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(U) We determined whether the Army had developed and 
deployed a Tactical Signals lntelligenoe (SlGINT) Payload 
(TSP) program fo r unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) that 
met the intelligence requirements of the Army's 
operationa-1 units. 

(U//fll8itf9) In 20091 Headquarters Depamnentofthe 
Army lHQDAJ determined that the Army lacked a 
persistent UAS SIGINT system capable ofsuiveiUance, 
reconnaissance, voice intercept, emitter mapping, and 
aerial precision geo-location. A 2010 Joint Requirements 
Oversight Council UROC) report previously stated that 
eX:isting Anny UAS SJGINT capability was limited tio a 
single technology solution and that aerial intelligence, 
urveillance, al)cl, reconnaissance (AISR) coverage. resulted 

in insufficient direct supportto tactical forces, which 
inhibited or even prohibited completion of their assigned 
missions.1 Additionally, according to the 2010 JROC 
report the existing UAS SIGlNT capability did not have tbe 
endl.lt'ance of the Extended Range Multi-Purpose 
Unmanned Aircraft System MQ-lC Gray Eagle UAS (MQ-lC 
Gray Eagle UAS) conventional electronic warfare support, 
with the accuracy of aerial precision geo-locatiQn and the 
tle-xibility and agiltty of a multi-payload platform. 

' (U//119W) JROC report, "lnltlal Capabllltles Document for Jolnt,Plrect-
Support Airborne Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance,¥ 
September9, 2010, .reported, that HQ0A Identified ancl validated the 
AISR capabllity g;ips throush numerous user need, statements, other 
Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIOS) 
documents, various AISR studies, and HQDA guidance. 
(U) The JROC's mission Is to assrst tne Cl'Ja rman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff In assessipg jOint mllitary capabilities, and id~ntifying, approving, 
and prlorltlzlng gaps In those capabllfl les to meet applicable 
requirements i n the National Defense Strale8'1; aria reviewinB and 
validating whether a capablllty proposed by an Armed Force, Defense 
Agency, orother entity ofthe DoD fulfills a gap In Joint mllltary 
capabilltjes-. 

INSCOM (b)(3150 USC 3024(1) 

(U//PeM) In August 2010, HQDA G-3 (Operations)/5 
[Plans)/7 (Training) initiated development of the curren. 
TSP program and required the Program Executive Qffjce-
lntelligence, Electronic Warfare, and en.sors [PEO IEW&S) 
to re-initiate Milestone B for the TSP on tJie MQl-C Gray 
.Eagle UAS. OnSeptember 28, 2011, the Army awarded 
BAr: ~ystems tbe contract for the Engineering and 
Manufacturing Development phase of the TSP. The HQDA 
Acquisition Strategy Report. issued in 2014, stated that the 
primary objective during the Engineering and 
Manufacturing 0-evelopment phase was to integrate the 
TSP airborne components into a pod, deliver the articles 
for testin~ and develop interface control documents to 
support integration of TSP into the MQ-lC Gray Eagle UAS 
and the Distributed Common Ground System-Army. 

(U/ /~) We determined tbatthe TSP still does not meet 
the Army's AlSR SIGJNT re.quirernents. Specifically, as of 
]anua_ry 2020, the Army had not completed an ini tial 
operational test and evaluation (lOT&E) required by 
section 2399, Title 10, United States Code and the DoD 
systems acqu)sition process for UAS TSP. The JOT&E, 
originalJy scheduJed for FY 2016, would allow the TSP 
Milestone Decislot1 Authortty (!IIJDA} to determine whether 
the TSP program meets operational requirements to 
progress into full rate production. 

a (U//""""'9 The TSP Appendlx t 10 the Extended Range M ultf-Purpose 
(ERMP) UAS CPD, Increment l (appro11ed March 24, 2009;JROCM 0S1-09 
approved by HQDA on January3, 2013) provldes details of TSP 
performance capabilities and characteristics. 



