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FOREWCRD

Tn & Memorandum to the Chief of Staff, USAF, dated
16 July 1962, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force (Research and Development) requested that
the USAF Historical Division Liaison Office (AFCHO) be
directed to accomplish a "two pronged project” which
would document and analyze the "Alr Force in-house lab-
oratory posture.,” The first AFCHO response to this re-
quest, the Memorandum stated, should be "a review of ac=
tions taken /By the Air Force/ since the 1l October mem-
orandum of the Secretary of Defense in strengthening the
in-house laboratories.” The study presented in the fol-
lowing pages endeavors to meet the first of the two re-
quirements which were assigned to AFCHO by the Vice Chiefl
of Staff, USAF,

A second and considerably larger study will be issued
by AFCHO during calendar year 1963, This forthcoming study
will, within the terms of reference contained in the 16 July
Memorandum, be "an historical analysis of policies; actions,
attitudes and rcsults relating to in-house laboratories
since the Von Xarman report was issued in 1946, ZEt should
bg7 a much longer range project which will bring together
for thé fipst time all the information on this subject and
will pe most useful in analyzing and portraying the Air

Force'ts use

iy

nd surport of the in-house laboratories over




the past two decades," IMr, Carl Berger, the author of
this first, briefer, and essentially current study on Alr
Force in-house laboratories, will also prepare the second,
more comprehensive, anc longer range AFCHO study covering
this highiy important and often controversial area of Air
Force activity.
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This brief historical account covers a series of
events during 1961-1962 which produced a significant
improvement in the position and condition of the Alr
Force's in-house research and development (R&D) labor
atories. In the years before 1961, while vast and in-
creasing resources were being allocated to private cone
tractors to perform U3AF research and development, the
in-house establishment remained stagnant or suffered a
slow decline in competence. In light of the continuing
accelerated march of science and technology, the Alr
Force laboraﬁories faced a bleak future as fthelir physical
plant fell into obsolescence, and their scientists and
engineers resigned in increasing numbers to accept higher
paying, or more challenging, positions in industry. But
then, in 1961, the plcture brightened considerably as &
result of congressional criticism and studies of the gove
ernmentts defense research policles and programs, followed
by an intensive re-examination by the Administration.

The important background events leading to this fave
orable change are briefly examined in Chapter I. Succeed-

ing chapters describe the specific actions taken by the

Alr Force to halt and reverse the decline of its in-house




. laboratories. A detailed chronological account of the
key events of the period, which marked a new beginning

in the life of the laboratories, is provided in the

appendix,




. CHAPTER I
THE McNAMARA MEMORANDUM

Ih the spring and early summer of 1961 several com=-
mittees of Congress lssued reports critical of Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) policies for the conduct of re=
search and development. The House Committee on Appro=-
priations, for example, commenting on the increasing use
of private agencies for technical management and sclenti-
fic evaluations, declared thét: ", ,.the government is
moving toward a chaotic condition in its personnel manage-
ment because of this practice. Some hard decisions must
be made in regard to this mushrooming phenomenon before

. tremendous injury results to vital Defense programs and
| programs of other Departments and agencles of the federal
government, "

The Appropriations Committeé voiced its particular
concern over the use of non-profit organizations.% It
noted that the salaries of their personnel were higher
than those of government employees, in some cases being
excessive, although they were pald ”indiréctly by the teX=
payers to the same extent as employees under civil service
are paid directly by the taxpayers.”2 Similar criticisms
were made on the floor of the House during debate on the

defense appropriations bill for fiscel year 1962. The

#Specifically set up by the government to provide speciele
. 312ed technical and sclentific support to DOD.




2
members complained that the uncontrolled salary ;evels in
"quasi-government' agencies encouraged the "raiding” of
federal R&D organizations to obtain scarce sclentists
and‘engineers.3

In the Senate a subcommittee on government operatlions
in July 1961 initiated a general review of federal R&D

budgeting policies. In & foreword to the subconmittee

report, the chairman, Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey, remarked

_that: "...The Congress as a whole cannot be content with

budgetary practices in research and development which may
have been adeqguate in a bygone day but which are not ade-
quate now when the Government is spending every day three=
fourths of a billion dollars for research and development."
Senator Humphrey posed a dozen questions for government
officisls to answer. One of them dealt with the needs,
opportunities, and problems associated with the government's
intramural (in-house) research establishment, as contrasted
with contractual arrangementé.

On 31 July 1961, in the light of these congressional
and other criticisms, President John P. Kennedy reguested
David E.Bell, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to
undertake a comprehensive review of government contracting

policy relating to technical operation and managegent of

R&D facilities and programs. The Fresident said:
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- T would like to have you explore the circumstances
) and conditions under which contractor operations
provide the most effective means for accomplishing
the Government's objectives 1n the areas under re-
view, I would also like to have full considera-
tion given to the limitations which make direct Pe-
deral operations difficult, and %o the development
of proposals for adjustments and new concepts in
direct Federal operations which would provide the
Government with greater flexibility in determining
whether the public interest would best be served
by the use of contractors or direct Government oper-
ationse. .

The President named a Cabinet-level group TO serve on
what became known as the Bell Committees. Members included
Secretary of Defense Robert 3. vMeNamara; Dr. Glenn T. Sea=
borg, Chairman, Atomic knergy Commission; James E, Webb,
Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion; John W, Macey, Jr., Chalrman, ¢ivil Service Commis-
sion; and Dr. Jerome B, Wiesner, Speclal Asslstant to the
President for Science‘and Technologye Dr, Alan T. Water-
man, Director, National Science Foundation, also was Invi-
ted to participate.

Concurrently with the Bell Committes review, ¥

Sec-
retary McNamsra directed Dr. Harold Brown, Director of
Defense Research and Engineering, to examine the Defense

Department's R&D establishment. A Task 97 Study Group

sIn its final official report published in April 1962,
the Bell Committee concluded that 1t was in the national
interest to continue to rely heavily on contracts with
non-federal institutions for scientific and technical
work. However, to halt the erosion of the government's
R&D establishment, the committee recomnended a shnarp im-
provement in 1ts working environmente.
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headed by Mr, Joan Golden submitted its first ”Erogress
Report and Preliminary Recommendations' to Dr. Brown in
the early summer of 1961.7 in this 37=-page document,

the study group described many deficiencles in the oper-
ation of in-house laboratories, declared that morale<of
scientists in some of the most important research organ-
izations was bad, and warned that tdisillusionment with
the Defense Departmenﬁ and the Mlilitary Services as mana-
gers is approaching the critical stats, "

The group attributed thls unhappy situation to the
fact that the salaries of top sclentlsts and engineers
within the defense laboratories werse not competitive with
university-affiliatedkor industrial research organizations,
and the laboratories were buried "within a wearisome admine-
1strative structure which has seldom been effectively adapted
to the existence of the laboratory.' In addltion, desplte
the general recognition of the value of research, 1t had
been virtually impossible to establlsh fundamental princl-
-ples of effective executive management within the laborae
tories., Further, many of the defense %aboratories were
handicapped by substandard facilities.

After studying these findings, Secretary McNamara in
September directed Dr, Brown to undertake a new study of

plans and policles that would lead to '"mear-term improve=

ments' as well as to "long range trends of ever-improving
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efficliency and effectiveness" in defense research and en=

9

gineering. Several weeks later, on 1l October‘l961---

on the basis of the Task 97 report and Brown's recommen=
dations---Seéretary McNamara issued an important directive
. aimed at strengthening the in-house R&D establishmeﬁt.
Addressing himself to the three éervice gecretaries, the
Director of Defense Research and Engineering, and other

top DOD officlals, WMr, McNamara expressed hls profound
concern for the meintenance of & vigorods program and the
highest morale within the 1aboratories., "The Department
of Defense," he sald, '"must ensure that these laboratorieé,

which constitute one of our greatest assets, are properly
10
supported and utilized."

The Secretary of Defense outlined a number of princl-
ples for conducting a program of strengthening the in-
11 '
house laboratories, He sald:

a, The in-house 1aboratories shall be used as a
primary means of carrying out Defense Department pro-
grams, They shall provide seientific and technical
advice in the exercise of Government responsibility
for development and acquisition of new weapOnSe

: b, Clear lines of technical management and res-
ponsibility shall be ostall ished for egch in-house
laboratory. To this end, the policies and practlces

of rotation of duty for officer-scientists will be
such as to permit extended tours of duty in positions
for which they have demonstrated technical proficiencye.
In addition, procedures will be established by which
the principal laboratories of each Service will Dbe
brought under the more effective control of the As-
sistant Secretarises for Research and Development of
the Military DepartmentsS.




c. Depending upon the mlssion and nature of
the work of the particular laboratory, a fraction
of the annual laboratory budget shall be set aside
for work judged by the laboratory director to be
of promise or importance without need of prior ap-
proval or review at higher levels. The results of
this work shall be reviewed by the Assistant Secre=
taries for Research and Development of the Military
Departments,

d. Full and complete advantage shall De taken
of the existing FL-313 provislons which set compen-
‘sation rates for senior technical personnel in the
Defense laboratories. This specifically includes
recognition of outstanding performance by the work-
ing scientists and engineers who are not in admine-
istrative poslitions.

e, Working with other interested government agen-
cies as appropriate, the Department of Defense will
make every effort to secure rates of compensation
for its senior persomnel whlch, commensurate with
the responsibilities whlch they exercise and with
their professional talents, are consistent with le=

‘ vels set outside as well as inslde the government
service,

Several days later Dr, Brown addressed members of the
Naval Research Laboratory on "the place of in-house labora-
tories in getting research and engineering done in the De-
partment of Defense." He said that there were two essen-
tial services that in-house laboratories were required to
provide: {a) studles of the rapidly changing fields of
science and engineering to find materials, technlques,
processes, and ideas wnich might have some &as yet undeter-

mined military value; and (b) seeing that special problems

of DOD were brought to the attention of the nation's scien=-

tific and technicsl communitye




Dr, Brown also stated that the laboratories were
needed to provide objective scientific and'engiheering
advice to the government on R&D contracts, and to manage
or help manage weapon system development and test programs.
The laboratories in addition played a primary role in the
technical education of military officers. '"We all realize,"
he said, "that too many high-level review teams hagve re-
ported on (in-house) problems over too long a period of
time---and that the rate of progress in providing rellef
has been too slowe. Too many obvious actions have been left
undone or half-done...For example, many of the Defense lab=
oratories remain buried within procurement agencles des-
pite the formation of RbT&E commands and “sslstant Secre-
taries/Research and Development within the military depart-
ments." Citing lMcNamara's 1L Octobver directive as a start
toward resolving some of the jaboratories! problems, Dre
Brown promised concrete action in the immediaté future to
. improve the situation and posture of the department's R&D
establishment.12

The Alr Force Situation

Dr. Brown's comment that "too many high~level review
teams" had studled the problem of defense laboratories,
with little positive results, was directly applicable to

the Alr Force situation, Between 1945 and 1960 there had

been at least eignt major studies of the USAF R&D organiza-




tion. However, with the exception of the Ridendur Com-
mittee report of 1949 which led tO the creation of the
Alr Research and Development Command, subsequently re-
organized as the Alr force Systems Command (AFSC), these
Studies produced only minor improVements. The most recent
study, conductéd by an ARDC task force hesded by Col. Frank
7. Seiler (completed in November 1960), dealt with "High
«wuality In-House Basic Research Laboratories." The task
force came up witn 13 conclusions and made 19 recommenda-
tions to strengthen the Air Force laboratories. However,
in the year that followed, the Air Parce to all intents
and purposes ignored the Seiler Report. |

Actual implementétion of the report's recommendations
did not begin until after issuance of McNamara's directive
of 1l October, The Alr Force response centered in the of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary for R&D (Dr. Brockway lc-
Millan), the Alr Force Chilefl Scientist (then Dr. Leonard
S, Sheingold), and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research
and Technology (Lt. Gen., James Ferguson), working closely
with the Office of Aerospace Research (OAR) and AFSC.

