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requirements were more weighted toward security than reconnaissance.

Today even the utility of the ARSV as a reconnaissance vehicle is

challenged. The mobility differential sought after is marginal,

particularly when compared to the dramatic mobility differential
inherent in an air scout. Also, the reconnaissance/intelligence
gathering capability of any proposed scout vehicle should clearly offer
more STANO capability and ease of dismounted operations than the current
prototypes.

I doubt that any COEA that is asked to measure the effectiveness of
candidate systems against an unsound military concept can produce a
sound analysis. Thus, I hesitate to say that a thorough COEA would have
helped us. Even a rudimentary COEA, if it is based on a scund concept

can offer greater insight into the ARSV problem than Booz-Allen's eff
Attached, as an example, is a very simplistic COEA comparing the
(tracked version)with the MICV. It indicates the MICV as a

and while the concept used gives special weight to the

intelligence and firepower characteristics of the two vehicles,

apparent that the MICV is a better choice under any weighting of
selected characteristics.

The solution, I believe, is to strengthen the pre—-ROC phase of our
materiel acquisition process. The tactic oncept must be clearly

derived from and described in a zepted rio. Any technical




innovation or new item with which we lack experience should be put

in our hands for a while so that we can develop a clear concept of how
we would like to use it. Our recent efforts to acquire remotely piloted
vehicles is a case in point. Parallel activity by AMC to clarify the
cost implications can provide us with the dollar figures to do a
precursor COEA before

A final point that did not surface in the ARSV efforts but which
lesson learned from COBRA-TOW OT II is the need to express our opera
tional requirements in terms of operational performance floors rathe:
than developmental performance goals. The COBRA-TOW program was
prejudiced and almost killed because our OT II results were less thz

| &

the QMR's probability of .75.
/\

In summary, we need to do a better job of determining and accurately

describing the military concept of employment and the level of

performance required. This is a complex, demanding challenge partic
larly in a period of rapidly rising costs and technological change.
Since we cannot economically pursue all of the developmental choice:
facing us, our acquisition system must be more disciplined and our
choices increasingly selective.
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COSTS

(constant 1974 dollars-thousands) MICV(both)

Size of Buy

Unit Cost w/BM (1

Unit Cost w/o BM (1

Unit Cost w/BM (2

Includes sunk RDT&E, PEMA, spares, remaining RDT&E.

Excludes sunk RDT&E, but includes PEMA, spares, remaining
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COST HISTORY OF Mli3s

VEHICLES
PURCHASED
o T : DOLLARS -

C:»‘, s DUUL

CONSTANT FY 1974
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TOTAL ARMY PURCHASES OF M113 & M 17,413

(TOTAL WORLD-WIDE SALES (M1 I . £5,000)
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FOR THE ARSY AND MICV AS
, AND PR TcCTlQJ

'HE BCOZ-ALLEN COEA ON THE ARSV WAS STRUCTURED SO THAT MOBILITY WAS
E PRIME DETERMINANT OF PECO J iSSA.\‘CE EFFECTIVENESS. BOOZ-ALLEN

"MOREOVER, THE . . . RESULTS STRONGI AT HIGH
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4. THE MOST HEAVILY WEIGHTED FACTORS IN THIS RATHER SIMPLE ANALYSIS
(FIREPOWER, RECON/INTELL) ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS WHICH MICV SHOWS
THE CLEAREST ADVANTAGE OVER ARSV.

. THE KEY FACTORS AFFECTING THE OUTCOME WERE THE MICV'S ABILITY TO
CAR f\\’ MORE AMMC, MCRE CREW MEMBERS, AND MCRE STANO EQUIPMENT W/C
A SACRIFICE IN MCBILITY AND PROTEC ‘!O’\l.

6. THE MICV COULD BE "TAILORED" TO EMPHASIZE THE FIREPOWER OR R'CO’\/
INTELL LH/‘R!\CIEDI“ICJ BY SELECTING WEAPONS, AMM?, OR RECON/INTELL
GEAR TO BE CARRIED.

REGARDLESS OF THE WEIGHTS GIVEN TO VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS, THE MICV
FFERS IMPROVED EFFECTIVENESS OVER THE ARSV IN THIS ANALYSIS.

ER UNIT COST OF THE MICV IS LOWER THAN THE ARSV, THE
OF THE MICV AS A SCOUT VEHICLE WILL BE HIGHER AS ADDI-
POWER AND ACQUISITION CAPABILITIES ARE ADDED.
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F 1147 VEHICLES

MVR Bl TOTAL
EURCPE_POSTTILONED S SCT PLT  VEHICLE

1ST ARMD DI 11 158
3D [I:D ])'” 31 158
3D MECH DIV 11 158
8TH MECH DLV 11 158
3/1 MECH DIV 2 46

2D ACR 0 144
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11TH ACR 0 144
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