is an adaptation
of the basic ALLCM and provides an extended range ca ability, The
extended range ALCM is carried externally on the B-52 RAM pylon.
Both configurations are designed to carry a nuclear warhead [deleted]
which can be used to attack targets with minimum collateral damage.
Simultaneously, ALLCMs increase bomber survivabilit{ by providing
area defense dilution and reduced bomber low level routing. The
ALCM advanced development test A)rogmm has demonstrated missile
system feasibility and has verified previous cost and performance
cstimates. Maximum commonality is being pursued with ALCM and
the Navy Tomahawk engine, warhead, and guidance components.
Fiscnl year 1978 ALCM activity includes full-scale development and
test activities leading to an operational capability in 1980. ERDA 1s
sroviding the warhead in accordance with the joint AEC/DOD agree-
ment of March 1953.

Arms Control Implications—The ALCM program is consistent
with all present U.S. arms control obligations, policies and negotia-
tions. The Interim Agreement, in particular, does not cover bombers
or bomber weapons such as ALCMs. Limitations on cruise missiles are,
however, under active consideration in the SALT II negotiations and
the U.S. has offered some substantial concessions on cruise missiles in
the context of limitations on Backfir; however, the two sides have
not yet reached agreement on such limitations,

Credible deterrence and continued strategic stability will be en-
hanced by maintaining an effective strategic bomber force as one ele-
ment of the strategic TRIAD. ALCMs deployed in B-52s will main-
tain that bomber’s effectiveness against improving Soviet air defenses
which are not constrained by any SALT limitations. A mixed boraber
force (B-52s with ATL.CMs and }B—ls) is considered to be an effective
way of maintaining the capability of the strategic bomber component
of our deterrent force, and thus contributes to stability. ALCMs would
not increase the total number of separate strategic delivery vehicles
nor the number of weapons a bomber could carry; but they would
increase the number of credible penetrating targets presented to Soviet
air defenses, thus diluting the effectiveness of area air defenses, They
would also {»ermit more flexible bomber routing and targeting, further
decreasing bomber exposure to defenses. ALCMs coulgealso play an
important non-strategic role in maintaining regionul stability in the
face of growing Soviet theater strike capabilities.

Further, because of the bomber’s long time of flight, ALCM’s would
uot add significantly to either side’s first-strike potential. The unde-
tected and timely arrival on target of cruise missiles could not be
planned with high confidence, compared with ballistic reentry vehicles.

Verification of arms control limitations on ALCMs is a difficult
problem. Cruise missile range, for example. is difficult to verify because
range can be extended through non-detectable changes in fli ht profile
or payload fuel ratios. Many of these uncertainties, particuf;rly those
in range and payload, are common to all cruise missile limits. The
Soviet Union already has deployed large numbers of short and inter-
mediate-range ALCMs whose range could bo difficult to verify under
a SALT agreement.

Sruise missiles represent an area in which current U.S. technologi-
cal advantages can offset Soviet quantitative improvements. The
ALCM development program requested in the current budget will
proceed 50 as to be consistent with any agreement reached in SALT II.
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LIST OF 76 PROGRAMS DETERMINED TO HAVE
NO IMPACT PRIMA FACIE ON CURRENT
ARMS CONTROL POLTZY AND NEGOTIATIONS
SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS ON JANUARY 18, 1977
TO ACCOMPANY THE ARMS CONTROL IMPACT STATEMENTS

Army progrems : .
Improved Hawk. Continued t and improvement of the curremtly
deployed: Army improved Ha low to madium air defenme sysiem o mieet
*AHIS 4Oobra Tom) ottt t apd Lmpeoveetiaat of  the: b
- AH-I8  ¢Ocbra ' ptoturement a . of ' the: bwo-
place sttack helicapterhwmehw:r;m\the TOW mimile ané vther towventisanl
CH-47 (Ohmtiook). Bewearch and develoyment to the curremtly deployed tan-
dom rotor helicopter which provides air mobility for artilinny weapomm, ea-
gineer equipmens, ammunitisay toliin fobls, troops, gendral oargo, thditeal svdcu-
ation, and recovery of downed ajréteft, Co b : .
'UTTAS (Ut Tac Trans Sop) Continued ‘development and procusement of
tmasport hellcopter desigued t6 Wt an infantry sqitad in taetical essaults and
related combat support méssions. - - ! o A
Chapperral. Continued procurement and imptevemont of an HR-Ceting mis-
;lle which provides fair weather, low altitude air defense for Army and Air
'orce units.