- In the final months of 1961, and in the year that

followed, Headquarters, USAF initiated a series of actions
which soon produced a much-improved working environment |

for the iaboratories, These actlons were based partly on

the recommendations of the Seller Report and the McNamara




- . directive, and partly on new recommendations, such as
those made by Dr, tclilllen and the Sclentific Advilsory
Board (SiB)s On 3 November 1961 Gen. Curtis B, LeMay,
the Chief of Staff, had asked the 3AB To "egxamine re-
search and development activities in the Air Force with
ma jor emphasis dn a drastic improvement in our in-house
laboratories in accordance with the intent of Secretary

' McNamara s memorandum of 1l October 1961," 13 The Board
organized an ad hoc committee under Dr. Sheingold which
proceeded to éxamine all aspects of the problem, includ-
ing management, organigation, policles, facilities, per-
sonnel, and fundinge. But even as the SAB study got under
way, the Air Force instituted & number of changes which

promised to greatly enhance the work of the in-house

1aboratories.




- CHAPTER II
. MANAGEMENT AND PERSONNEL ACTIONS

| A major criticism of the ih-house research establishe
ment had been directed ét the labryinth of administrative
agencles that had grown up over ﬁhe years., The Task 97
Study Group pointed out that while various layers of this
highly complex management structure nad authority to delay
or emasculate a R&D program, few could or would accept res=-
ponsibility for approving or killing ite In the several
instances where laboratories were buried within basically
procurement organizations, the top military and civilian
officials also remained far more concerned with thelr con-
tracted programs, much of it in R&D, than with the needs
' of their own in-house researche
It was in an attempt to eliminate these unfavorable

conditions that the Secretary of Defense had directed action
to insure that “cleaf 1ines of technical management and rese
ponsibility" were established for each laboratory. In addi-
tion, he had asked the principle defense laboratorles be
placed under the effective control of the "Assistant Secre=-

1l
taries for R&D.

Organizational Changes, 1961-1962

On 2} October 1961 Eugene M, Zuckert, Secretary of the

Air Porce, reported to Mr. McNamara that he had assigned
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responsibility for improving laboratory conditions to Dr.
MeMillan. Mr, Zuckert also reported that the Afr Force
would expedite several changes and adopt new procedures,
~and would seek tokshorten the cormand lines between JUtoR
Millan's office and the laboratories.

Even while the above responsé was being made, Dre
McMillan began discussions with Gen. Bernard A. Schriever,
head of AF3C, and Maj., Gen. Danilel ®, Hooks, OAR's com- |
mander., Schriever and Hooks were asked to provide infor-
mation on the specific points ralsed by the dclNamara di-
rective, and to take appropriate action on the conclusions
and»recommendations of the year-old Seiler Report.l

The Air Force Council of Seientists

A month earlier, in September 1961, the first of sever-
al important organizational 1nnovations took place with the
creation of an Alr Foree Council of Sclentists under the
leadership of the Chief Scientist, Dr. Sheingold. The mise
sion of the Council was "to lmprove the technnical lines of
communication petween the key technical civilians of the
Air Farce and the milltary community who represent the Air
Staff and Command levei, and to improve the utilization of
all scilentific resouf@es to the utmost benefit of the Alr
Forée."17 : |

Although its membership was {nitially limited to

higher-level R&D personnel within Air Porce beadquarters,
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; * the Council later was expanded %O include spienﬁists and
technical administrators from the field---a move partially
aimed at providing additional prestige and recognition to
the in-house establishment, The mission, function, and
membership og the Council were formally announced on 6 Febe
ruary 1962.1
Beginning on li December 1961, the Council of Scien-
tists held a series of general meetingse-~attended by USAP,
0SD, and Civil Service Commission (C3C) representativese--
to thoroughly air the special problems of the laboratories,
The first of these meetings was held in the Fentagon; others
followed on 27-28 February 1962 at Orlando AFB, Fla., on
‘ 23-2lL May at Andrews AFB, Ud., and again in t%he Pentagon
on 3.l October. In the course of these meetings, the Coun-
cil identified many of the specific roadblocks to a strong
in-house research organization and threw its support behind
recommendations to provide corrective actions.

The Special Assistant for Laboratories

A second important organizational ingovation resulted
from Dr. MelMillan's efforts to bring his office into a
more direct relationship with ﬁhe laboratories, After con-
sidering several plans,‘the Assistant Secretary decided

thls could best be accomplished through the establishment

within his office of the new position of Special Assistant
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for Laboratories. Secretary Zuckert approved the Me-
Millan proposal on 1 February 1962. Named to fill
the position was Mr. Edwérd M, Glass, technical director
of the Materials Laboratory, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio,
who was charged with "the single responsibility of i
proving the in-house laboratories of the Air Force."ao
Mr, Glass had been among the several laboratory repre-
sentatives who made presentations to the Council of Scien-
tists on L December 1961 on the problens and special needs
of in-house résearch.

In the months that followed, Mr, Glass served &as
Dr, McMillan's representative on several key committees
dealing with in-house probléms. For example, in the spring
of 1962 ne and another Air rorce representative, Mr, Msde
Feldman, joined a special Task 97 Civilian Personnel Group
(along with C3C and Army and HNavy representatives) that
vis;ted nine DOD 1abor'au;or'n‘.c-zs.""c These visits, and others
made by Mr. Glass during the summer and fall, elicited much
useful and specific informatlion on the internal problems
of the laboratories and formed the basis for reCOmmending
corrective actions to éognizant Air Staff offices.‘

The Research and Technology Division, AFSC

In addition to the Council of Scientists and the Spe=-

cial Assistant for Laboratories, yet another major organie-

¥ALT Force installations visited included the Air Force
Flight Test Center, Edwards AFB, Callf.; Rome Alr Devel-
opment Center, Grifiss AFB, Rome, N.Y.; and the Aseronau-
tical Systems Division, wright-Fatterson AFB, Ohilo.




1l
zational innovation during 1962 was the establishment of
the new Research aﬁd Teéhnology (R&T) Division, The ldea
for.sucb a division aroée during the high-ievel reviews
set in motion by the Mcﬁamara directive. In particular,
the Alr Force research énd development structure was eri--
tically examined during,the 3AB ad hoc committee’meetings
in November-December 1961,

Subsequently, AFSC studled a proposal to centraliie
its in—house research programs under a single division,
which it suggested should include OAR as well as AFSC
1aboratories. Then, in January 1562, General Schriever
formally endorsed the prOposal to Headquarters USAF. Dr.
McMillan and his staff took it under review and, during
February-—-on the basis of Dr. MeMillan's suggestionS-—ee
the AFbC plan was modified to encompass program and anit
integratlon witain AFDC alone (omitting OAR units). In
giving his approval to the revised plan, Dre McMillan ree
pofted to Mr. Zuckert that "tne breakout of this organiza-
tional entity...with diréct 1ine relationships to labora-
tory organizations™ should heip clarify lgboraUer author-
ity, mission, purpose, ObjecthGS, and interrelationships
and:>rov1de a new basis Hfor major improvements iglthe
strengtbenlng 5} our 1ahoratory organlzations...’

On 10 March 1962 Headguarters, USAF directed Genaral

Schriever to proceed with the activation of a provisional
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R&T Division, effective l April 1962, for the purpose of
’ planning the details and concept of operations of the per-
manent unit. During the next three mohths a small AFSC
staff set up 6ffices at Bolling AFB, D.Ce» and pursued
this planning under the guidancé of Maje. Gen., Marvin C.
Demler, then Director of Advanced Technology, DCS/R&T,
‘Headquarters, USAF. On 17 July 1962 the Secretary of
the Air Force authorized AFSC to actigate a permanent di-
vision at Bolling, effective 22 July, : with General Demm
ler as its first commander.

. In formulating plans for the new division, Demler and
his staff sought to indcrpérate into the concept of opera-
tions a number of the recommendations made by the several
R&D: task forces. They proposed to make the division the
focal point for prompt decision-making and overall direc-
tion, and to establish strong, technically competent lab-
oratories with clear and consiely stated missions and with
sharply delineated lines of authority and responsibility.
Other goals sought were to: reduce intermediate echelons
of review, with laboratories reporting directly to the
division commander; Qnd‘improve and streamline management
procedures, particularly in the procurément, supply, and
personnel support areas,

In late August 1962, General Ferguson, DCS/P%%, eNa

joined the Air Staff to support the new division. General

Demler, in the meantime, proceeded with the final planning
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for the build-up of the organizatlon. One of the major
tasks involved identification and then the ordefly transe
. fer of a number of AF3C research and development units to
the division's control. By théeend of October 1962, these
units had been identified (under their new names ) as: the
Air Force Propulsion Labor tory, Materials Laboratory,
Flight Dynamics Laboratéry, and Avionics Laboratory, all
at Wright-ratterson AFB; Air Force Weapons Laboratory,
Kirtland AFB, N. Mex.; Air rorce Rocket Propulsion Lab-
oratory, Bdwards AFB; and Alr Force Hlectromagnetic Labora=-
tory, Griffiss AFB. Com.letlon of the transfer was expected
to take a year, '

Management Changes, the Office of Aerospace Research

~In the case of the Office of Aerospace Research, the
ma jor orgénizational chgnge of the period was the consoll-
datipn of the two diractorates of the Air Force Campridge
Research Laboratories (AFCRL) at L.G, Hanscom Field, Bed-
fér@,'Mass., in October 1961, Thls reorganizatlion of OAR's
1argest laboratory complex was éimed at establishing cen-
tral management autnority under the commander, Brig. Gen.
B. G. Holzman, At QAR headquarters, General Hooks in Jane
uary 1962 appointed a Sp801a1 Assistant to expedite lmple-
mentation within the command of the Seiler Report recom-

mendatxons.zh

General Hooks also issued & formal polilcy letter which
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discussed OAR's philbsophy and approach to‘the in-house |
research programs Concerning research management,‘he

kv said that while OAR would continue to exercise executive
line management and centralized planning, he would dele-
gate authority as program managers to the laboratory com=
manders.2 This "loosening of the strings“ was followed
“up in a number of specific areas. For example, laboratory
chiefs were giveﬁ authdrity to‘approve overseas ﬁravel and
to obtain personnel entry clearances for scientlsts.26 This
not only expedited overseas travel by reducing leadtime,
but also eliminated an irritant to the sclentists perform~,
‘ ing the travel, OAR also authorized its subordinate conme=
manders to communicate dlrectly with Headquarters, USAF
on matters relating to diplomatic cleérances and operating
rights of’thair sclentists overseas,2 and to approve and
issue blanket travel oﬁders for civiliagns Grade GS-15 and
above, and officers in the grade of coionel and above, In
addition, OAR authorized its’laboratories'to sponsor or
conduct technical or scientific symposia;gs
Through these’and several other administrative deci-
sions, OAR achieved a Certain reduction in delays and red
tape within the command, The in-house laboratorles werse

thus glven greater freedom to pursue thelir research programse.

A New Laboratory at the Air Force Academy

The Office of Aefospace Research also sponsored the

creation o £ a new research laboratory at the Air Force
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Academy (AFA). The idea was first discussed in February
1962 during meetings between Acaaemy and OAR officialse
The AFA*representatives suggested that an advanced scien-
tific research program at the Academy could provide both
important experience to outstanding cadets, and at the same
time would be a worthwhile project for OAR., After consider-
ing the proposal, OAR agreed to sponsor the laboratory,
| providedkit pursued basic aerospacse research in flelds of
interest to the command., Subseguently, the two orgahiZa#
tions developed a detailed plan whlch was preéented to the
Alr Staff on 29 May 1962, where it received an enthusiastic
endorsements On L June General LeMay approved the plan "in
principle.”29

During July Dr, Mciillan directed his Special Asslstant
to review‘the proposal and its relationship to existing
Alr Force installations, On 23 August Mr, Glass submitted
a detailed report on the background and planning for the
laboratory, and he outlined soms special problems he fore-
saw in areas of personnel, support, administration, etce
Mr, Glass concluded with the following recommendations (eXw
cerpts):Bo

1, That the Air Force approve the establisnment of
the new lsboratory at the Academy (since the LeMay decl-
sion of u‘June had only approved it in principle)e

2. That the Office of Aerospacse Research proceed to

issue an appropriate operations orders




19

3. That the new laboratory‘be sstablished as a
" Mshow case" laboratory within the Alr Force. ‘

while strongly endorsing these recommendations,31
McMillan also took note of the special probiem areas and
asked the interested Air Staff officials to Studyfthem.
In the interim, during the summer months the Academy and
0AR continued their planning for the new unit (tentatively
designated the Colorado Astronautical Research Laboratory).
They decided the laboratorf, which was to be fully opera-
tional by 1 October 1963, should undertake research in
chemistry and aerospace mechanicse. Named as its first
commander was Col. Richard C. Glbson, Prdfessor of Astro=-
nautics at the Academy. Effective 1 September 1962, the
laboratory also was designated as Detachment 5, Headquarters,
Office of Aerospace Reséarch. 2

On 29 October Dr. licMillan recommended to General Lew
May that the new laboratory be named after the Late Col,
Frank J. Seiler, who had died unexpectedly several weeks
earlier. The Chizf of Staff in his "decision' paper of
i June had suggested that "g sultable name, ponoring a
distinguished Air Force officer, should be devised for this
organization," Dr, McMillan pointed out that Colonel Seiler
had been "one of the principal architects of the Air Force

in-house laboratory posture," and that the now-famous Seller

Report had been used as a primary source of ideas3§n‘the

offorts to strengthen the Alr Force laboratories, A favor
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able response was expected.

