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A quick review of recent headlines will convince you that coalition warfare is going to be a bigger part of U.S. naval operations in the new millennium. For that reason, Navy IPO has an important role to play in supporting U.S. strategy.  The Revolution in Military Affairs is energizing the United States military, but we have to look beyond our own forces to those of our friends and allies.  In our lead article, our Security Assistance Operations Director, CAPT Keithly analyzes the C4I gap between the USN and allied navies and outlines how Navy IPO can take steps that maximize allied access to USN C4I capabilities and technology, while preserving standards of releasability.  

Our other articles highlight other steps that we are taking to improve our processes, such as TEAM USA and the Export License Rapid Improvement Team.  By making the FMS process more transparent and more responsive to our international partners' needs, Navy IPO is supporting interoperability, the cornerstone of effective coalition warfare.

However, Navy IPO is just one part of the security assistance community. This newsletter should be a clearinghouse for ideas from all participants. I encourage you to contribute any ideas and articles that you feel would benefit the security assistance community. Everybody has to contribute – government, industry, and the international community – if we are going to work together effectively. 

J. I. MASLOWSKI     

Director 
The Future of Coalition Interoperability
Modern warfare is changing.  Its shape and effectiveness are going to depend on the inter-operability of coalition forces.  What do we mean by interoperability?  The term covers all aspects of common equipment, operations, logistics, training, planning and policy.  In the maritime arena, discussions about interoper-ability quickly focus on command and control; part of that larger set of issues normally described as C4ISR. The missions of modern navies, large or small, run the gamut:  blue water operations, the projection of power ashore, defense of the sea lanes, coastal defense, etc.  But, their ability to perform assigned missions, particularly as a partner in some future coalition task force, will rely on interoperability that assures clear and reliable communications. 

Strategy, Technology and the Revolution in Military Affairs 

The United States Joint Vision 2010 combines littoral warfare and operational maneuver in the discussion of dominant maneuver.  Its vision of future warfighting “embodies the improved intelligence and command and control available in the information age.”  This vision has taken form.  Forces from Australia, UK, New Zealand, France and others have been vital to successful maritime interdiction operations in the Arabian Gulf.  Canadian ships have participated in deployments with U.S. battle groups.  Operations in Kosovo highlight the evolving role of coalition forces.

The pace of technology will change the conduct of war.  Technology promises a “Revolution in Military Affairs” (RMA).  While military planners have always looked for a “silver bullet” to change the face of battle, current technological changes will lead to non-linear gains in capability, particularly in C4I.  Advances in C4I offer the greatest promise as an RMA.  The com-mercial sector sets the pace in this area.  Obser-vers often comment on an 18-month cycle for the replacement of one generation of technology by another.  How this technology reaches our forces is the key question.  The factors that affect these transitions are many: national priorities, budgets, the sharing of information, and even the competition and globalization of defense industries have much to say about future force structure and fighting capabilities. 

Allied Concerns About the Direction of C4I

Our allies are concerned about the pace and direction of C4I.  A dynamic commercial sector makes possible big strides in information technologies.  However, the leaps in capability make even "high tech" partners wonder about where this leads and where to invest.  So what are medium and small navies to do?  Other navies state repeatedly that they do not know where we are heading, how they can deal with the growing "gap" in C4I, or what C4I equipment they should invest in today to participate in the coalition operations of tomorrow.  We are moving too fast for them to keep up either operationally or fiscally.  Missing in many recent studies is how to bring smaller and less technologically advanced navies into the picture.  Future coalition teams cannot be limited to those who can afford the latest equipment.  Put another way, C4I capabilities must not limit the expression of political consensus represented by coalition operations.

U.S. Navy Concepts in C4I

The United States is pursuing a number of exciting and innovative approaches to make the best use of information technologies.  They include:

The Copernicus Architecture reflects current strategic thinking on Interoperability, Flexibility, Responsiveness, Mobility, Survivability, and Sustainability.  It seeks to accomplish these principles through a C4I architecture that supports the warfighter, with a common tactical and operational picture, described in terms of latency of information.  

Network Centric Warfare is a concept promising major gains, a non-linear improvement.  It is described as an associated group of fundamental changes which shifts from the platform to the network as the fundamental element of warfare. 