(U/~) Howev1!r, the Army has not yet completed the 
IOT&E for two reasons. First, the TSP program 
experienced two m:ajor program restructurings, in 2012 
and again in 2017. These restructurings slowed down TSP 
development 

(U//~) Second the Army Project Manager ensors-
Aetial Intelligence d irected 10 assessments and tests, 
which were conducted by three separate agencies. 
However, the Anny Project Manager Sensors-Aerial 
Intelligence did not establish assessment criteria, and each 
agency based its assessment on different criteria. This 
resulted in c:ontradiictory lindings. Each assessment 
revealed developm,ental and operational deficiencies, as 
well as performanc,e problems, in the UAS TSP, prompting 
a second major restructure of the program in 2017. 
However, the 2017 restructuring did no address or 
mitigate the develo,pmental and operational test 
deficiencies identified by the three assessing agencies. 

4(c) 

- · ln July 21019, the Army General Officer Steering 
Committee foFTSP began a reviewoftheTSP program to 
determine its futurn; however, as of January 2020, the TSP 
General Officer Stieering Committee hadnotmade any 
determinations. 

ffis';101s';'HP) As a result ofnot fulfilling the AlSR 
requirements, ince1 2007 the Army has spent $267.7 
million developing lthe TSP but still does not have MQ-lC 
operationalliidjr"fltf@1f. .As a result, Army 
commanders at the tactical .level DoD DIG (b)(1) 1 4(c) and 

~We recommend that the Army Training and 
Doctrine Command Capabilities Manager, Aerial, update 
and revalidate the requirement for a U.S. Army aerial 
rntell!gence Surveillance and Reconnaissance Signals 
Intelligence capabiljty,3 

(U) We recommend thatthe General Officer Steering 
Committee Chair for the Tactical Signals Intelligence 
Payload review and determine whether to re-establish the 
Tactical SignaJs lntelligence Payload as a program of 
record, transition the program to a quick reac on 
capability, or terminate the program. 

n o 

(UJ The Deputy Chief of taff, Anny G-2, responding on 
behalf of the Chair, General Officer tee ring Committee for 
Tactical ignals Intelligence Payload and the Director, 
Intelligence - Capabilities, Development, and Integration 
Directorate, Futures and Concepts Center, responding on 
behalfof the Training and Doctrine Command Capabllities 
Manager, Aerial, agreed with the :recommendations. The 
comments and planned corrective actions addressed all 
specifics of the recommendations. Therefore, these 
recommendation~ are resolved and remain open. We will 
close these recornmendatjons when we receive the 
updated and revalidated SIGINT requirements. 

l'i 

3 T e Training and Doctrine C0mrT1<1nd Capability Man;'!ger, Aerial, was 
rebranded as the Army Capabll lty Manager lntellrgence ~nsors In August 
2020. 



(U) Recommendations Table 

{U) Army Training and 
Doctrine Command 
Capabilities Manager, None 1 None 

Aerial 

(U) Chair, General Officer None 2 None 
Steering Committee fo r 
Tactical Signals 
Intelligence Payload 

(U) NOTE: The following categories are used to de.scribe agency management's cornmen1s to 
individual recommendations: 

• {Uj Unresolved - Management has not agreed to implementthe recommendation or has not proposed 
actions that wil l address the recommendation . 

• (U) Resolved ~ Management ;;igreed to implement the recommendation or has proposed actions that wlll 
address the underlying finding that generated the recommendat ion . 

• (U) Closed - DIG verlfled that the agreed upon corrective actions were implemented. 



INSP~CTORGENEAAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
4800 MARK Cl:NTER DRIVE 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22350-1500 

November 5, 2020 

MEMORANDUM FOR AUDITOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SUBJECT: {U) Evaluation of the Army's Tactical Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) Payload 
Program (Report No. DODIG-2021-005) 

(tJ) We are providing th.is report for your review. We conducted this evaluation fr,om May 2019 
until March 2020 in accordance with the "Quality Standards for Inspections and Evaluations," 
published in January 2012 by the Council oflnspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. 

(U) We considered management comments on the draft of this report when preparing the final 
report. Comments from the Deputy Chief ofStaff, ArmyG-2, responding on behalf ofthe Chair, 
General Officer Steering Committee for Tactical Signals Intelligence Payload and the DirectorJ 
Intelligence - Capabilities:, Development, aod lntegration Directorate Futures and Concepts Center 
responding on behalf of the Training and Doctrine Command CapabHities Mat1ager, Aerial, 
addressed all the specifics ofthe recommendations and conformed to the requirements of DoD 
Instruction 7650.03; therefore, we do not require additional comments. 