Vulcan. Research and develsgsent to impeove e effedtvenres of the 30md,
&hd:aoﬂy?ﬁ.dmnmw:mwunwwmm\mp

r defense grouad sepport role. Sy

Copperhead (CLOP). Continued development Aré precurement ¢f rxh.::
cannon launched guided:projectile dealgned ¢o attack both sintionary and
knh.m targets, such as tanks, with a high probebility of achieviag fisst youn§

Hellfire. Continued researeh and development of a hellogpfer point-he gnti.
tank weapon ; the Aireé wishile desigmnd for helicepier wse. :
athor bighly Paob Air oM b, SHOTEraRES eh te T b
wea . air range efenme ;
provide defanme in fhe bettle area against high performance, low J';im o,

eraft; will replace the Chappyprras.

8tinger. Continued duﬂ% and procuremen: of a manportable, dhewidér
fired, infrared bombing air defense weapon to replace the Redeye. S

Advanced Attack Helioopter (AAH). Continued research and devglopme ¢ T '
a highly mobile and respansive aerial antitank weapons system capable of x.hl-
ing and surviving in a mid-intensity conflict. Cia

High Energy (HEL) Components. Continued reeearch and developsieni
to investigate the feasibility of using the laser as & weapon (luser output
Qirect'y to heat, and thereby damage or destruy, targets) in a variety of roles.

Dragon. Continued procurement of a lightweight, manportable antitank This-
sile weapon for the infantry platoon,

Tow. Continued procurement of a heavy antitank missile weapon for manegver
battalions; also fired from attack helicopters.

M113A1 APC. Continged procurement and {improvememt of the basic fall-
tracked armored aquad carrfer for infantry and combat engineers; aleo used
a: a 1YW and reconnaissande vehicle.

M106A1 How. Contiraed procurement and improvemert of a lang tube extended
range version of the Btandard M10@ self-propelled 135mm howitzer. Fires beth

' comventional and nuclear rounds. o

M110A2 How. Continued procurement and improvetment of an improved séll-
propelled R-inch howitger. Fires conventional and nuclear rounds. -

Mechanized Infantty Combat Vehbdcle (MICV). Continued develepment amd
isitiad procirement of an armored, tracked infantry combat vehiele providing a
capability to fight-on-the-move and battlefield mobility. )

M60 Serles Tank. Contfnued procurement lraprovement and modification of
the current U.8. main battle tank ; a 10510m tank with a four-men crew. -

M168. Testing and initial procurement of a towed 1556mrm howitser, air trans-
portable by CH47C helicopter to replace the M114A1 towed howlitser ; proviges
increased range and Improved reHabliity and maintatuability. '

MB88A1 Recovery Vehicle. Obntinued procurement of a full tracked, armored,
tank recovery vehicle; performa hoisting, winching, and towing needed to repair
tanks and armored vehicles.

Conventional Ammunition. Various Army programs ccucerned with the pro-
curement of standatd conventfonal ammunftion thelhding small arms, artillery,
And tank pmmunition for replenishment. and mvef;m bullénp.

- Track dnd Wheeled Vehicles. Continugd deve dapment. or procurement of track
tnd wheeled vehicles designed, for command and centrol, weapons and persounel
carrier, logistic or engineer functions.
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AH-1 (Cobra) (MOD). Contlnued application of a series of modifications
to the AH-1 attack helicopters to add the TOW missile system, Iarger engine,
tranamission and drive train components and other improvementa.

UH-1 (MOD), Conttnued modification of the UH-~1 transport heilcopter to
improve product reliability, maintainability. and satety.

EH-1H (MOD). Modification of BH-1 electronic helicopter to provide radio
communication intercept and jamming capabilities.

AN/T8Q-7R. Continued development and procurement of an antomated air
drfense command and control system that provides target detection, threat
evaloation, and weapons assignment.