Information Technology for the 21st Century (IT-21) is the U.S. Navy’s umbrella strategy for enabling the IT elements of network-centric warfare.  The IT-21 goal is to enable voice and video transmission from a single desktop PC. 

Cooperative Engagement Concept (CEC) is the U.S. Navy’s effort to create a network to achieve "sensor to shooter" control. 

Horizontal Integration is a systemic approach to develop, integrate and align the range of naval C4I programs with a common information exchange structure, the DII COE
.

U.S. NAVY Policy in Support of Interoperability

Navy policy is fully supportive of efforts to achieve needed levels of interoperability.  The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral Jay Johnson, addressed the important role of coalitions in international security last fall at the International Seapower Symposium in Newport, Rhode Island.  He admitted that much work needs to be done to achieve the combat capabilities necessary.  In his view, there are three major areas at the core of interoperability:  technical, operational, and political-legal.  These areas encompass the individual challenges to interoperability that our respective navies struggle with daily, like commonality in language, doctrine, rules of engagement, C4I connectivity, and others.
  Our CNO said that there are positive indications that many navies of the world from nations with global interests are working diligently to overcome these obstacles and improve interoperability.

The CNO’s staff is working hard, focusing on network centric communication capabilities rather than on specific equipment.  Within each capability is a family of equipment from which individual systems can be selected to achieve the desired capability.   CNO N6 has successfully demonstrated both “low” and “high” data rate solutions for connecting Allied IT systems with US Navy IT-21 networks.  These solutions offer a scaleable approach to providing for Allied C4I interoperability:  Allies capable of 2.4 Kbps or greater line-of-sight TCP/IP data transfer can pass limited, essential information with an IT-21 Battle/Amphibious Group.  Allies capable of broad bandwidth line-of-sight or SATCOM communication may exchange a full range of administrative and operational data with the U.S. NAVY.  System requirements are based on mission needs—what type of information is required, what latency can be accepted, and how often information must be refreshed.

Our Navy is committed to systems that provide the common operating and common tactical pictures that naval forces require.  We realize that the prime objective is situational awareness; essential to battlespace dominance in war and to control of the operating environment in peacetime.  We have made great strides in achieving situational awareness through systems such as the Global Command and Control System – Maritime (GCCS-M) and data link systems such as Link 16 and JTIDS.  These technical solutions to interoperability – choosing what “gear” we use – will dictate in a real way how we achieve the operational interoperability we seek.

U.S. Navy International Programs

The Navy International Programs Office works to provide an interface between U.S. Navy policy and acquisition on the one hand, and our international partners and American industry on the other.  Navy IPO’s interests cover a wide range of issues that deal primarily with matters of technology transfer:  Foreign Military Sales (FMS), the disclosure of classified information, the export of defense-related technologies, and cooperative research and development.  Here are three ways Navy IPO is working to facilitate coalition interoperability: 

Harmonization of Requirements.  We support interactions with other navies to define future requirements and cooperate in key areas of research and development through the drafting of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs).  Allied partners benefit from the standardization and interoperability that result from codevelopment or design.  My favorite example of an emerging program that represents the future of interoperability is Link 16 MIDS – Multifunctional Information Distribution System.  It uses open systems architecture with state-of-the-art technology to miniaturize Link 16.  MIDS comes under a U.S. program manager, but is directed by a steering committee including four other NATO nations.  From my experience, Link 16 is essential to gaining a clear tactical picture.  MIDS represents the future of C4I. 

Improving the Disclosure Process.  Disclosure is the number one concern by both industry and our foreign customers.  The U.S. process for technology transfer has come under a great deal of criticism lately for being slow and unrealistic.  Our Department of Defense has taken steps to reduce the time it takes to process licenses.  And high-level groups are assessing the feasibility of removing whole categories of items from review – the concept of “higher walls around fewer items.”  In addition, Navy IPO is working to facilitate C4I releasability.  Unlike traditional transfers of U.S. technology, the releasability process for C4I has its own unique set of rules.  We at Navy IPO have two roles here.  First we "quarterback" the process to ensure the U.S. regional Commander in Chief obtains all necessary information required to justify system release from our in-country Security Assistance Offices and from US component commanders.  Then we shepherd the release through the range of joint and national agencies that have oversight responsibilities. 