{U) We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Please direct questions to me at!'T'ftlW 
DoD OIG (b){6l DoD OIG (b)(6) DoD OIG (b)l6). ,or at ,DSN 

~ -
Randolph R. Stone 
Assistant Inspector General for Evaluations 
Space, Intelligence, Engineering. and Oversight 



.

.

. ·

I c, 
(U) Objective ...........,......... ...,................ ................................ ........... . . ... .................................- ..................................................... ...1 
(U) Background .. ................. ........................................................................- ........................................................................................ 1 

(U) T~e Army's Tactical Signals lntelligence Payload Did Not Meet the Army's Aerial Intelligence. Survelllance. 
and Reconnaissance Signals Intelligence Requirements ...................................................... ............................................... 7 

(U) Recommendations, Managemerrt Comments. and Our Response .........................·--·········-··--··-·..··-··--·..···---15 

.................... .. . ........, 
Scope and Methodology....... .................... .. ..... ............................ ......... ....... ..............- ....... ... ...........................................·-············ 18 

Use of Computer•Processed Data,...................... .... .......... ........... ............................................................................. .................. 19 
Use of Technical Assistance....., ............. '" ......... . ......... .......................................................................................... 19 
Prior Coverage ............- ..................................... _........................................................................................_...........- ...................... 19 

e I ••• t I •• • I •· 

[U) Training and Doctrine Command Capability Ma □ ager, Aerial ............ ........................................................................ 21 

(U) Chairman, General om-cer teertng Commfttee for TSP, Deputy Chie of Staff, Army G-2 .............................. 23 



(U) We determined whether the Army had developed and deployed a Tactical Signals 
Intelligence (SIGINT) Payload (TSP) p,ogram for unmanned aircraft syst ms [UAS) that 
mettheintelligence requi rements oftheArmy's operational units. 

(U//~) Joint Publtcation 2-0 defines SIGINT as intelligence produced by exploiting 
foreign communications systems and t10n-communications emitters. SlGTNT provides 
unique intelligence information, complements mtelligence derived from other sources, 
and is olten used for cueing other sensors to potential targets of interest. Persistent and 
responsive Airborne fnte-lligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance (AISR) support is 
critical to the Joint Force Commander's abirty to achieve mission objectives and .to the 
Brigade Combat Team (BCT) and ubordinate ground commanders' ability to execute 
their assigned missions across thefuU spectrum of operations. 

(U/ /ii8W8) In 2009, Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA) determined that 
the Army la cked a persistent UAS SlGINT system capable of surveillance, 
reconnaissance, voice intercept, emitter mapping, and aerial precision geo-location. 
Furthermore, the HQDA Acquisition Strategy Report for the TSP Production and 
Deployment phase issued in 2014 by the TSP Project Manager, Project Manager 
Sensors-Aerial Intelligence (PM SAi), also stated that the Army lacked a persistent UAS 
SIGINT capability sufficient to provide the warfighterwth increased situational 
awareness, direct threat indications and warn ings, andaccurate target locations. The 
PM SAi reported that TSP is a multi-payload platform (collection of modular. open 
architecture. layered technology solutions) that rapidly [dent fies potential threats and 
provides precision geo-location to the BGT.S 

(U/~) A 2010 JROC report tated that existing Army UAS SIGTNT capability wa 
limited to a single technology solution and that theAISR coverage provided tactical 

"(U) According to the Defense Acqu lsltlon UnlvetsltY, Low Ratel nm.ii Productlt>n (LRIP) Is the point Jntlme w ere 
rnanutactunog de~elopn'leotTs completed ano a small-quantity set of artlcies can be produced to< provide for 
representatlon a lnlti~t Operetlonol TeSt ~nd valuation (IOT&I!}. L IP 13 conducted during the Production and 
Deployment (PD) Phase. 