" Gentralized Control of Manpower
| A specilal management problem which arose during the
spring of 1962---which nighlighted one of a ‘number of con-'
tradictory Air Force policles---was in the area of mane
power controls. During visits to Air &force installa-
tions 1in April- June 1962, the Task 97 Civilian Bersonnel
Group 1earned that Headquarters, AFSC was planning to cen-
tralize control of civilian eand military manpower allocations,
‘Laboratory scientists complained that this would result in
néw inflexibilitieé for laboratory operations. If rigidly
adhered to, it would elimimate the authority of laboratory
, difectors to move personnel or Spaces or’change disciplines
listed in manpower VOuchers without a detailed justifica-
tion to AFSC héadquarters.

In response to a query from Db. MeMillan, General
Schriever reported on 2 June 1962‘that the new manpower
controls were being imposed on the basis of a 1 November
1961 directiVe from the Vice Chief of Staff, Similar con-
trols were also in effect or being placed.in efrect within

other'commands.su
on 22 June Dr. MeMillan requested the Chlef of Staff

to re-examine the directive in the light of the in-house

laboratory improvement programs He pointed out that such

controls ran counter "to the concept of operations I have

been fostering for the in-house laboratories---that of
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decentralizigg as much authority as uossible to laboratory
3

directors,” He said that only through the establishment

of a freer organizational climate could the Air‘Force Nur=
ture research creativity and "take full advantage of local"
judgment and ingenuity of our local organizations. 36’ |
On 23 July the Vice Chlef reported that, in view of
these objections, the R&D commands could "make an excep-
tion to the general fule of centralized control of man-
power in the case of the Laboratory directors.”37 Several
days later AFSC and OAR were notified of this decision. -
They were directed to tailor theilr manpower control poli-
' cies to provide'vmaxiﬁmn flexibility to the laboratofy di-
recotrs, but at the same time to retain a capabllity "tp
Tbe responsive to USAF and DOD reporting‘requirements 0w
garding'ménpower identification and utilization." The late
ter was to be ih the form of "after-the-fact" reporting of
all manpower changes. ° This favorable outcome of a poten-
tially restrictive policy was growing evidence that the unique
requirements of in-houée reséarch were being recognized at

- the highest levels of command,

Contradictory Policles Aggin

Despite the above, the complexities of the government's
overall programs and policies were such that a threat of
new restrictions on laboratory operations again developed

. in October 1962, The new threat ironically was related to
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‘ the passage of the federal salary reform bill of 1962,
which itself had been aimed at improving the status of
the government scientist.* However, following the billts
 passage, the White House issued a memorandum of instruc-
tions aimed at improving manpower controls and personnel
utilization in the executive branche The heads of depart-
ments and agencies were directed to undertake a systemae-
tic program of manpower inspection and reviews to achieve
better employee utilization. The purpose, in view of a
large budget deficit, was to keep both the cost and level
of government employment down.
After studying the lresident's manpower policy memo-
randum, the 3Speclal Asslstant for Laboratories became con-
' cerned over its possible impact on the build-up of the in-
house capebility. In some aspects, the memorandum appeared
to negate some of the recommendations of theuBell Committee
0
report of April 1962, Mr. Glass also noted:
Policy letters such as this usualLy have a
"snow-balling" effect as they propel from echelon
to echelon., At the middle management levels in an
organization, in particular, we Bsually find the
most restrictive constraints established on the ba-
sis of such broad policy. I am hopeful that we will
be able to maintain the flexibility that we need 8O
that we can maintain the degree of growth that 1s
essential to the future of AFSC and O4Res e

The future impact of the President's memorandum on the
laboratories was being studled by Dr. McMillan at the close

of November 1962.

+See discussion on pages 26=27.
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Challenging Assignments

Another criticism of in-house R&D management policies
concerned the claim that the best and most interesting pro-
jects were "farmed out' to contractors, while govemment
leboratories were left with "routine missions and static

programs which do not attract the best talent." The Bell
| Committee, citing the importance of "having significant
and challenging work to do" in the operation of a success-
ful R&D organization, recommended that the Assistant Seca
retafies take steps to insure "that assignments to governe
ment research facilities are such as to attract and hold
first-class men."ul

On 3 May the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Roswell L.
Gilpatric, in a memorandum to the three services discuss-
ing the céntents of the Bell Committee report, stated that
the President had requested each department and agency to
act on the committee'!s recommendations. One necessary
step was to review R&D work assignments "to make sure that
those assignments are sufficiently challenging to attgact
and hold" the government's sclentists and-engineers.)-L

In a general reply on 5 June, Secretary Zuckert re-
viewed the series of broad organizational and management

changes under way to strengthen USAF laboratories, and cOne

cluded that "with optimum administration, organization, and

maﬁagement factors, we expect an immedlate and continuing
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improvement in challenging work assignments and_effective
use of the capabilities of in-house sc:fz.antis’ss."br3

One of the significant advances in this area occurred
several ﬁonths later when Lt. Gen, Howell M, Estes, dJdr,,
Deputy Commander fof Aerospace Systems, AF3C, designated
AFCRL to be the focal point for investigations of inten-
sity levels,,characteristics, and location of radiation

areas in space. AFCRL also became project manager for

one of the USAF satellite packages.

Personnel Actions, 1961-1962

The Secretary of Defense, 1t will be remembered; had
‘ also directed the military departments to take full ad-
vantage of the provisions of Public Law 313 to strengthen
their laboratories. This law, passed by Congress in 1947,
was aimed at providing a sufficiently high and flexible
~pay scale to enable the government to attract and retain
scientific and engineering talent. Unfortﬁnately, accords-
ing to the Task 97 Study Group, the defense laboratories
nad made "incredibly poor use' of the salary levels per-
mitted under the law, and the CSC had become reluctant to
seek additional position authorizations from Congress. °

The Air Force Acts to Improve Its PL-313 Posture

Tn October 1961, after a review of the Air Force's PlL-

313 situatilon, Dr, McMillan personally examined all recom-
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mendations for the higher pay positions. By January 1962
there had been a significant turn for the better in the
PL-313 situation, and Dr, McMillan reported action taken
to slevate by approximately $1,000 the salaries of L3 key
Air Force scientists and technical personnel. ° At the
same time the Alr Force sought, and later obtained, addi-
tional position authorizations, increasing the total num-
ber of PL-313's to 1L47.

Elsewhere, both APSC and OAR directed thelr labora-
tory commanders to give greater emphasis in recommending
PL-313 appointments to outstanding researcheré and engineers
not in management positions. Iﬁ January 1962 the AF3C com-
mander further directed that future PL-313 requests be‘made
in two priority lists---one for supervisory and technical
management personnel and another for creative scientlsts
and engineers doing "bench work." A special AF3C "public
Law 313 and Supergrade Action Board" reviewed all require-
ments for such poéitions and passed on the gqualifications
of candidates, |

During the first six months of l962van increasing num-
ber of scientists and engineers recelved salary ralses, and
there was also a discernible improvement in the administra-
tive processing of recommendations. Within AFSC the PL-313

salary increases ranged from $500 up to $2,500, which

boosted the command'!s salary average for these positions
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from $15,839, as of June 1961, to $16,858 a year later.
Five AFSC8PL_313'S moved into the top salary brécket of
$19,000, The Office of Aerospace Research reported si-
milar improvements for its PL-313 scientists,™

Although the processing of PL-313 papers still re-
quired many months, there had been considerable improvee
ment which was asttributed to: (a) centralization of the
decision-making in Dr, McMillan's office, and handling
most notifications and inguiries by telephone rather than
by mail; (b) sHortening the internal processing time within
the Civil Service Commission; and (c) better defined process-
ing guides for acting on laboratory requests. K

The Federal Saslary Reform Act of 1962

While the PL-313 measures served to improve the posi-
tion and ﬁorale of some key Alr Force sclentlsts, the most
important personnel action of 1962 from the viewpoint of
strengthening the in-house establishment was enactment of
the Pederal Salary Reform Act of 1962, The act had stemmed
from many salary studies in the field of science and engineer-
ing made during preceding months. For example, in a study
on "The Competition for Quality" the Pederal Council for
Science and Technology reported in April 1961 that the sal-

#Cash incentive awards of $5,000 also were given on 23 July
1962 to two OAR scientists, Dr., Karl G. Guderly, and Mr.
Donald C. Reynolds, of the Aeronautical Research Labora=

tory.
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ary gap between scientlists in civil service’and those oute
side the government frequently amounted to several thoue
sands of dollars,. A year later, in Agril 1962, the

1
Bell Committee confirmed the disparity:
...Contractor salaries consistently are higher
than Federal salaries regardless of highest degres
held and period of time at which measured, Contrace
tors offer higher average starting salarles, and coOne
sequently provide the average employee with a higher
maximum selary expectancy. The difference in favor
of the contractor is so consistent and so great that
at any point during employment, the averagse contrac-
tor employee with only a bachelor degree can expect
to receive a considerable higher salary than the aver-
age Federal employee with a doctor degree.

These unfavorable circumstances inevitabiy led to a
gradual deterioration of the in-house R&D competence as
many experienced government scientists and engineers de-
parted for financially greener pastures. The exodus OcC=
curred at a time when federal expenditures for contracted
research and development were rising at a tremendous rate.
In February 1961, seeking to arrest and reverse the decline
of the government's scientific capabilities, President Ken-
nedy proposed new pay reform legislation. He specifically
requested Congress to raise the salaries of federal scienw
tists and engineers over a three-year period to levels come-
parable with those paid in private industry.

Eight months later, on 11 October 1962, after conduct-

ing hearings on the Presldent's plan and tylng it to postal

rate increases, Congress passed Public Law 87-793--a two=-
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step reform of the szlary structure. In passing this law,
Congress adopted the significant principle that federal
sélary rates should "be comparable with private enter-

. prises salary rates for the same level of work." The law
also specifically removed restrictions on the number of
top level sciehtific and engineering poéitions, created

411 new supergrade (GS-16, 17 and 18) positions, and lifted
their salary ceilings from $18,500 to $20,000. In addition,
the law incressed PL-313 salaries to a top of 20,000 and
authorized higher salary rates for many ol the middle~level
scientists, englneers, and tecb.n‘icians.52

It was certain that the new law would make government

employment more attractive, and make an important contribu-
tion to the strengthening of the in-house laboratories.

The Retention of Officer-Scientists

Over the years the laboratorles and the Air Force had
suffered an "appalliing loss" of young R&D officers who left
the service after completling their mandatory tours of dutye.
Virtually none stayed on, due in large measure to the greav
difference between military pay and salarles offered both
by industry and civil service. Another important fgctor
was the lack of assignment stabilitye.