FMS Reinvention.  Foreign Military Sales is the U.S. process for the government-to-government transfer of defense-related goods and services.  FMS has taken a lot of heat in the past few years.  It is seen as archaic and unresponsive, and a holdover from the Cold War.  Over the past year, Navy IPO, with a lot of help from representatives of industry and foreign embassies in Washington, D.C., studied the so-called “dissatisfiers” with FMS.  We’ve identified a number of initiatives that we feel will help streamline FMS, make the transactions more visible to the foreign customer, and support U.S. Navy and Marine Corps interests.  One outcome of reinvention is the concept of “hybrid” cases, combining FMS and Direct Commercial Sales (DCS), where it fits the needs of the foreign customer.  

Conclusion

Anyone who has participated in exercises or in real-world operations realizes that good “comms” are always a challenge and always more difficult that you planned.  Modern technologies are offering some exciting new capabilities.  But, of all the principles of war, a key principle for the future direction of C4ISR should be simplicity.  We have to deal with real solutions to gaps in technology.  Pragmatic solutions may help assure the participation of coalition forces, from navies large and small, to keep the peace or fight the war of tomorrow.

 

U.S. Government Partnering with Industry:  “Team USA”

Team USA is a concept from the Department of the Navy Reinvention Laboratory; a forum intended to improve the international aspects of DoN acquisition.  Navy IPO was designated a Reinvention Lab under the National Performance Review (NPR) in September 1998.  In Phase I, Navy IPO analyzed the problems and “customer dissatisfiers” in the current Foreign Military Sales process.  This study reported out in October 1998 and identified over 150 complaints and concerns from U.S. industry, the foreign customer, and DoN components.  In Phase II, 12 initiatives were singled out for in-depth analysis.  Over 110 volunteers from DoN, U.S. industry and the Attaché community worked to recommend solutions, a process that reported out July 1999.  One of the primary recommendations was a “Team USA” approach to achieve effective cooperation and planning.  Now in Phase III, this and other reinvention ideas are being turned into initiatives and pilot programs. 

In “Team USA” the emphasis is on partnering to achieve timely and cost-effective results where friends and allies require defense-related systems and services.  Under Reinvention, our analyses determined that all the stakeholders — the U. S. government, industry, and foreign customers — were expending significant energy in export sales, transfers, and cooperative agreements.   This energy was not being coordinated and, in many instances, became counter-productive to timely resolutions.

It should be noted that Team USA does not exclude foreign participation, either in the definition of requirements or in the industry’s role as contractor.  The concept could extend to the idea of “Team X,” where X represents the system or product involved.  The team is called together to support the requirement or to assist a U.S. Program Manager (PM) in developing the international dimension of his particular system.  It can also be called when the PM perceives a need.  Actual participants may include Navy IPO staff, PEOs, DRPMs and/or SYSCOM Managed PMs, U.S. industry product-specific representatives, or in some cases foreign customer representatives.  The team may need policy representatives from OPNAV N3/N5, OSD Policy and State Deptartment, as well as DoN disclosure and licensing experts.   This “international Integrated Process Team (IPT)” achieves a synergy to support U.S. policy while resolving issues on accountability, risk, security, cost reduction, customer satisfaction, timeliness, etc.

The Team will be employed only when necessary, to limit demands on already-strained resources.  It is not a forum to address releasibility issues exclusively.  The Team is reserved for major projects and programs, responses to complex commercial RFP’s, development of hybrid cases combining FMS, DCS and Cooperative Agreements, and issues that involve multiple players both on the DoN side and industry side.  Some of the teams that have met so far include:

· Team Torpedo (Australian RFP and Cooperative Programs)

· Team Chilean Frigate (RFI on U.S. components)

· Team V-22 (International Sales and Training)

· Team P-3 CUP (hybrid FMS/DCS)

· Team Harpoon (Regional policies)

· Team RAM (Cooperative Issues and Regional Interest)


Export License Rapid 
Improvement Team

Most readers are aware of the ongoing Foreign Military Sales Reinvention activities.  However, you may not be aware that there is an equally aggressive campaign underway to revamp the Export License process.  The impetus for change and improvement, like FMS, was based on Industry and Allied complaints to Dr. Hamre. “Why does it take 90 days to get my export license approved?” “Why is my export license ‘Returned without Action’?”