(Li) IOT&E ls conducted on produotion, or production-repre$ehtative, articles to determine whe\heJ systems are 
operationally errectlve and suftable for 1ri1ended use by representa tive users, to support tile deG/sTo~ to proceed beyonel 
LRIP. 

i (U/,'fMil)) According lo the PM SAi• SAi Aerial Intelligence SFAE-IEW-ARS report, • /\CQU sit lo Strategv Report for he 
Tactlcal Signals Intelligence (SIGIN,) Payload (TSP) Program Production and Deployment (P&D). Phase," March 26, 2014, 
TSP's Modular Open architecture 1s a BAE systems design tha t is a rnmblnatlon of commerc al off the shelf parts and 
system specific components (networkof sensors that is oonnectecl through a common Interlace to the command, control, 
comrnunkatlons, .ind computer lntelltgen~e surveillance ,nd reconnals.s.ince networlc) th.i t are Interoperable .and can talk. 
to each other through "cross OJelng of other lnteJllgence collect1on systems.• 



forceis with insufficient direct support. which ·nh 'bits or even prohibits completion of 
their assigned missions.• Additionally, the existing UAS STGINT capability did not have 
the emdu.rance of Extended Range Multi-Purpose Unmanned Aircraft System MQ-lC 
Gray Eagle UAS (MQ-1C Gray Eagle UASJ con entional electronic warfare support, with 
the same accuracy ofaerial precision geo-location and the Oex.ibility and agility of a 
multi-payload platform. 

(U//~) According to a 2010 )1oint Req.uirements Oversight Council ORO CJ report, 
ISR gaps can impact Army tacti~J commanders by reducing their overall situational 
awa reness, limiting heir access to the information and intelligence needed to make 
infor1roed decisions, and preventing cootdinated, in-depth operat:Jon.s ac.ross their areas 
of o 1eration. 

(U) TSP Program Design 
[U/I""""' The TSP system con ists or an Airborne TSP pod and a Ground Workstation 
that includes the software and hardware for control f the SIGfNT payload ahd 
proc,es ing ofSIGINT data. p cifically, the 'T'SP uses a rn dular. open architectu re 
design for software to automatically detect, collect, identify, direction-find, copy, and 
geo-llocate radio frequency emitters by intercepting SIGINT signals. 

(U //~ ) According to HQDA d,evelopment documents, the Army planned for TSP to 
be mounted on the MQ-1C Gray Eagle UAS between FY 2013 and 2025, to mitigate the 
pers;ist,ent UAS SlGINT' capability gaps.7 Additionally, HDQA reported that the Army 
chose o mount the TSP on the MQ-lC Gray Eagle UAS platform due to its ability to 
provi e capabilities that are unattainable by current systems. Specifically, he MQ-1C 
Gray Eagle UAS' greater range capabilities and endurance, payloadselection and 
c pability, and targeting accuracy will mot"e efficiently support the Joint Force, Corps, 
and !Division UAS mission requirements. 

(U) TSP Program Capabilities 
INSCOM (b){3) 50 USC 3024/1)(U//-

s IU//"""91.JROC report, "Initial Capab lltles document ror Jotn Direct-Support Airborne llltellige11ce Surveillance and 
Re,connaissance.• 5eprember9, 2010, reported tha HODA identified and vandated the AISA capablllty gaps through 
nuirnerous user neeqs statements, other Joint Capabillties tntegratJon arid oevefopmentsystem (.JC!DS} documents, 
various AISR studles, and HQ.DA.guidance. 

(U) The JROC' smission Is to assist the ChaJmian of the Jolnt ChTefs ofStaff Jn asses.sing Joint mlfitary capabllltles, and 
idc?ntlfylng, c1pprovlng, and pr orit ting gaps In ttrose.capabilltles o meet a_pplicable requ rements lnthe Nationa-( Defense 
Strategy; and re\/lewlng and valrdatlng w ether a c:apabl1Jty propos:ed by an Arrned Force, Defense Agency, or other entfty 
of e DoO fulfills a gap 111 join1 military capabili ties. 

7 IU/"'98) HDQA appendix. "Appendix J (Tactical SIGINT Payload (iSP)I to the Capability Production Document tor 
hie Extended Range Mllltl-Purpose (ERMPI Unmanned Alrcraft System (UAS) MCHC, • January S, 2013. 



(U/~) The Joint Direct-Support AfSR ICD stated that the TSP capabilities were 
aligned With the required intelligence capabilities described in the ICD. Specifically, the 
ICD stated that the TSP was designed and produced to .address the following 
intelligence capability gaps. 

• (U//Jiiil8itif@) Situational awareTiess over wide geographic areas, 

• (lJ/ (~) Sustained situational awareness over geographic area . 

Do □ OIG (b)(1) 1 7(e) and ib)(3) 50 USC 3024(1)• (U//~)-• (U) A dynamic, flexible, and timely capability to assi t c01ntnanders in the 
ernploymen t of their fore.es. 