This unhappy situatlion was highlighted in the spring

of 1962 in a survey of 32 junior OAR officers, many of them
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with advanced degrees., Only one of the 32 intended to
remain in the Air Force, Twenty-five sald they.planned
to leave at the earliest opportunity. MNost of these pointed
to their inadequate salaries, but also voiced their deep
concern over assignment instability. Twelve officers in-
dicated they would probably stay in the Air Force "if they
could be assured thelr next assignment would be a continua-
tion of their present assignment." Twentynone preferred
a military to a civil service cgreer, 4£ pay were equal to
civil service,"

McNamara's directive of October 1961 had directed the

‘_ services to establish éxtended tours of duty for officer-

scientists, and during the period some steps were taken
in this area, On the other hand, the basic problem of mill-
tary pay; as with civil service pay, rested with Congress.
A DOD Military Pay Study Group during the fall of 1962 stu-
died various proposals, with the emphasis on large increases
for junior officers and enlisted men just completing first
tours, The Study Group recommendations were to be forwarded
to the President, who was expected to submit a military pay
proposal to Congress early 1n 1963,

Tn the mesntime, there was one small area in which
DOD could act to eliminate the differences between military

and civilian personnel., On 1 July 1962 it increased milltary

per diem from $12 to $16, equalizing thls rate of compensation
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to that of its civilian employees.

Classification of Scientific Positions

During 1962 the Air Force also took action to improve
the classification of its scilentific and technical person-
nel. It had been found, as in the case of the PL-313's,
that R&D field agencies were slow and reluctant ﬁo sesk
the higher classifications and salaries available under
Civil Service Commission regulations. There was a distinct
attitude of conservatism in classification at all levels of
commands

‘The Task 97 Civilian Personnel Group uncovered this
situation during its visité to the laboratories in Aprile
June 1962, The Group found "inordinate delays" in imple
menting new classificatlon standards lssued by C3C, and a
less than full use being made of the "lmpact-of-the-man-on-
the-job" concept to provide highér ratings. Position
classifiers frequently operated on the somewhat obsolete
principle that administrative management duties were a pre-
requisite for raising key research positions to the higher
grades., )

At the Air Force Flight Test Center 1t was found that
operating officials were unfamillar with these opportuni-
ties. Personnel officials there were encouraged to take

advantage of the flexibility in classification standards to

55

increase the grades, particularly those in research positions.
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On_the other hand, when the Aeronautical Systems Divislon
did take a more liberal approach on granting higher grades
to scientific personnel, a C3C post-audit team criticized
the practice. ° |
In the fall of 1962 the C36 attempted to clarify its
classification policies with a seriles of field seminars
on its latesﬁ doctrines, particularly the concept of the
' man-on-the-job., However, with the passage in October of
the salary reform law, 1t was expected the C3SC would again
carefully scrutinize 'grade creep, ' a problem of concern
to Congress.

. Revised Standards

A related problem noted by the Task 97 Study Group
was the need to revise or update classification standards
for financial management, systems englneuring, and procure=
ment specialities, in order to reflect recent AFSC system
development and acquiSition sctivities. AFSC described
the financial managemeht positions as "a very new breed"
assoclated wiﬁh management of billion-dollaf,projects and
requiring skills that did not secm to fit budget, comptrole
ler, procurement, or other current standards. The systems
engineering positlions were occupied by members of teams
working on such major programs &as3 Dyna-Soar and the B=70.

Although some of the engineers did not have supervisory

responsibilities, they were experts directing contractor

efforts in fields on the frontiers of knowledge, Similarly,
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procurement specialist standards were considered inadequate
for the responeibilities held.

To resolve this problem, AFSC and C3SC jolintly studied
the positions in question and prepared draft standards which,
if fihally approved, would allow GS-1ly and higher grades for
- many of these jobs;58

Sclentific and Technical Education Programs

In still another area, the Alr rorce studied ways and
means of providing new educational opportunities to its
scientists and engineers., The Seiler task force in 1960
had recognized the tremendous motivational force in having
"g positive, continuous program for substantial professional
growth" and it urged the Alr force to set aside a pool of
manpower spaces ''as replacement of spaces being utilized
by individuals participating in graduate study." The task
force also had recommended alloting spaces to expand the
smallkcollege "cooperative" program---a work-study arrange-
ment in which college studies in scilence and engineering
devoted a portion of thelr time in government laboratories
and received COmpensation. The "co-op' program was viewed
as an important device for recruiting these young scientists
and engineers after they graduated. |

The Bell Committee had also recognized a similar re-

gquirement, that of continually upgrading the capabilities

of federal employees througn education and training. The
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committee reported that with technology rapldly changing,
the on-the-job scientists and engineers often found them-
selves "out of date sfter a decade or so out oféthe univer-

0
sity." As a remedy, the committee recommended:
| ..othe Government must strengthen its educational
programs for its own personnel, to the extent of
sending them back to the university for about an
academic year every decade. Thls program, neces=-
sary as it is, will only become attractive 1f the
employee is ensured job security on his return from
school and if his parent organization is allowed to
carry him on its personnel roster. - e
Indirectly the Bell Committes touched on a basic dif-
ficulty inhibiting expansion of educational programs---man-
‘ power spaces and authorizations. It was the lack of such
spaces, in the light of other more demanding needs, that
had prevented the Air Force from providing more education=-
al opportunities, In April 1962, as one possible solution,
OAR suggested "a somewhat unorthodox approach,.," It recom-
mended the Air Force authorize field commands to exceed
their total professionél scientist authorization by three
percent to provide coverage for full-time study and other
61
educational programs,
 AFSC also urged the Air Force to prpvide'more manpower
spaces to expand the "co-op'! programe. In a letter to General

LeMay on 16 May 1962, General Schriever noted that there

was a steadlly increasihg competition for graduates and

"eeolt has become evident that we must expand our Cooperative

program if we are to be assured a reasonable sharekof young
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scilentists and engineers,
On 17 July the Deputy Secretary of Defense further
emphasized a need‘for‘actidn in this areas Mr., Gilpatric
‘ pointed out to the three service secretaries that ample
authority existed in law and in DOD and C3C regulations
$o conduct extensive educational programs. He encouraged
the services to give increased emphasis to education and
training programs "as a means of assuring a steady flow
of fully qualified personnel, to retainkcompetent civilian
employees and to provide incentives for recruitment pur-
poses."63
Nevertheless, the basic problem~--tight manpower

ceilings---femained. In September the Task 97 Action
Group, after considering various aspects of the problem,
proposed to free the services from SOme of these stringent
manpower controls, Tt recommended‘that positions in the
research and developmeﬁt "pipeline” be exempt from man-
power cellings., These would include college recrults dur-

Tcomop™

ing their first year of employment, summer aides and
students at both the undergraduate and graduate levels;

also full time employees obtaining college level training
or retraining, including those taking post-doctoral level

work in universities or at other research laboratories,

Both Dr, McMillan and Mr. Benjamin W. Frldge, As=-

gistant Secretary of the Air Force (Manpowér) supported
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the above Task 97 Action Group recommendations. On 16 Octe
ober 1962 Dr., McMillan informed Dr., Brown that an exemption
of "pipeline" employees from manpower ceilings would be a
‘major breakthrough in the in-house laboratory'strengthen-
~ ing program, |

Earlier, a Special task force established by Lt. Gen,
William S, Stone, Deputy Chief of btaff/Personnel, examined
the entire problem of 1mproving the scientific educational
programs for both military and civilian employees to meet
future Alr Force requirements.é On 29=-30 August the
task force recommendedkfour short-range and five longwrange
actions, Subsequently, General Stone approved several of
these,kincluding one allowing L26 qualified officers en-

rolled in the Air Force Institute of Technology to continue

thelr work for master and doctoral degrees in sclence and

67

engineering.




CHAPTER III
FUNDING, FACILITIES AND PROCUREMENT AGTIONS

Beginning in November-December 1961 the Air force had
initiated studies to implement paragraph C. of the McNa-
mara directive which had specified that "a fraction of
the annual budget shall be‘set aside for work judged by
the laboratory director to be of promise or importance
without need of prior approVal or review at higher head-
quarters,” Particlpating in these studies were the As=-
sistant Secretary for R&D, the Deputy Chlef of Staff/R&T,
the %ir Force Comptroller, and other headquarters officials,

‘ | The views of AFSC and OAR were solicited. In a response in
early January 1962, Headquarters OAR touched upon what it
cons idered a‘key problem: providing the laboratory comman-
deré with the flexibility to use such money 'without prior
extensive documentation and prior approval at,higher echem
lons ™ OAR doubted this could be done under existing
USAF regulations,

The Laboratory Director's Fund

In the early months of 1962, Alr Force regulations
notwithstanding, Dr. McMillan and the Alr Staff developed
a plan for establishingva special discretionary fund in
fiscal year 1963. Under the plan, the Air Force would re-

program $10 million from its applied research program to

provide for the first year's operationse. For flscal year
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196}, the amount would be boosted to %20 million.*® Before
implementing the program, R&D commands were to prov;de
information on each director (his judgment, competence,
and experience), the number of technical personnel in his
laboratory, his mission, etc.69

On 11 April Dr. McMillan voiced approval of the posi-
tive action taken by General LelMay and the Air Staff and
predicted that many benefits would accrue to the Air Force.
The Assistant Secretary urged that once the fund was in
operation, complete authority pe given "to the Laboratory
Directors to select promising and important areas of work
without prior approval or review ét higher levels." He
further recommended that the concept be kept as simple
and straight forward as possible. In particular, he recom-
‘mended that "the use of these funds should be unencumbered
with restrictive reviews and procedures, red tape and ine-
volved or lengthy justification and documentation,"

The sole check, Lr. McMillan said, was to be an after=
the-fact review, Preliminary reports were to be furnished
verbally to thekAFSC and OAR cammandéfs,_the Air Force
Chief Scientist, and himself. Eollowing completion of
the research, resultélwere'to be presented orally and as
a written réport, with the latter made available to the

Department of Defense and other appropriate agenciles,

#3ubsequently reduced to $11 million,
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On 24 April 1962 the Alr Staff formally notified AF3C
and OAR about the fund, and asked that information on their
directors, laboratories, personnel, etc. be provided.7l
OAR later submitted the names of two directors, AFSC named
eight directors of the fund, and they also provided data
on the breakdown of the $10 million among their indivldual
researcn 1aboratories.72 Dr. McMillan reviewed and approved
the commands!? selections and the proposed levels of funding,
and in August the Comptroller released the $10 million.

For the laboratories it was & highly unusual situatlon :
to possess fpee money, and some personnel expressed doubts
that they would be allowed to proceed, Indeed, the inbred
concern over fiscal responsibility was,diffioult tolover-
come, as seen on 21 August when AFSC notified 1ts difectors
that while it did not plan ﬁokimpose any restrictiohs,;they
were not excueed "from ﬁhose‘laws, and regulatory documents
based on laws," which pertained to the eXpenditure of govern-
ment funds, In order to facilitate the program, AFSC sug-
gested that actlon papers ih complianoe with the Laws be
clearly marked: "Expedlite, Laboratory Director's Fund," If
directors felt such laws and regulations were unduly restrie-
tive, specific prOposedochanges‘were’to'be identified to
AFSC.7u gy . AR

The laboratory direcfor's fund clearly was an experl-

ment. It would require at least a year of operation before
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the Alr Force and O3D could determine whether this ap-

proach to the strengthening of the laboratories was ef=-

" fective,

P-690 Funds

Despite the interest and in some caSQS»enthusiasm

aroused by the director's fund, the EnégﬁwalIOGations_re-
[l ‘
nained the life-blood of the laboratories, being used %o
pay not only civillan pep&oﬁﬁél but to purchase supplies,
equipment, services, and minor modifications to R&D facile
1ties. Unfortunately, as Dr, McMillan remarked in April
1962, th; P-690 funds had been "woefully inadequate for
years," fluctuating wildly, being allocated and then par-
t{ally withdrawn to meet other Air Force needs, As one
consequénce,~laboratories frequengly could not obtain ex-
. 7 ‘

pensive but essential equipment.

In March 1961 the. government'!s laboratory policles
in this connection were severely criticized before a House
panel on science and technology by Dr. Mauri$e Je. Zucrow

7

of Purdue University. Dr. Zucrow had said:

...We appropriate money year by year, and pay no
attention to the fact that new instruments are con-
stantly being developed and that current laboratory
equipment is depreciating and becoming obsolete. I
em told that there is no way where a Government lab-
oratory can accumulate money and set 1t aside as a
depreciation reserve fund for modernizing its equip-
ment, I am further told that a separate appropria~
tion from the Congress 1s needed when a laboratory

needs major new egquipment. This in itself is detri-
mental to operating a government laboratory at the
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highest tecanicsl level, and 1s not conducive %o
interesting newly graduated Ph.D.s in entering
Government service, Industry is allowed deprecia~-
tion, why not Government laboratories?