An OSD panel co-chaired by Messrs. Oliver (PDUSD(AT&L)) and Bodner (DUSD(P)) met over a period of months to scope out alternative solutions.  Service Acquisition Executive (SAE) representatives were soon invited to join the team.  They developed a list of proposed system improvements, ranging from proposed International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) changes that would greatly ease export restrictions to close allies like U.K. and Australia to training requirements for department personnel who interface with the export license process.  Ironically, Canada had been favored with such preferential ITAR provisions for many years, but they were recently revoked by the State Department.  Clearly, a significant challenge in this process is to keep Defense Department and State Department actions “in sync.”

One of the actions of the OSD panel was to establish a Rapid Improvement Team (RIT) based on a Motorola University management technique.  The RIT was to be in three phases:

· Phase I - Services Alignment

· Phase II - OSD Alignment

· Phase III - US Government Alignment

Phase I of the Export Licensing RIT, known as the Services Alignment phase, occurred in September and October of 1999.  Each of the three military Services met to exchange best practices and develop a “common philosophy of process.”  All of the Services agreed that while they were organizationally and operationally different, they were already aligned functionally.  Thus, the team focused on potential improvements to the current export license process.  Their major recommendations were:

1. Establishment of a secure electronic communication system, such as SIPRNET, throughout the process.  These SIPRNET terminals would extend from the State Department, through OSD via the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), through the Service IPOs, and on to individual acquisition and requirements personnel.  This would require installing communication lines, as well as SIPRNET terminals in the State Department and Service field offices. This electronic system would give the export license community the equivalent of secure "e-mail" and the ability to electronically transmit large, contractor-submitted files associated with various export license applications.

2. Just as we accumulate “backlogs” of emails, there would certainly be “backlogs” of export license applications, waiting for the State Department to determine by manual reading which licenses needed to go to DOD for review and recommendation.  Therefore, the RIT also recommended the development of an “expert system” that would use a number of rule sets to automatically “sort” through the thousands of license applications.  It would distribute appropriate licenses to DTRA and the Services for review the same day that those licenses are received by the State Department.  Currently, the process of getting export license applications from the State Department to DTRA can take several weeks.  We have developed a simplified model of the expert system.  Try it on the web at  http://209.9.215.138/cfide/betawebsites/esdm/Home.cfm  If you examine the expert system, you will see that the software evaluates licenses by rule sets. However, data must also get into the computer about the license application itself and about what licenses each Service wants to see.  As you might guess, we want the applications themselves to become electronic or on-line.  Such a system could improve the quality of industry input by not accepting applications that are incomplete.  Also, each Service has to advise DTRA and the State Department on what Munitions List categories they want to see.  The model expert system refers to these advisories as Service “filters”.

3. After the “expert system” forwards the correct license applications to the Services, the appropriate Service has to review it and make a recommendation.  Within the Navy, Navy IPO can make a recommendation about 75% of the time.  The other 25% of the license requests have to be sent to acquisition personnel, such as Program Managers, or “requirements” personnel, such as CNO N8, for technical review and recommendation.  These people are experts in their own areas but not necessarily in “foreign disclosure”.  Hence the Phase I RIT also proposed development of an on-line (SIPRNET) historical foreign disclosure reference database to provide easy access to Service and OSD policies.  The DON also has a “head-start” on this system that we call the Technology Transfer Decision Support System.  Our system should be on-line in January 2000 and fully loaded with data by the end of the first quarter CY2000.

4. The Phase I RIT also stressed that the Service IPOs need to be more pointed and specific when asking acquisition and requirements personnel about a given license application.  For example, engineers should be asked about the ability to “reverse engineer” a system vice “What do you thinks about exporting XYZ?”

5. Finally, the Phase I RIT recommended that the numerous and somewhat repetitive OSD disclosure review boards should be consolidated and operate under strict timelines.

Many of the recommendations above were well received by OSD.  For example, Mr. Jeff Bialos, DUSD(IA), worked with industry associations to launch a working group on an “export license application template”.  Nevertheless, Mr. Oliver was unhappy that the Phase I RIT did not propose making the Services look alike organizationally.  This resulted in an early November 1999 OSD directive memorandum, which instructed the Services to seek organizational realignment of all export control, foreign disclosure policy and control, FMS, and international cooperative research and development programs within each organization into a single, readily identifiable Secretariat executive.  Services were to identify their planned reorganizations by mid-December 1999 and implement them by mid-January 2000.  The DON response maintains that we are already in compliance with the directive.
Navy IPO is not merely waiting for the OSD Alignment/Phase II RIT or the US Government Alignment/Phase III RIT before taking action to make these recommendations a reality.  As mentioned before, we have developed an electronic “expert” model that will perform the “triage” function.  We are also nearing operational status of a DON historical disclosure database, accessible via SIPRNET, which will permit DON offices to review all TTSARB decisions, NDPC records of action, and other significant disclosure decisions.