Improved TOW Vehicle. Continued development and procurement of a pro-
tected TOW system for the present M118A TOW carrier.

Low Altitude, Forward Area Air Defense System (LOFAADS), Development
of a rapid fire, medium caliber, radar controlled air defense gun; to be mounted
on a trnk chassis with armor protection sufficlent to enable full operation on an
armor ba. *lefield ; to replace Vulgan.

TACSATYOM. Continued procurement of a family of manpack and mobile
Tactical Baiellite Communications (TACSATOOM) terminals to significantly
improve the juality, range, and reliability of tactical communieations.

AN/VRC-12. Continned procurement of the basic family of FM radios, used
by Army tactical forces.

KY-57. Continued procurement of the manpack/vehicular configuration of the
Vinson Combat Net Radio Security Kquipment, it secures VHF/UHF, AM/FM
radios, and tactice! wirelines. It can be powered from a battery or a vehicular
power supply.

Tacfire. Continued procurement and improvement of an on-line tactical com-
puter system for Army fleld artillery units Tacfire increased artillery fire
support, response, accuracy, and effectivenees.

Radar Set, Mortar Loc ('1'FQ-38) ; Radar Set, Arty Loc (TPQ-37). Continued
development and procurement of two target locating radars which comprise
the Firefinder program. They will acquire incoming mortar and artillery pro-
Jectiles and provide precise location of enemy weapons for immediate counterfize.

Nary Programas

SSN-688. A high speed single acrew, nuclear powered attack submarine. The
FY 1978 request is for continued procurement of these ships under an ongoing
authorized p: .

AD. Procurement of a destroyer tender designed to provide necessary material
and shops for the calibration, test, and overhaul of equipment and the accom-
vlishment of repairs and intermediate level maintenance for surface combatants
operating from advanced nites.

A0-177. Procurement of a fleet oller designed to operate as a unit of an under
way replenishment group to effect rapid delivery of petroleum products to naval *
foreve operating at sea.

T-ATT-168. Procurement of a fieet tug designed to salvage and :nke in tow
ships of the fleet which are hattle damaged or non-operational.

AIM-TE/F. Continued procurement of a conventionally armed radar guided
(SPARROW III) missile used in air-to-air and ship-to-sir weapons aystems
now in the inventory.

AIM-34A (Phoenix). Continued procurement of a conventionally armed air-
to-air gulded missile carried aboard the F-14 aircraft in order to replenish train-
ing ammunition expended and to outfit new squadrons.

MEK—48 Torpedo. Continued procurement of & presently deployed convention-
ally armed acoustic homing torpedo employed by submarines against submarine
and surface ship targets. :

MEK-15 CIWS (Phalanx). Procurement of a close-in, small caliber weapons
system designed as a fast reaction, terminal defense against ant{-ship misstles.
it consiats of a search/track radar. digitalized fire control gystem and 20mm sun.

EA-8B (Prowler). Continued procurement of a four place derivation of the
current A-6 jet alreraft equipped to conduct electronic warfare from land or
carrier bases.

A-TE (Corsair II). Continued procurement of a single place currently de-
ployed carrier based jet attack aircraft employed in the close tactical support
and interdiction roles.

F-14A (Tomcat). Coatinued procurement of the current two place, carrier
basrd air superiority/fieet air defense fighter capable of air-to-air combat and
al,-co-surface attack missions.

Ci{-58EF (Super Stallion). Procurement of the current shipboard compatible
heavy lift, multi-purpose helicopter configured for both Navy and Marine Corps
missions to improve lift capability.

P-3C (Orlon). Procurement of additionsl numbers of this land besed, four
engine turboprop ASW patrol plane equipped to detect and destroy enemy
anbmarines.

F-28 (Hawkeye). Continned procurement of carrier based, twin engine turbo-
prop airborne early warning aircraft which provider warning of approaching
enemy units and vectors {nterceptors into attack position.

AV-RB. RDT&E funding to develop an {mproved vectored thrust V/STOL
alircraft.