An alternate possibility which greatly interested |
USAF scientists involved the use of P-610-680 R&D contract
funds. These ADT&E funds had been expanding at a tremen-
doué rate, increasing from $940 million %o nearly two bile
lion dollars in the five years between fiscal years 1958
and 1962. Of these amounts, the portion alloted for basic
research, mostly accomplished in-bousé, rose only from &3k
milli-n to $52.7 million---an actual pegcenﬁage decline
from 3.6 to 2.7 percent;of the budget.7 |

As early as 1960 the Seiler:task force had recommended
that the Air Force suthorize the reprogramming of P-610-680
contract funds to provide direct laboratory support. The
task force also suggested that the laboratories be allowed
to purchase needed in-houéé items»of equipment costing more
than $5,000 from the P-610-680 area, But, as noted earlier,
there had been no immediate agtion on the Seller Report
recommendations.

In January 1962 AFSC, resurrécting the Seiler task
force recommendation, urged Headquartérs USAF to authorize
the use of P-610-68O fﬁnds nfor direct costs such as pecus-
liar equipment sssociated with approved programs to be pere

formed in our in-house 1aboratories."79 The Office of

Aerospace Research also requested authority to reprogram a
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a minimum of five percent of itsBP-610~680 budget to the
0
support of the in-house program.
S1x months elapsed before Headquarteré, USAF acted
on these recommendations and finally recorded a "hreak-
through.” In June 1962, at the request of Mr.Zuckert,
the Assistant Secretary;for R&D set up a special project
with the Alr force Comptroller:to resolve the basic prob-
, 7

lem of inadequate level of P-690 support. On lo July
the Comptroller reported that procurement of laboratory
equipment with P-610-680 funds had merit and that it would

, 2
be a consideratlon during preparation of the 196l budget.

Two months later, on 26 September, the Comptroller of-

fictally recognized "the validity of the use of t‘project?
funds for procurement of non-standard and local purchase
equipme nt: for laboratory use tg perform in-house research."
He informed APSC and OAR that:

Projects included under fesearch and Explora-
tory Development elements, involving contractual
efforts, may be utilized for the procurement of nonw-
standard and local purchase equipment and supplles
specifically for use in Air Force laboratories, pro-
vided that such procurement is directly in support
of the specific project from which the funds are ob-
tained. S :

In reporting to Dr. MeMillan, the Comgiroller said that the
new policy was effective immediatelye. This decision con-

stituted one of the major achlevements of the perlod in the

Air PForce effort to stfengthen and imprOVé the in-house re-

search establishment,
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Facilities and Construction

Another area that had troubled Alr Fo:cé laboratories
was their historic inability to obtain adequate research
facilities on a timely basis. Laboratory directors long
had complained that construction in support of R&D pro-
grams was "out of phase wilth both research programs and
system development." As with other areas of R&D support,
the preference in construction matters had gone to indus-
 trial contractors,sswho werekgenerally cble to obtaln
large government allocatlions with minimum delay and pPro=-
ceed swiftly to the construction of facilities.

The prolonged delays in obtaining in-house facilities
were due in SOme measure to the need to cbtain congres-
sional approvals through the Military Construction Program
routes dongress;not\only pequiredrdetgiled information on
proposed construction,: but once a facillty had been author-
ized by law, and described in terms of cost, scope, loca=
tion and usage, changec could only be made wlth congres-
sional approval. Thﬁs, despite the need to obtain new
facilities to meet rapidly changing technological condl-
tions, the 1éboratorie$ had to wait upon lengthy authori-
zation procedures and cndure delays that sometimes ran to
five and six years,

Another aspect of the sclentists! complaints about

"the system" was that their facllity requirements were
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historically lumped with other mllitary construction, This
put them into competition with the combat forces for funds,
a competition which they generally lost,. " In an effort
to resolve this situation, AFSC in November 1961 urged
Headquarters, USAF to separate and consider R&D facllities
apart from the overall military constructlon program. A
special ad hoc panel of the Scienﬁific Advisory Board si-
milarly proposed that the funding of technical facilities
be removed from the MCP budget and incorporated intq,the
RDT&E program package.87

. However, it was realized that such a revolutionary
change would take several years and nuch effort to effect,
For the immediate future, the Air Staff studied several
other approaches, One of these involved a §roposal, ten-
tatively approved by Dr. McMillan in October 1962, seek-
ing:congressional approval for’a genarélbpurpose facilities
appfopriation in the FY 1964 Military Conggruction Program
to be used for urgently-needed R&D ltems,

, Iﬁ the meantime, progress was being'made in funding
required facilities, For FY 1963 Congress appropriated
%73.2 million for USAF technical facilitlies---well above
the $28,1 million provided the Air Force the previous years

Frocurement and Supply Difficulties

For a number of years laboratory personnel had com-

plained that the USAF procurement and supply system was

unresponsive to the needs of their activity. They charged
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that the Air Force system, through 1its emphasis on strong
supply and management discipline, had the foecf of SloWem
ing down and delaying by months and sometimes years the
work of the in-house establishment. For example, sclen-
tists at the Air Force Flight Test Center repofted that
procurement documents for a single piécé of equipment had
traveled about the Headquarters for 18 months because the
forms were not properly"prepared.8 The weaknesses of
the overall defense suﬁnly system in supporting R&D had
been recognized as early as 1954 by a congressional com-
mittee, It had concluded that standard procurement and
;ogistic procedures and regulations were "fnappropriate"
when applied to the research operation, and clearly di-
mlnisned the productivity of the R&D organizations.go

Despite this early recognition of the general probve
lem, little was done durlng the next eight years to re-
lieve the situation, It was only with the sudden surge
of interest in the wake of the licNamara directive that
atteﬁtion turned to one of the Seiler Report recommendae
tions, It urged that cash purchasing officers be physical=-
1y placed in the major:researqﬁ organlzations to diréctly
service the needs of the sclentists and reduce delayse

In January 1962 the Aeronautical Research Laboratory

was given authority to establlish an internsl cast purchese

ing office to see 1f an improvement in supply support cou.d
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" be achieved. Results were quite startling. OAR reported

to Dr. MeMillan that the first 30 transactions in January

had averaged three days from initiation to delivery, as
compared to December's rate of 4O days per purchase, '

The improvement in supply effectiveness was S0 drante
tic that the Alr Force Systems Command took a look at the
procedure and then formally adopted it (on 21 HMarch) for
lts ma jor laboratories. AFS3C authorized the contracting
officers to handle cash purchasing ap to $100 and to use
othef quick reaction tecnnliques for purchases o $2,500.92

‘ Even as laboratory hopes were being rasied by the
decentralization of supply control, another of several
contradictory Alr Force;policies {as they affected the
laboratories) was announcedvand threatened to stop further
progress, This particular policy took the form of a révi-
sion to Air Force procurement instructions (AFPI Revision
No. 15, dated 16 April 1962), specifically deleting au-
thority to decentralize cash surchasing for highly tech-
nical material.93 When AF3C brought the @eleterious efw
fects of the revision to the attention of Air Staff of-
ficials, the Director of Procurement lianagement agreed

to an exception for the R&D establishments.

Base Equipment Manapement Offices

In December 1961 still another threat to efforts to

achleve a more flexible supply operation came to the attention
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of laborstory personnel, It involved an Alr Force plan to
establish a Base Equipment Management Office (BEMO) by
1 July 1962 at each base and certain other Air Force lo-
cations. The BEMO was‘to be accountable for all equip=
ment at a base for both host and tenant units,’thereby
relieving the'units of this responsibility. This would
free R&D supply personnel, 1t was explained, "so that
they can concentrate their efforts on providing scien-
tists with the needed eguipment,”

However, in the opinion of some laboratory adminis-
trators, t he proposed systen would simply create a new,
inefficient, and troublesome layer of organization above
the laboratories, 'If past experience is any criterion,”
one official commented, "'the establishment of a BEMO will
be another unit that is non-R&D oriented and will there-
fore have little appreclation of the incompatibility of
R&D requirements with those of tae operational units."9
Similar expressions of concern were voiced in May 1662
during meetings of the Alr Force Council of Scientists,
claiming that the BEMO concept as proposed would be unable
to. meet the highly spécialize@ supply requirements of the
1ab5ratories. | |

On 25 May Dr. McMillan urged the Assistant Secre-
tary for Materiel to reexamlne the BEMO plan with a view

to exempting R&D organizations. He described the actions

the Air Force had taken to improve in-house conditions and
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stated that the proposed supply system would "introduce
" new inflexibilities int? the néw way of 1life we are trye - .
ing to create..." ;: |
In the weeks that followed, further dlscussions bet-
ween the Special Assistant for Laboratories and materiel
and supply personnel led to a happy solution, It involved
giving authority to the laboratory directors to establish
internal BEMO's directly under their control and respon-
sive solely to the needs of the scientists.
The first unit authorized to establish its own BEMO
was the Aeronautical Systems Divisionﬁga‘ In August 1962?
. after a team from the Qi‘fice of the Director of Supply
and Services visited several iaboratory complexes, the
Alr Force Cambridge Hesearch Laboratories and the Aero-
nautical Research Laboratory also wers authorized to es-
tablish BENO'S.9 In addition, several organizations ob=-
tained the use of an "N" gecount, giving them direét access
to Air force Logisticg'Command depots for items unavalle
able in base supply.
In commenting on the above positive actions, the Spe-
cial Assistant for Leboratories sald on 31 Augﬁst 1962:
T feel that we now ha&e & much greater degree_of‘under_

standing of the nature of laboratory work on the part of

our logistical peovle and (the) necesslty for supply sup-

port which is responsive to the needs of our laboratories.”
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. Mr, Glass predicted that more efiective teamwork between

R&D and supply personnel would result in many beneflits

to the Alr orce.




CHAXrTER IV
SUMMARY

In the twelve-month period following issuance of
the McNamara directive of 1l October 1961, the Alr Force
successfully attacked many individual problems that had
plagued and weakened in-house laboratory operations, In
fact, a2s Dr., Mckillan commented in a memorandum to General
LeMay on 25 October 1962, "we have succeeded far beyond
my most optimistic expectations."

Many noteworthy achievements highlighted the year.
The Air force had established the Council of Scientists,
the Special Assistant for Laboratories, and the Research
and Techno;ogy Division., Administrative changes within
OAR had fostered a more favorable anvironﬁent for its
scientists. PFlans for a new research lagboratory at the
Alr Force Academy were well advanced. Policy and proce-
dural changes allowed the laboratories greatér freedom in
arsas of manpower control, local cash purchasing, and

base equipment management., Enactment of the Federal 3Sal-

‘ary Reform Act of 1962 and favorable Interpretations on

PL-313 positions eased somewhat the pressures of salary
and grade inequities. Finally, funding procedures for
the construction of facllities and the purchase of equlpe

ment with other than P-690 money were in prcgess of improves-

mente.
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These and other advances were the result of efforts
~at many levels of government--~congressional and executive—==
to strengthen the 1n-house'résearch establishment.' HOWevér,'
much more remained to be done. In hls memorandum to General
o , 101
LeMay, Dr, MclMillan pointed out that:
While we must continue to solve individual prob-
lems as they are uncovered and defined, I feel that
in order for the gains we have made to Dbe consolida-
ted and lasting, we must translate them into firm
Air Force policy statements and regulations, not
only at USAF level and in the R&D regulations (80~
series) but at all levels of management above the
laboratories and all regulation series associated
with the support of R&D organizations.