There is less than a year left in the current administration and our leadership is determined to institute lasting, positive changes to the export license process.  The months ahead will be exciting to say the least.


Enhanced International Peacekeeping Capabilities (EIPC) Initiative

The Navy International Programs Office has taken the Military Department (MILDEP) lead in implementing the Enhanced International Peacekeeping Capabilities (EIPC) initiative, a joint State Department-Department of Defense effort intended to increase the pool of international peacekeepers and to promote the sharing of international peacekeeping responsibilities.  Congress has allocated $14 million in FY98 and FY99 through the Foreign Military Financing program to a total of 13 nations chosen by State Department and OSD Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Assistance (PK/HA).  That funding will enable those countries to strengthen their own national peacekeeping professional military education, training, and doctrine programs.

DSCA has designated Navy IPO as the primary MILDEP for executing this program due to its close working relationship with the lead agent for the education and training portion of the program, the Center for Civil-Military Relations (CCMR).  Navy IPO is also working closely with its primary supplier of security assistance related training devices and equipment, the Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division (NAWCTSD).  NAWCTSD will provide procurement and program management support in the material EIPC-funded FMS cases.

As with many new programs, EIPC has endured growing pains in its first two years due to uncertainties as to how countries could use funds to meet their goals and those of the program. Establishing detailed coordination between the State Department, OSD, the Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA), MILDEPs, country teams, and the peacekeeping decision-makers in each country was a lengthy process, as was determining the specifics for implementing the programs.  To resolve the latter issue, in June 1999, Navy IPO proposed, with DSCA concurrence, that DSCA issue a policy guidance message encouraging EIPC nations to utilize a Letter of Request for blanket order cases, with a designated amount for training or training device cases.  The Navy would manage all such requests.  Language training and language lab requests would go to the Air Force and Army respectively.  This process allows countries to open an EIPC-funded case without knowing the specifics of their requirements.  That EIPC-funded case allows funding to be in place for small initial surveys and discussions between CCMR and country representatives to better determine the requirements for training and training equipment.

To date, 16 LORs have been received and are in various stages of preparation, with six having been accepted and implemented.  When implemented, the first recommended step is that a country team representative liaison with the CCMR staff to arrange for a CCMR visit to their country.  Direct communication through e-mail has been the fastest and most efficient method of developing a plan for most countries. The "train the trainer" concept being utilized requires that senior leadership appreciate the organizational structure and techniques that enable them to enhance their own peacekeeping programs.

CCMR has also developed a core curriculum for its Peace Support Operations education and training initiative that will provide individual countries with a basis for their own training programs.  Its three-phase approach begins with  a two-person team going in-country to ascertain peacekeeping requirements and tailor the core curriculum to meet those needs.  Phase II consists of a small contingent of peacekeeping trainers from the foreign country visiting Monterey for an Instructors Course developed by CCMR.  Finally, Phase III would be a two-week, CCMR-led, mobile education team going into the country, where, in conjunction with the Phase II graduates, they would deliver the tailored PSO curriculum to the staff and faculty of the host country's peacekeeping center.

Procedures for training devices and equipment procurement require State Department and OSD approval before any proposed EIPC-funded procurement effort can commence.  Requests received on a blanket order case can be reviewed by NAWCTSD in conjunction with CCMR and the country’s planned program to ensure compliance with EIPC guidelines and compatibility of the equipment with the intended goal.  NAWCTSD will gain prior approval for initial purchases of equipment types.  While there is no master list of recommended training devices, NAWCTSD can develop, through liaison with country officials, lists of recommended equipment to meet specific purposes and program goals.  Moreover, the blanket order approach meets the requirement that a case must be in place before NAWCTSD can begin to develop equipment recommendations.