LAMPS MK III. Modernization of the current Light Airborne Multi-purpose
System. a computer integrated ship/helicopter sensor/weapon system designed
to extend the offensive capabilities of surface combatants beyond the range of
ship sensors by use of helicopter platforms with data link.
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AGM-88 HARM. RDT&R funding to develop a high speed air-to-surtace anti-
radiation missile armed with m conventional warhead. This weapon is designed
to destroy/suppress enemy air defense radars.

‘Surface Effect Ship (SES). RDT&E funding for a multi-thousand ton ship
which will be designed and constructed using a rigid sidewall air cushion con-
cept and will be capable of open ocean operations at speeds over 80 knocs.

C8GN. Procurement of a new class nuclear powered cruiser designed to carry
the ADGIS Weapon System and which will be capable of both independent
offensive operations and operations in sapport of other forces in high threat
areas. )

DDG-47. Procurement of a new class of gas turbine powered guided misgile
destroyer designed to carry the Aegis Weapon System and which will be
capable of operating in support of strike, ASW and amphibious forces.

FFG-7. Continued procurement of a new class gas turbine powered guided
missile ftigate capable of supplementing planned and existing wacorts in the
protection of replenishment groups, amphibious forces and corvoys.

CGN-9. Modernization of the cruiser U.S.S. Long Beach.

Advanced ASW Torpedo. RDT&E funding to upgrade to MK48 torpedo and
to develop a lightweight torpedo for surfics andiait ASW piatforms.

" Test Bed Development and Demonstration. RDT&N funding to develop and
test high energy laser components/subsystems to validate lasesr weapon concept
in the ABMD role. » -

Air Force Programs

Advanced Ballistic Reentry Systems (ABRES). A continuing DOD advanced
development program on reentry. system techneciogy to improve the efficlency
of existing or future I_BM's and SL,BM’s.

Advanced Tanker-Cargo Aircraft (ATCA). A program to modify off-the-ghelf
wide-bodfed aircraft which will provide a long range air refueling capability and
exploit the aircraft’s inherent CATgo carryiag potential.

F-84, Airborne Warning and Central System (AWACS). Provides for a world-
wide deployable and totally mobile, flexible all altitude overland and overwater
radar surveillance, command, control, and communications gystems using elec-
tronics installed in a modified Boeing 707-826B aircraft,

B4, Advanced Airborne Command Fost (AABNCP). A modified Boeing 747
aircraft specifically equipped with advanced command, control, and communica-
tions equipment to serve as the National Emergency Airborne Command Post
for the National Commangd Authorities and as the Strategic Air Command Afr-
borne Command Post. . )

F/TF15A Fighter Alrcraft. Continuation of the current procurement and de-
ployment programs of the F-15 non-nuclear capable advar.ced tactical fighter air-
craft and further RDT&E efforts to complete develcprental avionics test equip-
ment and nlgl;t test support anticipated follow-on it5mns.

Satellite ta System. A multi-purpose, polar coverag : communications satel-
lite which will provide secure and reliable communications over the north polar
regions in support of the Air Force Satellite Communicatior ; Nystem for com-
mand and control communicationg of strategic forces.

Defense Support Program, Satellite system which supports the Worldwide
Military Command and Control Network.

Defense Satellite Communicationg stem. (DSCB8). Satellite Communications
system which supports national secu ty communications requirements for the.
Worldwide Military Comp-and and Control network and crisis management.

Advanced Drone/Remotely Plloted Vehicle (RPV). Advanced development of
systems and subsystems for Alr Force reconnaisgance and electroniec warfare
drones and RPV’s including initiation of a prototype development of a cost ef-
fective, multi-mission drone/RPV.

Tactical Air Intercept Missiles. Provides for continued development and acqui-
sition of ATM-91. Sidewinder, and AIM-7F Sparrow conventionally armed tac-
tical air-to-air missiles.

Tactical Air-to-Ground Missiles. Provides for anti-radtation conventionally
armed air-to-ground missiles (i.e., ATM 45A/Shrike and AGM-88) which detect
and destroy or suppress enemy radars, primarily surface-to-air (SAM) radar
guidance sites.