(U//~) TSP Appendlx I fo the Fxt nded R;ing1> M 11lt1-Purpos-e (ERMP) IJASCPO, lna eme11t 1 (approved March 24, 2009; 
JROCM 051--09 approved by HQDA on January 3, 2013) provides details of TSP performance. capabllltie~and 
characteristi cs. 



I 

[LI//4i18tt8) At a minimum. TSP is intended to perfonn the nine functions identified in 
Table 1. 

(U) Table 1 TSP Functions 

Emitter Mapping: Automatic d isplay of location~ ofall prosecuted emitters with abil jfy to 
sort signals based on identification, location, and t ime. 

Coarse (non-precision) geoloaation of signals derived from direction -finding from 5ingle TSP-
e ~ I ed aircraft. 
Audio record ng and forwarding. 

Co-frequency interference 

Co-operative geolocation :with other SLG INT assets through Thea,ter Net-Centric 
Geolocatlon (TNG). 

4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

9 

(U) Source: U.S. Arrny lntetngenoo and Security Command T~ctfcal SIGINTP,1/load Capabllilles and urn tattonsReport, 
Jaouary 12, 20l8. 

(U) TSP Program Development 
(U/ /~) ln August20 0, HQDA G-3 (Operations)/5 (Plans)/7 (Training) initiated the 
current TSP program and requi red the Program Executive Office-lnteUigence, 
Electronic Warfare, and Sensor (PEO JEW&S) to re-initiate Milestone 8 for the TSP on 
the MQl-C Gray Eagle UAS,9 

(U //~] On September 28, 2011, the Army awarded BAE Systems the contract for 
the Engineering and Manu facturing Develop ment (EMO) pllase of the TSP.10 The HQDA 
Acquisition Strategy Report stated that the pr imary objective durlng theEMD phase 
was to integrate the TSP airborne components into a pod, deliver the articles for testing, 

9 (U/~)HODA G-3/5/7 memorandum, "Tilctlcal Signals Intelligence Payload C,pablllty for the Extended Range Multi• 
Purpose {ER/MP) Unmanned Aircraft System." August 25, 2010. 

(U//f4,ttl,el Departmen, of the Anny PamptJlel 70-3, f\eseHch, 0eveIoprnen1, and Acqutsltlo11, •Army Acquisition 
Procedures,• defines a milestone a, the declsl.on poln th.t s~:arates the phasesof an acqulsltlon program. Milestones 
Include the.decisions to authorize entry Into the Engineering and Manufaot1.1ring Development phase. Milestone B is a 
MIiestone DecIslon Authority-led review at the end of the Technology Maturation & R1sk Reduction f'hase in the Defense 
Acquisition Process. Its purpose ls to make a recommendation or seek approval to enter the Engineering and 
Manun,cturfng Development Pt,asec Mfh:,tone 8 Is conslde ed the offrc:ral start cf a prosram. 

,o IU//ii81118) Defer1se Acqu sltlon University defines EMD phase as asystem that ls developed and designed before going 
into production. The EM O Phases starts after a sutcessful Milestone B, which ls considered the formal start of any 
program. 

https://declsl.on


and develop Interface control documents to support integration fTSP into the MQ-lC 
Gray Eagle UASand the Distributed Cornman Ground System Army.11 

(U)I Key Organizational Responsibilitiesfor TSP Program 
(U//~) There aTe several Anny organizations that have responsibilities for portions 
ofthe TSP program. The HQDA Acquisition Strategy Report states that TS P is an 
Acq11,iisirioa Category J1I program (which does not meet the threshold of a ma jor defense 
acquisition program, or a major system), managed with In PM SAi, and whicn reports 
directly to the Program Executive Officer for Intelligence, Electronic Warfare, and 
S-eni.ors (PEO IEW&S), PEO IEW&S is the Milestone Decisio-nAtJthority (MDA), the sole 
entiity authorized lo approve the program's entry into each acquisition phase. Other 
entiitieswith responsibilities for TSP acquisition include: 

• (U//pem)J U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Cotnmand Capabilities Manager 
(TCM), .Intelligence Sensors - provides the conduit to other U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command proponents, ensw·ing tbat the stakeholders are fully 
Informed on all aspe ts of the TSP program 

• (U//~) TCM UAS - en ures TSP is folly compatible Issues with the Grey 
Eagle UAS 