The EIPC program enters FY00 with an expected allocation of $5 million to be distributed to an undisclosed list of countries.  The State Department requested that country teams submit requirements and requests for EIPC funding.  They were judged on participation based upon an assessment of MilGroup input and DIA analysis of country capabilities and suitability.  Criteria included the state of a country’s current PKO training and education programs, its participation in the UN standby arrangements system, and past and/or current performance in Peacekeeping Operations (PKOs).  Disqualifying factors include human rights abuses committed by the local military and FMF ineligibility.

Since funding allocations are good for five years, countries have had the opportunity to carefully study this program and their own capacity.  For future funding allocations, it is important to provide concrete examples of program implementation and success.  Security Assistance Officers are encouraged to contact their Navy IPO or DSCA country program director with questions concerning case status or for instructions on who to contact concerning the implementation phases of EIPC.  Navy IPO is working to ensure that cases that may have been delayed in processing are getting reprioritized.  This will enable more countries to have the opportunity to begin utilizing EIPC funding to establish quality internal and international peacekeeping capabilities.
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CENTCOM

The 2000 Egyptian Military Cooperation Committee meetings are scheduled to be held on 14 February 2000.  Comprehensive discussions on all Egypt country programs will be held, including the Egyptian Diesel Submarine and Fast Missile Craft projects,   EDA requests, and releasability issues.


MG Abdel Monem Hassan, Chief, Armament Authority and MG Fouad Abdel-Halim Al-Sayed Chief, Ministry of Defense Armament Branch, will join DSCA Director LTG Michael Davison in chairing these discussions.  Navy IPO and Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command (PMS-380) will brief all Department of the Navy related items.


EUCOM

Although we are continuing to see a reduction in major new FMS programs in the EUCOM theater we are remaining very active with a wide variety of programs.  The recent “no decision” by Greece on the transfer or the four KIDD Class destroyers resulted in expiration and cancellation of those offers.  However, ship transfers remain active throughout the region most notably with Turkey and Poland.  On the aircraft side, several countries are pursuing potential Helicopter and Fighter programs and follow-on support cases to support their current inventory requirements.  

The following are a few representative programs that we are currently engaged with.    

Norway

Norway is progressing on their Frigate program as indicated in a recent press release from the Norwegian Defense Command dated 17 January 2000.  The release stated that the Chief of Defense concurs with the Royal Norwegian Navy (RNoN) recommendation to award the contract to Bazan-LM, to end any further consideration of Blohm & Voss, and requests MOD's approval.  A final decision is expected in the near future.

Poland

The Polish Navy is scheduled to accept the USS CLARK (FFG-11) in a decommissioning and transfer ceremony on 15 March 2000 at Norfolk Naval Base.  Currently, 65 Polish Navy officers and sailors are berthed aboard the CLARK and receiving extensive on-the-job training with her U.S. crew.  In addition, formal schoolhouse training is being provided at multiple sites within the U.S.

The ship will be assigned to the Polish Navy Third Flotilla, configured with weapons and systems comparable to a similar U.S. NAVY ship, and will be fully interoperable with NATO and U.S. forces.  After transfer, the ship will undergo a restricted availability period for minor repairs, followed by a weapons onload in Charleston prior to departing for Poland in early May. Contract teams will provide training throughout this period and during the transit to Poland. An arrival ceremony to formally rename the ship is planned for 25 June in Poland.

The Poles have also expressed interest in acquiring a helicopter for use aboard the ship and a second FFG in the near future.

Turkey

Turkey experienced a major earthquake (7+ on the Richter scale) in August 1999, which severely damaged their main naval shipyard, Golcuk, and resulted in the loss of thousands of lives.  They have been occupied with assessing the impact of the damage and deciding whether to attempt to rebuild at Golcuk or to relocate to another shipyard.  The U.S. NAVY sent a survey team from NAVSEA to provide recommendations on rebuilding and/or relocating the yard.

In the aftermath of this event, the Turkish Government has had to redirect funds from several areas including those designated for FMS acquisition.  We are now actively engaged with the FMS community in investigating ways to ease the burden of FMS payments and deliveries.  

The Turkish Navy remains robust and aggressive in their modernization program.  They are conducting a tour and inspection of the USS JOHN A MOORE (FFG 19) and have continued to pursue their TF2000 frigate building program.  They accepted two PERRY class frigates and three KNOX class logistic assets in 1999 and are reviewing the transfer of two additional PERRY class offered under the FY00 ship transfer legislation. They also are pursuing modernization of weapons systems aboard their current fleet and are currently negotiating with US industry and others for systems to outfit their new classes of ships.