AGM-69, Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM). A presently deployed strate-
gle, stand-off, air-to-surface missile launched from a B-52 C/H, FB-111 or B-1
aircraft for purposes of attacking and destroying soft and medium hard military
and urban-industrial targets defend~d by sophisticated defenses.
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Modiflecation of Yn-Service Aircraft. Provides for modification of in-service
aircraft, training Jevices and support equipment necessary for safety, exten-
sion of service life, and to incorporate operational improvements after an air-
craft has entered service. Alircraft modifications include the L-82 (electronics,
avionics, command and control), F/RF-4 (electronics avionics), F-111 (elec-
tronics, airframe/engine), HF-111 (electronics), C-5A (structural), C-141
(cargo stretch and aerial refueling), and C-185 (electronics, structure).

Afrcraft Spares and Repair Parts. Provides funds for centrally procured and
managed, investment type spare components and repair parts for aircraft being
procured, aircraft in inventory, the USAF modification program, and related
aircraft suppc-t equipment.

Aircraft Support Hquipment and Facilities. Provides for items of aerospace
grownd eupport equl’ ment which are required to service and test aircraft and
tielr coraponents; for production component improvement; for industrial ma-
chinery, equipment and facilities required in the manufacture of {..ms.

Modification of In-SBervice Missiles. Provides for updating, modification of
missile systems and drones, direct ground support equipment, missile training
equipment, and components of this equipment in order to improve reliability,
enhance performance and increase maintainability.

Pracision Location Strike System (PLSS8). Continuing engineering develop-
ment of electronic equipment designed to locate and strike enemy tactical sur-
face emitters and non-radiating targets. ]

Space Shuttle. Assure utility to DOD of the NASA developed Space Trans
portation System, and the acquisition and operation of general purpose shuttle
launch and landing facilities.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20808

July 20, 1977

Mr. J. K. Fasick
Director ‘.
U.S. General Accounting Office
‘Nashington, D.C. 2054

O A

Dear Mr. Fasick:

We are in receipt of your July.l, 1977, request for comments

on the GAO draft report, Improvements Needed in the Arms

Control Impact Statement Process. Although you have requested
individual comments from five separate Executive Branch agencies --
my staff, the Departments of State and Defense, ERDA and ACDA --
I would prefer to provide you a single Administration position on

your draft report to ent u_rgthat there is no confusion as to the

- Executive Branch position, _

i

Accordingly, the Adnx?niatratxon « 111 provide you a single
coordinated set of comments by approximately August 1, 1977,

Sincerely,

Wik frber—

Christine Dodson
Staff Secretary

cc: The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director, Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency
The Administrator, Energy Research
and Development Administration
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

August 24, 977

MEMORANDUM FOR:
MR. J. K. FASICK
Director, U.S. Cemaral Accountinrg Office
Washingtom, D.C. 20548

SUBJECT: Response to GAO Report "Improvements Needed in
the Arms Control Impact Statement Process

I am forwarding herewith the Admimistrestion’s respomse %o the GAO report
"Improvements Needed in the Arms Contrel Impact Statement Process.’

Cocste Joones

Caristine Dodsom
Gtaff Seecvetary
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Response to GAO Report "Improvements Needed
in the Arms Control Impact Statement Process"

General

The draft GAO report on Arms Control Impact Statements (ACIS) has out-
lined a number of concerns dealing with the submission of impact staie-
ments to the Congress, the content of those statements, and the role of

the various agencies in the ACIS development process. We have no ma jor
disagreement with the investigative portion of the report, and we gen-
erally agree with the GAO assessment that past implementation of Section 36
of the Arms Control and Nisarmanent Act may have failed to satisfy the
intent of Congress. However, we do not believe that additional legisla-
tior is necessary at this time to improve the quality and usefulness of
futuce ACIS submitted to Congress.

This Administration is committed to insuring: that the provisions of

the Arms Control and Disarmament Act are fully complied with; that the
Executive Branch considers the arms control aspects of weapons systems

in developing its defemse program; and that Congress is provided timely
and pertinent information concerning programs whose impact on arms c-~ntrol
negotiations need to be considered prior to weapon system production and
deployment. We believe, however, that these three objectives can be
achieved without additional legislation, through ongoing improvements to
the interagency ACIS development process, urder the aegis of the National
Security Council (NSC).