• (U//~) '!'CM Sensor Proce ing - ensures that TSP compatibility issues 
with the Oistributed Common Ground Sy tern-Army are add res ed or 
mitigated 

• (U//Ii@@fi8) U,S Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) - is responsible 
for managing the ver I operational ·evaluation of the system 

• (U/~) BQDA G-2 (Intelligence Requirement Equities), G-6 
(Communications Equities), and G-8 (Financial Equities) 

• (U//~) U.S. Army lntelligence and Security Command (INSCOM)- provides 
exploratory assessment and preliminary evaluation of the TSP to inform a 
fie lding/deployment deci ion. 

• DoD OIG (b)(1) 1 7(e) and (b)(3\ 50 USC 3024(1) 

(U//i-etf'e) In additlon, the TSP General Officer Steering Committee {GOSC) is 
composed ofthe Deputy Chief of Staff,G-2 {TSP GOSC Chair) and G-8/Force 
Dev,elopment. The purpo e of the TSP GOSC rs to provide TSP stakeholders with 
upd;ates on the status of TSP and provide recommendations for program decisions, The 
GOSC convenes after TSP t'ests and assessments are completed to review test results 
and operational requirements and provide guidance for the path forward for TSP. The -GOSC also meets to addre s ' 

11 (LI) HQDI\ de ne.s theOistrlbuted Common Ground System-Army as asy;te ofsystems (ne work of systems) that 
cmme,u ;soldiers lo the nlelllgence Comm nlty, other Servkes, multlple Joint 1SR platforms ;md sensors, and Arm'{ 
Mission Cor,,n\i;ndSyrtems. The Distributed Corr,n,on Ground Syrtem-Army gives cornmu1ders the abinty to view !SR 
ln~ormation ln one place and lntegrates that lnformatlon into tools that can support ntell gence development. 



and the Army's operational Processing Exploitation Dissemination network structure 
modifications. 



(U / /~) We determined that the TSP does not meet the Army's aerial 
lntelHgence, surveillanoe, and reconnaissance (AISRJ signals intelligence (SIG INT) 
requirements. Specifically, as of January 2020, the Army has not completed an 
initial operational test and evalua.tfon (lOT&E) required by section 2399, title 10, 
United States Code and the DoD systems acquisition process for UAS TSP. The 
!OT&E, originally scheduled for PY 2016, would allow the MDA to determine 
whether the TSP program meets operational requirements to progress Into full 
rate prod uction. 

(U / /f8MB' The Army did not complete JOT&E for two reasons. first, the TSP 
program experienced two major program restructuring in 2012 and 2017, 
Additionally, to date., the Army PM SAi directed 10 assessments and tests, which 
were con.ducted by three separate agencies, on the TSP program. However, the 
Army PM SAl did not establish assessment criteria and each agency based its 
.assessment on different criteria1 which resulted in contradictory findings. Each of 
the assessments revealed developmental and operational deficiencies, as well as 
performance problems with the UAS TSP, prompting a second major restructuring 
in 2017. However, the 2017 restructure did not address or mitigate the 
developmental and operational test deficiencies identified by the three assessing 
agencies. 

. , ow:ever1 a 020, the GOSC 
had not made any determination. 

(ii','lil;';'tlF) As a result of not meeting the AISR requirements since 2007, tl1e 
Army has spent $267.7 million developing the TSP but still does not have MQ-lC 
operational • • 12 As a result, Army commanders at the tactical level 

r.t (UJ Funding for RDT&E began in 2007, pno,·to the official starcof the program. The program started arMilestooe B. 



(U) The Army's TSP Did ot Meet Aerial In elllgence, 
,. 

(8",'IM,i) The Army's TSP still does not meet the Army's AlSR SIGI NT requirements. 
Specifically, as of January 2020, the TSP has not met the requirements for a system that 
provides tactical commanders with a comprehensive picture of electronic 
communication emitters and the ability to detect, identify, geo-locate,.and copy 
emitlters. 

(8",'l!itti) The full rate production of the TSP was scheduled for the third quarter of FY 
2016, and deployment to select Army units was scheduled fn FY 2017. However, in 
order to proceed to the next phase ofacquisition, full rate production, the TSP must 
pass the IOT&E. As of January 2020, the Army has not completed the [OT&E, which 
would allow the MDAto determine whether the program met intended operational 
requirements and should continue to full rate production. 