UK

As a result of the UK Strategic Defence Review (SDR), the Royal Navy (RN) has been tasked to replace its aging INVINCIBLE Class Carriers with two new Carriers in the 40,000 - 50,000 ton class.  The focus will be on sortie generation capability, Battlegroup Management/Joint Force Management, and interoperability with U.S. and other allied navies.  In-service dates are scheduled for 2012 and 2015.  In accordance with the MOD's "Smart Procurement" policy, program risk factors will be shifted to the Prime Contractor as much as possible and Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) will be minimized.  

The Carrier Air Group (CAG) is estimated to be 50 fixed wing and rotary aircraft.  Two competing Prime Contractors, BAe and Thomson CVF, are currently competing for the contract.  The Thomson CVF bid would include a teaming arrangement with a U.S. entry, Raytheon.  The initial assessment phase has begun and consists of two segments, an Assessment of Options (AOO) phase and a Risk Reduction (RR) phase.  The former is scheduled to last 13 months, the latter, 27 months.  Downselect will initiate the Design/Build phase that must take place in the U.K. 

The stongest Future Carrier Borne Aircraft (FCBA) entry for the new CVF is the Short Take-Off, Vertical Landing (STOVL) version of the U.S./U.K. Joint Strike Fighter (JSF).  However, options currently being considered also include the Eurofighter (N), Rafale M, F/A-18E/F, and the Advanced Harrier.  The Combined Operational Effectiveness and Investment Appraisal (COEIA) process for these aircraft options has begun and is expected to be complete by the end of CY-2000.

The new Carriers, with their state-of-art aircraft, will provide the RN with air defense of naval and ground forces, long-range air interdiction, and land attack capabilities well into the 21st century. 

PACOM
Philippine Alliance Class Corvette Program: A Team USA Effort 
in the New FMS Spirit

Team USA has developed a unique program of building a new corvette fitted with excess defense articles, a strategy for the Republic of the Philippines (RP) under a term very aptly devised by the American Embassy Manila, Alliance class.

It is a very sensitive issue: In every visit to the RP by senior State and DOD officials, the USG has pledged to assist in the upgrade of the Armed Forces of the Philippines. It is important to note: Everyone has been very careful to use the word "assist" vice "give".  The policy which has been set and executed by the U.S. Embassy is to assist the RP by attempting to provide ships at a reasonable cost and to make it easy for the RP to go with a U.S. product. The idea is to get them a modest ship and weaponry of U.S. design, at reasonable cost, and link them into systems compatible to the USN for the next 10-15 years.  The goal is not to "give" them anything but to provide them a package to enable their buying an affordable U.S. ship of modest capability. 


The country team has worked very hard and carefully to maneuver the program from a direct commercial sale (DCS) into a full foreign military sales (FMS) package. That has not been an easy task but was required because of the way the Philippine laws are written: If it were to be a direct commercial sale, it would require a bid bond. The Republic of the Philippines Department of Justice has ruled that Government-to-Government guarantees do not constitute a bid bond and are not acceptable. Under that ruling, the U.S. is disqualified from participation because the U.S. does not pay bid bonds and will not allow a contractor to pay bid bonds for an FMS sale. How and who influenced the RP law to be written that way is the cause of much speculation but it is the law. Such is the reason that the OPV has been a DCS project vice FMS and why as it stands now, the U.S. and France are disqualified from the MRF project. 


The only way to make it work at all was by going with a totally different platform and designing a new approach in a Government-to-Government offer, a great deal short of a give-away. The Philippine president, as a result, has the authority to authorize the acquisition. The country team intent is also to get them out of the mode of looking for old EDA ships and planes as the solution to every problem. It is not a give away program; the RP has been told from the beginning that the system would be, at best, a “reduced price corvette”, but with that said, it needs to be affordable and so attractive that it will not get quashed by the country’s political process. 

SECDEF Cohen, DASD Campbell, and DASS Boyce have all pledged to find creative ways of assisting the AFP upgrade. The Alliance class corvette is the "Flagship" of that program to bring the U.S./RP alliance back to levels once enjoyed. The country team believes it to be an investment which will pay far greater dividends to the U.S. in the future, and the United States Navy believes it will pave new roads to security assistance improvement. 