These improvements are discussed briefly, below, in the context of the
three general issues identified in the GAQO Report: (1) the roles of
the various agencies; (2) program selection; and (3) ACIS content.

Roles of the Various Agencies

One of the objectives of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act was to
enhance the role of the Arms Control and Disa:mament Agency (ACDA) in
the national security policymaking process. The GAO report alleges
that Executive Branch agencies -- including ACDA ~- have been confused
about their various roles and responsibilities in the ACIS development
process, and that specific legislation is needed to define explicitly
agency roles and responsibilities. The NSC has asked ACDA -- and ACDA
has agreed -- to accept the responsibility for preparing the initial
drafts of ACIS for FY 1979, However, to ensure that ACIS reflect an
Administration -- vice a single agency -- position, the development
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o7 comprehensive ACIS requires coordinsted action by a number of other
agencies in the Executive Branch in additi.a to ACDA. We believe that
the improved NSC interagency process wi’.( result in Administration-
backed ACIS which will prove satisfactory to the Congress. The improved
NSC interagency process will also he’p to resolve another issue out~
lined in the GAC report -- specificilly, ACDA's past reluctance to
assumc & prominent role-in ACIS development for fear of jeopardizing
working relationships with other agencies. We are concerned that
€A0's proposed amendments to the legislation would generate the op-
posite effect by making ACDA more directly responsive to Congress,
thereby diminishing ACDA's effectiveness as & participant in the
deliberative process within the Executive Branch. Given the Executive
Branch's recognition of ACDA's enhanced role in ACIS development, we
do not believe that legislation formalizing this fact is necessary or
desirable.

We agree that the Department of State, by virtue of its central role .
in foreign policy matters, should coatinue to participate in the prepar-
ation and review of ACIS. However, we do not believe that legislation
should be enacted which would assign a specific role to the Department
since such a role can easily be accommodated within the NSC interagency
proucess.,

Program Selection

The GAO report has identified a number of issues related to the process
by which programs requiring an ACIS are selected. The Executive Branch
is aware of these issues, and is attempting to resolve them, sgain
through the improved NSC interagency process.

There has been considerable disagreement in the past within the Executive
Branch on which programs require impact statements. It is clear that
strict adherence to the dollar thresholds specified in the existing
legislation to determine whether a program requires an impact statement
is not an appropriate criterion, since such adherence brings programs
into the process that have little or no arms control impact. But we
would not recommend changing the law at this time to attack this one
point,

The selection of programs for arms control impact analysis for FY 1979
will be accomplished via the NSC interagency process. An NSC Inter-
agency Working Group is presently developing a set of criteria which
will be used for program selection; the criteria will be based om

the law, consideration of the Congressional Research Service (CRS)
recoumendations, and will incorporate additional thoughts we have

had to improve the ACIS process.

ACIS Content

The lack of common specific criteria for analyzing the arms control
impact of programs has caused much of the Congressional disillusiomment
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with past ACIS. In order to preclude this in the future, the NSC
Interagency Working Group is currently addressing ti¢ matter of state-

mant content and is developing specific criteria to be applied in

analyzing programs for their arms control impact. The views provided

by various members of Congress and the model impact statements prepared

by the CRS have been reviewed in formulating the criteria being developed
by the interagency group. We believe, therefore, that it is unnecessary to
mandate such criteria through legislative amendment.

We are also giving consideration to the arms contr>l f{mpact of current

or proposed systems on existing as well as potential arms control negotia-
tions. While we feel that excessive speculation regarding possible

future arms control negotiations would not be useful, we also recognize the
necessity to analyze the possible impact of systems on those future
negotiations which may be reasonably anticipated.

Conglusion

The Administration is determined to insure that the ACIS development

process supports the substantive evaluation of the arms contrel impact

of defense programs. The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will have

the bulk of the responsibilities for preparing ACIS which, based on in-
teragency review, should provide the Executive and Legislative Branches
with the information necessary to make defense-related programming decisions
in the arms control context. We do not believe that Section 36 should be
amended until the new Administration has had an opportunity to demonstrate
that it can satisfy the letter and spirit of the existing Arms Control and
Disarmament Act. '

(46529)
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