(U//~) According to the TSP acquisition strategy, the IOT&E was scheduled for the 
first 1quarter of FY 2016. We determined, through interviews and analysis of 
documentation, that two main factors prevented the IOT&E from happening: 

• (U// fii8ff@) the TSP program has undergone multiple restructures since 
2012; and 

• (Sii',l+Mii) ATEC, lNSCOM, an,l 111111 have conducted multiple assessments 
and tests. with differing criteria. 

(U) The Army's TSP Program Has Been Restructured 

(U// •~ ) The Army did not complete IOT&E in part because the TSP program 
expe:rienced two major program restructurings in 2012 and 2017. rn 2012, the TSP 
acqu:isition strategy was restructured asa resultofthe National Defense Authorization 
Act of2012, the Army decreased the TSP budget by $14.1 million. The restructure 
chan,ged the acquisition st rategy to the DoD-wide acquisition approach. According to a 
2002, DoD acquisition brief, the legacy acquisition approach used since 1996 took too 
long, cost too much, and was found to be incompatible with modern technology cycles. 
Acco'rding to the TSP Acquisition Strategy, the new acquisition approach would enable 
early fielding ofa TSP capability and reduce fielding timelines; however, the full rate 
production would be moved from FY 2015 to FY 2016. 



(U/ /!i88@) In addition, due to the multiple deficiencies found during tests and 
assessments through 2016, the MDA Issued a memorandum in January 2017 directing 
another program restructure to correct software deficiencies and address technical 
performance problems. According to the test and evaluation master p1an, the IOT&E 
was subsequently delayed until FY 2019. The MDA further stated that the HQDA G-
3/5/7 and the Joint Staff were ·notified that the TSP program would not be able to fulfiU 
its accelerated resource management decision fielding requirements. The MDA a lso 
stated that the TSP would not progress into full rate production1 pendln.g an Army 
Requirements Oversjght Committee decision to do so or to pursue a new solution by 
reviewing, reprioritizing, and re•defi.ning future TSP requirements. 

(Ut nree Organizations conducted - parate Tests and 
""'rit ria 

DoD OIG (bX1) 1 4(C) and (bX3) 50 use 3024(1) INSCOM (b)(1) 1 4(c) 

.(U//Jii,8,ij@) These differences in testing occurred because the Test and Evaluation 
Working-Level fn tegr.ated Product Team's Test and Evaluation Master Plan did not 
spedfically state what each organi2lation was required to test The separate tests and 
assessments that graded against different crlterfa led to contradicting findings and test 
results. Cohsequently, the TSP failed to progress into IOT&E. 

(U) -Table 2 iUustrates the event list of the different organizations that tested the TSP, 
the different testing criteria, and the contradictory findings between the organizations. 



Effectiveness, 

.lassl11cdtlon i:st Testing VOr 

U//fi/Ml,i PQT-1 ATEC Jan 
2015 

U//""1tW PQT-2 ATEC Jan 
2016 

(UI Source; OoO OIG 

Effectiveness - partially 
Suitablllty, effective 
Survivability Suitabillty • ootsuitable 

S I bill kn 
DoD OIG (b)l1) 1 4(cl and (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(1)'JIE:';'Hl,'/IIF 

p I 
Test 2017 Suitability, deployment 

Survivability Survivability - good against 
cyber, cllemical biological, 
radiological, mtclear, and 
ex losive 

Limited User ATEC Effectlveness, Not effective nor sultable for 
Test 

Jun 
Suitability,2017 deployment 
SUIVivahllity Survivability-good against 

cyber, chemical, biological, 
radfological, nuclear, and 
ex losive 

INSCOM (b)(3) 50 USC E - partially successfulUser Test (Ft lNSCOM NOVU//PMfJ 3024(1)Hood/Pt. · 2017 1l - successful 
Gordon) I - successful 

lii11l1illl1i1im, 

U//MltM 

INSCOM (b)(3150 USCAFRICOM INSCOM Aug E - p11rti.ally successfulU//~ 3024(1)
Assessment 2019 R - partially succe~ful 

I • successful 

INSCOM (b)(3) 50 useCENTCOM INSCOM Nov Awaiting conclusion of testU//l!l88tl 3024(1) 
Assessment 2019 In Dec2019 