The hope and long range aim of Secretary McMillan and
his staff was the creation "of a true Alr Force Scientific
Community. " Howe#er, being a small pebble on a large beach,
the Alir Forceylaboratories were certain to face continual
difficulties arising from the contradictory policies that
seemed endemic to a large organization, With new edlcts
expected to be laid down in the areas of manpower and fund-
ing, directed at the air Force in its totality, the threat
remaiﬁed that the speclal needs of in-house research would
be forgotten or ignored, Thus, the permanent strengthening
of the 1aboratdries appeared dependent on a continuing ef-

ffortkto obtain recognition and support at the highest levels

of command,
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CHRONOLOGY

15 Nov 60 An ARDC Task Force report on "High Quality
Tn-House Basic Ressarch Laboratories' recome
mended 19 actions to strengthen the Air Torcetls
research establishment. ‘

1l Apr 61 In a report on "The Competition for Quality,"
the Federal Council for Science and Technole
ogy strongly recommended a modernization of
the existing federal salary structure. The
report noted that private industry was able
to compensate its best people more adeguately,
and to recruit new ones, wnile the governmenv
found it "increasingly difficult to compete
in the highly competitive market Ior the best
research personnel.” The council urged that
federal salary rates be lncreased to appro-
priate levels, and that the salary structure

. be made more flexible to provide a means of
. recognizing superilor performances.

23 Jun 61 The House Committee on Appropriations issued
: a report highly critical of the government's
policies and programs ln the area of defense
research and engineering. It expressed spe-
cial concern over 'excessive” salaries being
paid by government-sponsored non-profit or-
ganizations,

26 Jul 61 In = report on federal budgeting for research
and development activities, Sen. Hubert H,
Humphrey of the Senate Commlttee on Govern-
ment Operations warned that: "...the Congress
as a whole cannot be content with budgetary
practices in research and developre nt which
may have been adequate in a bygone day bub
which are not adequate now when the Govern-
ment 1s spending every month three~fourths of
a billion dollars for research and dsvelop-
ment, "

31 Jul 61 fresident Kennedy requested David #. Bell, Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, to undere
take a comprehensive review of the government's
policies on the use Of contracts with private
institubions to provide for operation of R&D

. : facilities and programs, and to determine
whether the public interest would best be served
by the use of contractors '"or direct Governw
ment operations.”




Aug 61 -
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~ 1l Oct 61

19 Oct 61

Oct 61

3 Nov 61

20 Nov 61

59

A Task 97 Study Group organi,ed by Dr. Harold
Brown, DDR&E, and headed by lMr, John Golden,
Weapon Systems EZvaluation Group, completed a

- NReview of Defense Laboratories.” In its pro-

gress report which included preliminary recom-
mendations, the group discussed many weaknesses
uncovered in the laboratories.

Dr, Leonard S. Sheingold, Chief Air Force Scienw
tist, established a Council of Scientists "to
improve the technical lines of communication
between the key technical civilians of the Air
Force and the military community who represent
the Air 3taff and Comnand level, and to improve
the utilization of all scilentific resources to
the utmost benefit of the Air Force."

In a memorandum to the service secretaries and
other DOD officials, Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara expressed "profound concern' for the
maintenance. of a vigorous program and high morale
within the in-house laboratories. He directed a
number of management, budgetary, and personnel
changes be made to strengthen the in-house es-
tablishmente. '

Dr. Harold Brown, DDR&E, in remarks to sclentists

of the Naval Research Laboratory, cited the lc-

amara memorandum as the start of a sustained
effort to improve and strengthen the competence
of the defense laboratories.

Dr.» Brockway McMillan, Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force(R&D) took over responsibility for
reviewing and approving FL 313 recommendations
and appointments,

Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, USAF Chief of Staff, re-
quested the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board
"to examine research and development activities
in the Air Horce with major emphasis on a drastic
improvement of our in-house laboratorlies in ac=-
cordance with the intent o Secretary McNamara's
memorandum of 1l October 1961."

An A8 Hoc Committee on In-House Laboratories,
organized by the SAB, held 1ts first meeting in -
the Pentagon. Among the conferees were: Dr. -
Sheingold, Mr. Golden, Dr., McMillan, Gen. Ber-
nard A, Schriever (AR3C), Maj. Gen., Daniel E.
Hooks (OAR), and Brig. Gen. ReL. Wassell, DCS/
R&T. ‘ ‘ e
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30 Nov 61 A special AFSC Ad Hoc Group on In-House Lab-
: oratories issued a report on manpowery fund-

ing and other actions needed to strengthen
the research organlzation.

i Dec 61 The Air Force Council of Secientists sponsored
a Pentagon meeting attended by DOD and Alr
Force R&D officials, and representatives of
the Civil Service Commissions The conferees
discussed a range of topics dealing with ine-
house problems, and neard specifilc recommen-
dations from field representatives.

18 Dec 61 In a report to Dr. MclMillan, General Schriever
said studies were underway within AF3C to es=
tablish a new Research and Technology Division.

18-19 Dec 61 The SAB Ad Hoc Comnittee heard presentations on
in-house problems by: Brig. Gen. BeGo Holzman,
Dr. Wede rrice, Eele Glass, and Dre. John Burgess,
representing OAXR and AFSC research laboratories,

5 Jan 62 The Office of Aerospace Research reported the
- appointment of a Special Assistant® to expedite.
‘ actions to implement the recommendations of
15 Nov 60 ""Seller Report, "

15 Jan 62 AFSC established a speclal award program for
' scientific and tecinical achievement in aero-
space research and development and administra=
tion. The award program included a plague,
o certificate, and $500 to be presented to
winning candidatese

15 Jan 62 To speed supply reaction the Aeronatical Re=
search Laboratory intlated operation of an
snternal cash purchasing office, Its first
30 transactions resulted in a three-day roace
Yion time from initlation ©o delivery, as
compared to a December rate of L0 days per
purchase.

Feb 62 President Kennedy submitted a federal salary
reform proposal to Congress. He recommended
a three-step boost in the salaries of governe
ment scientists and engineers to achieve com-
parability with private industrye

Feb 62 A special SAB Ad lHoc panel on Technical Fa-
cilities recommended that: "The funding of
technical facilitles should be removed from
the military construction budget and placed
in the research and development program SO the
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same management structure can be used tO 6Xw
ercise authority to keep interdependent pro-

grams and facilities in balance from a timing
and resources application point of view,"

1l Feb 62 Secretary Zuckert authorized Dr. MeMillan to
' . obtain the services of a Special Agsistant for

Laboratories. Mr. Edward M. Glass, technical
director of the Materials Laboratory, Wrighte
patterson AFB, was named to the new post and
given "a single responsibility, that of ir-
proving the in-houseklaboratories of the Air
Force." '

21 Mar 62 AFSC authorized its laboratories to appoint
cash purchasing officers to handle transac-
tions not to exceed $100. AFSC also author-
ig5ed use of the order-invoice-voucher for
transactions over %100 and up to $2,500, when-
ever necessarye. ,

30 Mar 62 Dr. Brown, DDR&E, reconstituted the Task 97
Study Group as an Action Group. Mr. Edward
M, Glass, Special Assistant for Laboratories,
' was named das the Alr Force representative on
the new unit. ‘

Apr 62 The SAB Ad Hoc Committee on In-fiouse Labora=
- tories issued its report, It endorsed the
establishment of the AFSC Research and Tech-
nology Division, and the recommendations of
the special panel on technical facilitles.,

i Apr 62 A rrovisional Research and Technology Divisilon,
AFSC, was activated at Bolling AFB, D.C., "in
direct support of the expressed desires of the
Secretary of Defense t0O strengthen the labora-
tory structure and to lmprove the in-house
technical capabilities of the Armed Services."

L Apr 62 General LeMay approved a plan to establish a
special Laboratory Director's Ffund of $10 mii=-
1ion for FY 1963. The funds were to be obtained
from a reprogramming of applied research funds.
AFSC was to be allocated $7.5 million, OAR
$2,5 million, ~ .

30 Apr 62 The Bell Committee ilssued 1ts report on gov-
ermment contracting for research and develop=-
. : ment, The commlttee concluded that 1t was in
the national interest for the government to
continue to rely heavily on contracts with
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non-federal institutions to accomplish sclen-
tific and tecnnical work. However, to halt
the erosion of the government's in~house €S
tablishment, the committee recommended actions
be taken t o sharply improve the working envie
ronment within the laboratories.

30 Apr 62 A Special Task 97 Civilian Personnel Group,
composed of DOD and Civil Service Commission
representatives, began a two-day visit to
the Alr Force Flight Test Center, tdwards AFB,
¢alif., to gather information on personnel
and related problemse

7-8 May 62  The Task 97 Civilian Personnel Group visited
the Rome Air Development Center, Griffiss AFB,
Rome, N,Y. ‘

15 May 62 The Air Force issued a revised regulation 80-l4
announcing its policy was "to achleve and main-
tain an internal research capability (basic
and applied) of highest quality."! The in-house

, laboratories were recognized as 'one of our
‘ greatest 2ssetSees '

31 May 62 The Office of Aerospace Research named the
following Laboratory Directors to receive the
unsncumbered fund: Brig. Gen. B.G. Holzman,
AFCRL, and Col. R.L. Fontana, ARL., The selec-
tions were approved by Dr. rcklllan.

I Jun 62 General Lelay approved "in principle"” a plan
to establish a new basic research laboratary
st the Air Force Academy, sponsored by OAR.

-6 Jun 62 The Task 97 Civilian Personnel Group visited
| the Aeronautical Systems Division, Wright-
Tatterson AFB, in a continuation of its fact-
finding mission.

18 Jun 62 Hg USAF authorized the Aeronautical Systen
Division to operate a separate base equipment
‘management office. Similar authority later
was given AFCRL and ARL.

20 Jun 62 A progress, report on problems and actions ase
socisted with the Alr Force laboratories was
issued by Mr, Glass, the Special Assistant
for Laboratories.

1 Jul 62 DOD raissd to $16.,00 the per diem authorization
for military travel. It previously was $12400.




3 Jul 62

15 Jul 62

23 Jul 62

26 Jul 62

1 Aug 62

2930 Aug
62

1 Sep 62

N
=
Rz

[0]
g

[6))

no

63

AF3C designated the following officials to be
responsible for the Laboratory Director's Fund:
Col. A.I., Karstens, Aerospace ledical Labora-
tory, AMD; Col. J.P. Taylor, Director of Aero-
mechanics, A3D; Col. W.Pe Glover, Director of
Avionics, AS$SD; Col. G.M. McNeese, Director of
Armament Development, Eglin AFB; Cole. H. W,
Norton, 6595th Test Group, Edwards AFB; Dr.
J.S. Burgess, Rome Air Development Center; Col.
D.I. Frickett, Director of Hesearch, AF3SWC,

Task 97 Action Group published an Interim Re-
port on Delineation of Personnel Problems Afw
fecting the In-House Laboratories of the De-
partment of Defense, based on visits to DOD
laboratories during April-June 1962,
Gen,William ¥, licsee, Vice /S, announced that
the R&D commands could "make an exception to
the general rule of centralized control of mane
power in the case of laboratory directors.”
They were to tailor thelr future manpower con-
trol policies so as to provide maximum flexi-
bility to the laboratory directors.

The Research and Technology Division, AFSC,
was activated at Bolling AFB, D.Ce., under the
command of Maj. Gen. Marvin C. Demler,

Progress Report No. 2 on Problems and Actlons
Associatsd with the Air Force In-House Labora-
tories was issued by Mr. Glass, The Special
Assistant reported many new benchmarks and

"a resurgence of confidence for the future
among our engineers and scientists."

A task force was established by DCS/Personnel,
Lt, Gen., William S. Stone, to review the scien
tific educational programs of the Alir Force for
both military and civilian personnel.

Col. Richard C. Gibson, professor of Astronau-

tics at the Alr rorce Academy, was named as
the first commander of the proposed new OAR
laboratory., The unit was designated Detach-

‘ment 5, Headguarters OAR.

Progress Report No. 3 on the In-House Labora-
tories was published.
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20 Nov 62

6L

The Air force Comptroller reported that BP-610
through 680 funds previously limited to con-.
tract usage would be made available for use

of in-house laboratories to procure non-stan-
dard and local purchase equipment.

AFCRL was designated as the responsible agency
for investigations of Intensity levels, charac-
teristics and location of radiation areas in

space, by Lt. CGen. Howell M. Estes, Jr,, Deputy
Commander for Aerospace Systems, AFSC, :

Congress adopted a Federal 3Salary Reform Act
in Public Law 87-793. It provided signifi-
cant salary increases for scientists and en-
gineers, and adopted the principle that fe-
deral salary rates should "be comparable with
private enterprises salary rates for the same
level of work," ~

Dr., Mclillan recommended to General Lelay that
the new Air Force Academy Laboratory be named
after the late Col. Frank J. Seller.