In pursuing the plan, the U.S. Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) has presented a proposed strategy for executing the program.  It consists of a pre-case phase to develop the Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOA) and a two-phased FMS case to prepare for and execute the shipbuilding contract.  It is imperative to note that each phase requires close participation and cooperation with the Philippine Navy (PN).  Accordingly, the PN has agreed to establish a project management team for the program.

The pre-case phase will use limited administrative and overhead resources to develop the LOA.  A top-level validation of the letter of request (LOR) and circular of requirements (COR) will be conducted to provide the shipbuilder with specific guidance on Alliance class corvette requirements.  Upon receipt of the shipbuilder’s preliminary corvette design and cost estimate, a limited technical review and independent cost validation will be conducted to assess design maturity and the quality of the cost estimate.  Success of phase one is highly dependent upon a clear definition of the corvette requirements, an acceptable level of design maturity, and a considerable level of effort and cooperation from the shipbuilder.  The ship line item total cost in the LOA will serve as the cost objective (constraint) for the shipbuilding contract price to be negotiated in phase one of the case.

Upon case implementation, phase one efforts will include a detailed validation of the corvette design compliance to the COR and an in-depth assessment of cost, schedule, and performance risks.  It is understood that phase one will be an iterative process within a cost constrained program.  This will require establishing a priority of mission needs, minimal requirements, and potential trade-offs to meet the minimal requirements within the cost objectives.  Phase one will also include the contract solicitation and evaluation of the shipbuilder’s proposal.  The negotiated contract price will serve as a decision point for NAVSEA and the PN to determine if the program is executable and whether to continue into phase two, contract award. If not, further cost and performance trade-offs may be conducted. 

Phase two will be contract award and execution.  It is anticipated that a goodly period of detailed design work will precede any production efforts, but stand-by, the program is gaining momentum and with the inclusion of U.S. industry to the Team, new response time records are specifically targeted to be met.




SOUTHCOM
Brazil
Brazil is looking at acquiring several systems to modernize its Navy and Air Force.  Brazil’s Air Force is planning on buying P-3 aircraft with significant upgrades for use as maritime and border patrols.  Their Navy, which previously bought A-4s from Kuwait, intends to operate them from their aircraft carrier Minas Gerais.  Brazil is studying the feasibility of an  upgrade to the carrier’s aircraft landing control system and installation of cable arresting gear for landing the A-4 aircraft.

The operational side of the U.S. Navy (N88) has sent personnel to Brazil to look over the carrier and advise Brazil on how to make the carrier jet aircraft capable. 

Chile

The Chilean Navy has embarked on a significant ship construction program for a new class of blue water frigates.  Project Tridente will initially build four frigates based on the MEKO hull and Chile has opened competition for the ship’s subsystems to the world.  Through Navy IPO, the U.S. Navy formed Team USA with industry to answer the Chilean request.  TEAM USA compiled a comprehensive response and forwarded it to the U.S. ODC in Santiago, Chile, for presentation to the Chilean Navy.  The presentation included information on all of the systems the Chilean Navy had requested, including some that broke new ground in the disclosure process.  For example, an ENDP was completed in unprecedented time, demonstrating that Team USA can make the FMS system more efficient for a potential customer.

Colombia

In FY 00, Colombia will receive about $75 million in material from a Presidential ordered drawdown, referred to as a 506 Drawdown, to combat leftist guerillas and the drug cartels.  The U.S. Navy will supply about a third of the drawdown value.  Colombia does not have a large Navy and, as a result, the Marine Corps supplies most of the material requested from the U.S. Navy.


Change of Address

Please take note that the mailing address for Navy IPO has changed.  We can now be reached at:

Navy International Programs Office

Nebraska Avenue Complex

4255 Mount Vernon Drive Suite 17100

Washington, DC 20393-5445

� Defense Information Infrastructure Common Operating Environment


� Remarks by Rear Admiral Kenneth Heimgartner, Director Navy Regional Policy (N52), given at the International Navies Luncheon, 12th National Symposium of the Surface Navy Association, 14 January 2000.


� IT21Allied Interoperability, unclassified paper by CAPT W Ide and Cdr. M J. Dale, CNO N60. 
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