Progress Report No. l on Problems and Actlons
Associated with the Alr Force Laboratories
was issued,
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February 1, 1962
MEMORANDUM FOR DIRZCTOR DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
SURJECT: More Effective Control of In House Laboratories

This is in reply to your memorandum, subject as above,
dated 1l December L1961 in which you requested a report on
the actions which I plan to take in consonance with the
management principle which requires that M. esprocedures
will be established in which the principal laboratories of
each Service will be brought under the management control
of the Assistant Secretaries for Research and Development
of each of the Military Departments,” which was originally
stated in the memorandum from the Secretary of Defense,
subject: In House Laboratories, dated 1L October 1961.

I have authorized my Assistant Secretary for R&D to
obtain the services of a 3peclal Assistant for Laboratoriese.
This Special Assistant will be charged with a single res-
ponsibility, that of improving the in house laboratories
in the Air Force. By placing this position in!the Office
. of the Assistant Secretary of the Air force (R&D), we are
essentially establishing a means whereby the principal
laboratories of the Air Force will be brought under the
more effective control of the Assistant Secretary (R&D).

- We have also located a man who is admirably gqualified
to serve as the Special Assistant. Mr. Edward Glass, who
is now technical director of the Materials Laboratory at
Wright Field has demonstrated that he possesses an intimate

- knowledge of the problems of the in house laboratories and
that he is effective in finding ways and means of improv-
ing them within the governmental framework. We are confl-
dent that this knowledge, experience and demonstrated capa=-
bility will result in significant improvements when it is
applled to all the Alr Force laboratories. The reconmmen-
dations he will make will have a significant effect on the
policies of my office. I have informed the Chief of Staff
and asked for the cooperation of his staff.

. In addition to the planned steps described above, we
have, initiated many actions, (1) The Assistant Secretary
R&D has asked that the SecDef's memorandum of 1l October
be given wide disseminatlon in the in house laboratories,
This has been done., (2) An Air PForce Council of Scientists
has been formed headed by the Chief Sclentist. My Assistant

cory
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' Secretary for R&D is using this as a feedback and control
mechanisms in order to assure that actions we initlate have
been properly interpreted and executed. (3) By referencs

. to previous studies and the reports of the Air Force Counw
cil of Scientists, the Assistant Secretary has 1dentified

a series of items which need improvement or change. Suit-
able recuests for some of the needed changes have been is-
sued to OAR and AF3C and most of the remaining deflciencies
will be dealth with by the Special Assistant for Laborator-
ies, (L) The Assistant Secretary has asked that AFSC and
OAR report bi-monthly on the progress of the foregoing lm-
provements on procedures and policles. The Iirst report

i1s due 10 February. (5) The Assistant Secretary for R&D has
initiated an exercise directly with OAR and AFSC whereby
selected in house laboratories will undertake some new, not
yet identifled exploratory research for which funds and man-
power over thelr present cellings will be provided. (6) The
Assistant Secretary (R&D) has reviewed and is continuing to
review and re-orient the applied research program of the

Air Force in order to improve its quality. Frequent con-
_tact is made directly with applied research program direc-
tors in each of the technical areas, I believe a signifi-
cant improvement in the quality of the applied research 1s
resulting, (7) The Assistant Secretary is reviewing changes
in the management structure and procedures at AFSC which-
will place technical control of the applied research program
under laboratory chiefs rather than Technlcal Area Managers,
(8) The Assistant Secretary has taken full advantage of the
existing PL-31l3 regulations and is personally reviewing recom-
mendations for new PL-313's and for salary increases, AFSC
has already set up some PL-313 positions which are chlefly
scientific in nature.

‘Wnile significant strides have already been taken, it
1s obvious that much more remains to be done, The Assistant
Secretary for R&D has my whole hearted support in carrying
out further improvements to achleve a more effective control
of the in house laboratories. ‘

/s/

~ Zugene M, Zuckert
Secretary of the Alr Force
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MEMORANDUM FOR T?W CHIEF’OF ‘MAFFngS%F

SUBJECT: In-House Laboratories; Funds for Laboratory
Directors

I concur with the proposed procedures outlined in your
memorandum of li April 1962, subject as above, as a.basis
for implementing subpsragraph c. of SecDef ‘1lj October. L96l
memorandum, subject: In-House Laboratories.

The potential of this modus operandi is such that
many benefits will accrue. I am pleased that the Air Force
- has been able to take positive action in this direction,

‘I am confident that the actions to carry out this.con-
cept will fully comply with the spirit and intent of 'sub-
paragraph ¢, Once the Laboratory Directors have been iden-
tified and the amount of funds for each selected Directors -
established, complete authority must be glven for the Lab-
oratory Directors to select promising and important areas
of work without prior approval or review at hlgher levels.,
‘Thus, a laboratory director will have the flex1b111ty to
undertake new work during an operating year in the manner
he considers most appropriate, whether by in-house or by
contract or combination of both.

After ‘the fact review will be Iin accordance with the
procedures set forth in my memorandum to DDR&E dated 23
January 1962,

I will expect everyone to do his part in keeping this
concept as Smele and straight forward as possgible. The
use of these funds should be unencumbered with restrictive
reviews and procedures, red tape and involved or lengthy
justifications and documentation. It is only in this man-
ner that we can create a truly qulick reaction and flexible
capability to exploit new ideas and Interesting approaches
as they are conceived at laboratory level.

/s/

" Brockway McMillan
‘Assistant Secretary
Research and Development

COPY
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18 April 1962

MEMORANDUM FOR DR, MCMILLAN

SUBJECT: Strengthening the In-House Laboratories

This is a progress report on actlons taken with res-
pect to the Secretary of Defense Memorandum of 1Ly October
1961 and in response to the Seiler Report recommendations.

_ Probably the most significant action relates to the
establishment of a fund for use by Laboratory Directors to
select promising and important areas of work without prior
approval or review at higher levels. A fund of $10 million
will be established for this purpose beginning in FY 163,
with 820 million being considered for FY '6l. Identifica-
tion of Laboratory Directors and amount of funds for each
Laboratory Director will be subject to review and approval
of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, R&D.

Hqg AFSC has been granted authority to proceed with
the ‘activation of a provisional Research & Technology Di=-
vision effective L April 1962. The provisional Division
will plan the details and a concept of operatlions to pro-
vide the required organizational structure, environment
and .leadership for the ARPSC in-house laboratories and the
conduct of high quality research and advanced technology
programs, Full utilization will be made of the recommen-
dations resulting from the SAB studles on In-~house research.
The planning studies of the provisional Division are ex=
pected to be completed within 60-90 days. The results of
these studies will be reviewed by the Assistant Secretary
for R&D before final action is, taeken on the establishment
of a permanent Division, : : E

.. In compliance with the 1l and 30 March 1962 memoran=-
dum from DDR&E, the Alr Force is participating in the acti-
vities of a newly established Task 97 Civilian Personnel
Group. This group, in conjunction with the Clvil Service
Cormission will visit selected service in-house laborator-
ies., The purpose of the visits is to examine the personnel
problems assoclated with attracting and keeping qualified
scientists and englneers, or their underlying causes,: and
to develop quickly an adjustment action required. The three

coprpX




70

Air Force organizations selected for these visits are Ed-
wards AFB, Rome Air Development Center and Aeronautical
Systems Division., :

 Supply and procurement backup to the in-house labora-
" tories has been cited many times as a major deterrent to
effective operations of high quality laboratories. The
0AR Laboratories have been authorized cash purchasing agents
physically iocated within their organization, to provide a
more rapld response to the unpredictable research needs of
scientists and engineers, One laboratory after one month
of experience reports a 93% decrease in procurement time
for small purchases through this action., Hq AFSC has es-

- tablished and is implementing a policy to have contracting
officers physically located in AFSC laboratories to handle
cash purchasing for transactions up to $100,00 and other
quéck reaction technigues for other small purchases up to
$2500. o

‘The Air Force supply system and its responsiveness to
the needs of in-house laboratories i1s being examined at the
present time to detsrmine means of reducing complexity and
increasing timely and effective support,. : .

Two additi onal items cited as problem areas by the
Seiler Report have been resolved: (1) Technlical Libraries
have been exempted from the Central Frocurement System and
(2) the authority to determine exemptlons to the Buyl Ameri-
can Act, based on non-availablility, has been delegated to
- local levels within Hgq AR3C and to OAR for scientific books,

specialized equiprent and suppliess ’

The Flexibility in setting in-hire rates for some
technical specialties for scientists and engineers recom-
mended by the Seiler Report has been partially resolved by
the Civil Service Commission. New (higher) minimum salary
“pates have been established for categorles of positions
through GS-11l, Higher minimum rates for positions above
GS-11 were not included because of the Administration's new
pay structure proposal to Congress which includes substan-
tially higher salaries for these higher grade positions,
The action on the GS-5's tarough G3~1ll's will Dbe helpful
in attracting and retaining people in these grade ranges.

ﬁTbe Seiler Report recommended additional manpower spaces.
for fulli time graduate study and cooperative programs, Dur-
ing FY-62 AFSC is supporting 33 full time graduate students
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and OAR 8, for a total of L1 within existing manpower cell~
ings, In the coop program OAR 1s supporting 10-15 from
their own manpower spaces and AFSC approximately 80, OAR
has recuested from AFOMO authorlzation to over-hire 3% of
its professional strength per year for sabbatical leave

* and full-time graduate study and also to provide the op-
portunity of research workers on leave from their own or-
panizations to work within the in-house laboratories., Thus
for training purposes, civillan spaces would be handled si-
milarly to military spaces for AFIT participation, Hq AFSC
is currently examining the requirement for additional spaces
to cover expanded full time graduate study and coop pro-
grams, The gquestion seems to resolve itself into either re=
quiring both AFSC and O4R to use a greater proportion of
their spaces for this important purpose or finding other
means of permitting these organizations to satisfy this need.
T feel that possibly both should be examined. The problem
of manpower is a critical one within the Air Force, but I
feel 'that the in-house laboratories have not had their fair
- share of the pie in ther past. To some degree, it pdrallels
the problems associatedrwith P-690 shortages, but in many
respects is even more criticals I feel consideration should
be given to establishing a pool of civillan manpower spaces
under the control of the Assistant Secretary for R&D to be
used selectively in supporting expanded educational and in-
house programs which are manpower limited. This would be

an additional facet to the action taken recently to provide
unencumbered funds to laboratory Directors. 1 plan to dis-
cuss this shortly with the manpower people within Hg USAF.

A plan of action should be available by 15 June 1962,

- The Seilér Report recommended that additional authori-
zations be provided Laboratories to permit effective ubili-
zation of technically educated military personnel and to
encourage these officers to consider a career with the Air
Force., Hq OAR has recommended to DCS/P that a rotating
pool.of military spaces be established at Hq USAF from the
2% of the total officer authorizations which are unassigned

at ahy one time for one reason Or another,. The spaces would

be used to permit further training of highly qualified scien-
tifie and engineering officers with graduate degrees imme-
diately upon completion of their studles for a minimum of
threé years. General Timberlake 1s now studying the feasi-
bility of this approach as a tool for further training and
carger development of military officers and a means of mak-
ing an Air Force career; more attractive to young technically
trained officers, I plan to follow this study closely and
examine the overall problenms associated with the training,

3
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motivation and career development of technically trained
military personnel,

Hg OAR is reviewing its management procedures within
the framework of decentralized technical management and
with a minimum of paperwork falling upon the working level
scientists, During my visits to the Aeronautical Research
Laboratories, I was informed that the management climate
has definitely improved and that there has been positive
decentralization of authority and responsibility. FHg AFSC
is continuing its studies to revise the Technical Area
Management Corc ept and to establish a system whereby a
laboratory chief would have responsibility for the work
conducted within his own laboratory. Final action in this
~connection is awaiting the studies underway as part of the
Provisional Research and Technology Division. '

The Seiler Report recommendations pertaining to the.
use of new classification technigues for research scien-
tists are being applied broadly within AFSC and OAR. A
number of laboratories are using the supervisor centered
classification plan whereby authority has been delegated to
supervisors for classifying civilian positions under thelr
jurisdiction. Improvement has been made in the use of gen~
eralist personnel technicians at several laboratories, In-
stead of the two part time technicians previously used to
cover separate classification and placement actions, one
technician handles both the classification and placement
functions, This has expedited personnel actions and lm-
proved service, Full utilization is being made both by
AF3C and OAR of the Civil 3ervice Commission '"Guide for
Bvaluation of roslitions in Baslc and Applied Research,' :
This guide embodies the man-in-the-job concept through which
the technical contributions and professional status of the
incumbent are considered major factors in setting the grade
level of an in-house research position., Additional informa-
tion on personnel problems and actlions should result from
the visits to in-house laboratorles mentioned above,.

To summarize, some progress has been made in the following
areas: i

a., Unencumbered funds for Laboratory Directors,

b, Establishment of Provisional Hesearch and Technology
Division at AFSC, - R

ce Small purchase procedures. .

d. Tecnnical Library procurement support.

e. Rxemption from the Buy American Act, ' : :

f. Higher minimum salarles for certaln categories through
GS-11, ~ ‘ ‘

L
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g. Use of new classification techniques for research sclen-
tists, : :
h, Actions on PL-313's (not covered in this memorandum)e

Action is still pending on the following:

a., Review of Air Force supply system and its responsive-
ness to the in-house laboratories. :
be Means of using the in-housse laboratories as an essential
- part of the technlcal education of technical trained of-
ficers. _ '
¢. The acquisition of modern technical facilities.
'de Marming of the in-housse laboratories,
e. P=690 support of inwhouse laboratories. -
‘f. Examination of practices and needs for full time grad-
uate study, sabbatical leave, COOD programs, sumuer hire
and other civilian career development and recruitment
programs,.
g, Adeguate pay structure for R&D personnel,
h. Reduction in management complexity and streamlining of
procedures, ‘

Edward M. Glass
Special Assistant
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May 25 1962
' MEMORANDUM FOR MR, IMIRIE

As you know, I have been placing great emphasis on
the strengthening of the in-house laboratories within
the Air Force. Thls is not only the result of the 1L Oct-
ober 1961 memorandum from the Secretary of Defense and the
Bell Committee report which was endorsed by the President
recently, but by my own strong personal convictions that
the future of the Air Force is dependent upon declsive ac-
tion in this area. I have been pleased with the support
that your staff has given to my Speclal Assistant for Lab=
. oratories in connection with rapid procurement assistance:
to the in-house laboratories. o

In the contacts being made with the laboratories of
AFSC and OAR, I sense a wave of dissatisfaction and fruse
tration concerning the centralizatlion of more and more ace
tivities which partially or completely support the labora-
tories, Although there is the promise of greater efficlency
and better service, when being initiated, the end result
always seems to result in poorer service, greater red tape
' and more energy expended by the technical people in the
laboratories per unit of support received. S

T would like to address myself at this time to the
new mechanized equipment management system (BEMO and CEMO)
being established to centralize at operational bases all
of the supply functions carried out up to now on & decen-
tralized basis. The Council of Air Force Scientists at 1ts
meeting of 23-2li May 1962 expressed 1ts concern over the
application of this system to research activities. ‘

‘While I certainly endorse the objectives of the program .
on strong supply management and supply discipline in many
areas, its applicabllity to in-house research organizations
is questioned, The emphasis for in-house research cannot
be solely on efficiency but rather on competence and the
flexible, responsive and rapld supporst of competence, To
accomplish this, I have supported the philosophy giving
laboratory directors the degree of direct control over ser=
vice -and support activities required for effective support
of technical mission assigned to the laboratory. - The pro-
visional Research and Technology Division of AF3C was formed
on the basis of these principles. ' I have taken action wlth the
help of your people to have decentralized as much authority as
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possible including procurenent of small purchases and to
have cash purchasing agents and contracting officers 1lo=
cated in laboratories in order to assure guick reaction
support of sclentists and englneers. Further, I have had
set up a substantial laboratory directorts fund which can

_ be expended by selected directors as they see fit with on~
1y after the fact review, T have taken these and other ac-
tions because they help create the environment that nur-
tures creativity and takes full advantage of the local
judgment and ingenulty of our laboratory organizations.

The BEMO-CEMO system introduces new inflexibilitiles
into the new way of life we are trylng to create for the
Ay Force in-house laboratories. As a case in point, I
understand that 1 August 1962 i1s the date selected for
full implementation of this system at W-PAFB,

The first phase of this centrallzation is to begin
on 1 June 1962 when the Aeronautical Systems Division sup-
ply elements are to be temporarily assigned to the base
commander., The supply function has been centralized six
miles from the laboratory complexe Thus, we have a rela-
tively small, demanding, highly specialized customer separ-
ated both organizationally and geographically from 1ts
source of supply, stripped of 1ts support people and in
competition for services with a SAC operational group. These
_are the ingredients of real problem areas.

I strongly urge you to have your staff re-examine the
proposed implementation of thls system with a view of exempt-
ing laboratory organizations as was done in the case of
hospitals. ‘ :

T would appreciate vour early consideration of these
comments,

~20CKWAY McMILLAN
:s33istant Secretary
“esearch and Development
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MEMORANDUM #03 THE DEFPUTY SECRETARY OF DIFZNSE

SUBJECT: Government Contracting for Hesearch and Develop-
ment

1, Your memorandum of 3 May 1962, subject as above,
gave responsibility to the Secretaries of the Military De-
partments and Heads of separate DOD agencles, under gen-
eral guidance of the Director of Defense Research and ne
gineering, for reviewing work assligament To Government
research and development establishments, and making such
changes as may be needed to make sure that thess assigne
ments are sufficiently challenging to attract and hold

first-class scilentists and engineers.

2., In direct response to thils assignment, actions
already under way carry out both the word and spirit of
the Presidentts request,

a, The 1L October 1961 HMemorandum of the Secre-
tary of Defense directed a number of actions aimed at main-
tenance of a vigorous program and highest morale within
in-house laboratories. This directive and resuliting ac-
tions were clearly the source of the Bell Report reference
(page 16) to "Strong leadership belng glven within the De-

-

fense Department by the DDR&E."

b. The in-house laboratories of the Alr Force
have traditionally participated in important aspects of
the total RDT&E program of the Air Force, both contractual-
1y and through internal research., Thils participation nas
been increassed under the personal attentlon of asslstant
Secretary for Research and Development. A posgition of
"Special Assistant for Laboratories" has been created within
this office to give full time attentlon to thls problem.
There will be continuing efforts toward improvement in or-
der to achieve a new level of attainment in this area. The
recently created Council of Alr rforce Scientists will give
in-nouse scientists = more important part in formulation
and evaluation of Air Force research and development pro-
grams and projects,

ec. Air Force laborstories are providing technlcal
support to System Program Offices in measuring and evaluate
ing contractors' programs, activities and results in system
development. This serves Two purposes. It brings to bear
full Alr Force competence and know how on the most current
and challenging problems in the Air Force and serves To keep

corY
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in-nouse gclentists and engineers sharply aware of current
1naust ial practices and of the most pressing needs of the
+ Air Force for additional researche.

d. Beginning in FY 63, selected laboratory direcw
tors will be given tunfettered! funds to conduct research
D”o~rums they considsr imporiant and scientifically pro-

ging without prior reviews It is expected that the use
of these funds will result in many interesting, original
and challenging programs which should contribute greatly
to our ability to attract and retaln capable and creative
people.

e, The philosophy undsrlylng our basic research
laboratories emphasizes hign qualluy research oriented toe-
wards the needs and motivations of the bench sclentlsts
and an environment within which research can flourlsiu.

£, Within the Air Fforce Systems Lommand, & new
Research and Technology oSivislion (Provisional ) has been
established, This organization will defins the It inctions
of Air Force in-house laboratoriles; identily the most COmM-

‘ petent sclentific and sechnical talent; attract new TOD

quality professional people; provide resourcses and snviron-
ment for these creative laboratory people; and lasurs ad-
ministrative arrangements O encourage and nromote toelir
effective use and performance. uxun optimun administra-
tion, organization, and managem nt factors, we expect an
1mmbalate and continuing improvement in challenging VOP(
assignments and effectlve use of thne capabilities of in-

house scientists.

3, It is my t t the Director of Defense
Research and he Task Forcs 97 Action
Group are pre; tion, with Alr Force cooperaw-
tion, of Items 1 ; 70 3 May 1962 Memorandum, that
the DOD Gensvral Counsel will respond to Item 2, and that
DDR&E and A3D/I&L will cover Item L.

Bugens M. Zuckert
o

Secretary of the Alr rorce
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AFOMO JUL 26 1962
In-House Laboratories
OAR (RRG)

1. A review has been made of the Air force ln-house lab-
oratory problem areas which were identified in a progress
report on AFSC laboratories of 20 June 1962. One of the
problem areas is the lack of flexibility at the laboratory
level regarding use of manpower and personnel resources.
The cause was identified as the USAF program to centralize
control of manpower at the major command level, DBecause
this problem applies to the OAR laboratories as well, you
are being advised of USAF philosophy and policy concerning
this subject, '

2. Because our in-house laboratories are unigue unto them-
selves, our philosophy and policies must recognize and pro-
vide for this peculiarity. Therefore, your centralized
manpower control policies should be tailored to provide op=-
timum flexibility to the Laboratory Directors with a bullt-
in Headquarters OAR capability to be responsive to USAF
and DOD reporting requirements regarding manpower identifi-
cation and utilization, :

3, This twofold objective can be achleved through a policy
statement which (1) affords the Laboratory Directors optimum
flexibility with regard to assignment and reassignment of
their personnel and manpower resources, and (2) requires
immediate "after the fact" reporting of all manpower changes
to your headgquarters to insure OAR responsiveness to our
centralized control system. SRR

-1, Because of the secretarisl interest, pleass advise at
the earliest possible date of your actlon on this subject.

FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

B.O, DAVIS, JR.

Maj. Gen., USAF

Director

Manpower & Organization, DCS/0

COoOPYX
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SEP 2l 1962

- MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER; AIR PFORCE 3Y3TiMS COMUAND
COMMANDER OF DIVISIONS AND CHNTZERS
LABORATORY DIRECTORS

SUBJECT: Progress Report No. 3 on In-House Laboratories

I am pleased to send you the latest progress report
on our In-House Laboratory Strengthening Program. Again,
we have made significant progress in a number of Ilmpor
tant areas., : -

While we will continue to eliminate problem areas
and to improve our internal environment for researcn and’
technology, our long range objective must encompass the
“creation of a true Air Force 3cientific Community. It
must think and act Air Force wide and must minimize its
compartmentalized and parochial differences and aspira-
tions, I feel that we have made steps in this direction
already. o

I hope that you will continue the fine communication
system that you have been maintaining since the issusnce
of these progress reports., Dissemination of this informae-
~tion to the Laboratory scientist and engineer is an impore

tant part of the environment that we are trying to creats
for him, .

/s/

Brockway McMillan
Assistant Secretary
Research and Development
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Nov 26 1962

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDZR, AIR FORCE SYSTEMS. COMMAND
: COMMANDER OF DIVISIONS AND CENTERS '
"LABORATORY DIRECTORS ’

SUBJECT: Progress Report No. L. on In-House Laboratories

I am pleased to send to you again the latest‘progress
- report on our In-House Laboratory Strengthenling Program.

I feel that we have progressed in a number of important
areas: o

as The flexibility provided by the Comptroller
of the Air Force in authorizing the use of P610 - 680
funds to procure project equipment and supplies should
improve our flexibility of actlion at laboratory level.,

b. We are hopeful that 0SD will exempt certain
" "pipeline'" positions from our manpower ceilings,

c., Further actions have been taken to improve
the internal and public image of our technlcal organiza-
tions, ‘

~d. The Federal Salary Reform Act is now law and
will eliminate many of the inequitles we have experlenced
in the past. ' Hopefully, this will enhance our ablility to
attract and retain quality people. 3 TR

v While we have been able to solve many individual :
problems and eliminate a large number of minor irritations,
we are beginning to concentrate more and more on the "big
ones," I feel that the steps being taken by the Air Staff
~to translate these actions into firm Air Force Policy

_ statements and regulations wili be a major means whereby

Wwe can continue to provide the proper environment for the
in-house laboratories within the Alr Force.

/s/
Brockway McMillan

Assistant Secretary
Research and Development

cCoPrPY