Assessment 
I - successful 

(U) Table .2 TSP Assessments and Tests, Criteria, and Findings 

Effectiveness. 
Suitability, 
S1.1rvivability 

Effectiveness - partially 
effective 
Sµltablllty· not suitable 
Survivability- unknown 



--

(UJ' ATECProduction Qualification Tests 1 and 2 found the rsp· 
to Be Partially Effective and Not Suitable for Deployment 

DoD OIG (b)ll) 1 4(c) and (blf3) 50 USC 3024(1) INSCOM (bil l ) 1 4(c) 

(U)' ATEC Developmental Test and Limited User Test Found the 
rs,0 to Be Not Effective Nor Suitable With Good Survivability 
Against Cyber and CBRNE 
(U//li8NJAccording to the November 2017, Operational Test Agency Ass-essrnent 
Report for the TSP, test results from tbe June 2017 Developmental Test/Limited User 
Test: indicated that tne T Pis neither effective nor 'SUitable for operational employment. 
However, the TSP was found to be survivable against cyber, electro-magnetic 
nvi.ronmental effects, and chemical. biological. radiological. and nuclear threats. The 

survivability fi nding was an improvement since the two PQ'rs conducted in 2015 and 
20 6. 

(U//~) The Developmental Test/Limited U er Testcomplem nted the previous 
two PQTs, which were both conducted by ATEC. Although the test noted improvements 
to survivability, A'I'EC recommended that the Army not conduct an urgent materiel 
rele:ase for the product. ATEC also recommended that the existing acquisition strategy 

11 (lJ ) Operatlon~I Test Agency Assessment Report (OAR) for I.he Tactical Slgnals lntelllgenc.e Payload, woperatlonal 
Ass•esstnen! fop- level Summal'{, • August, 31, 1016. 

(-,~J Mis,lon Modes (MM): DoD OIG 00)!1) 1 4(c) and (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(11 

" (ll ) OA~ "Operational Assessment Top-levelSurnrnary," Augustj31, 2016, 



be modified to enable agility in future SIGfNT systems to keep pace with technology and 
to update requirements to reflect modem signals of interest. 

(U) Do □ OIG ibX1) 1 7{e) and (b){3) 50 USC 3024(1) Tests Found That GSM and 
CDMA Operation Was Successful 

Do □ OIG (b)\ 1) 1 4(c) and lb)(3) 50 USC 3024(1)[0/;lffl!!L 5'8 ~ 5M, P~1@\') The test team 
conducted two testing events in 2017 and 2018, respectively. Tne tests were conducted 
to evaJuate the TSP system's intelligence collection and geo-locatlon capabilities against 
a "real" network that upports combat operations. The two tests were conducted on a 
surrogate platform (aircraft), the UV-18 Twin Ottet; the asses ment report noted that 
the TSP Is calibrated to perform optimally on an MQ- C Gray Eagle. 

Do □ OIG lb111) 1 4(cl and (b)/3150 USC 3024(1) 

16 Mowever, this conclusion contradicted the finding from the 
Developmental Test/Limited User Test which took place 3 months afterp111f first 
test in March 2017. Because the testswere successful, the BW onJy made 
recommendations to better the graphic user interface and for a power adju t for use In 
mission mode 4. 

(U) INSCOM Assessments Found the TSP to Be Partially 
Effective, Reliable., and Interoperable 

INSCOM (bli 1) 1 4Ic) 

INSCOM (b)(1) 1 4/cl 

Do □ OIG (b)( l I1 4(c) and (b)(3J 50 USC 3024(1) 

(b)\ 1) I 4(c) 3nd (blJAO ellipse ts the are;1 ot uncertalrny of rhe target's exan locatlon. UCO O!G 

' (U) TSP C<1pabilltles <1nd Limitations Report, January 12, 2018, HEic:ecut ve Summary"; TSP Capabilltles and Umltatlons-
Report, July 9, 2019, "EKecutlve Summary•; 'fSP Capab!lllles and lfmitatrens RepQrt, October 28, 2019, •Ex~u ·ve 
Su111mary, • At e time of 1h!s report, 1he CE.NTCOM assessment was not published. 

1



INSC!D M (bH1) 1.4(CI 

~ 
I 

INSCOM (bl(111 4lCI 

(UJI The Overall Test Results for the TSP Did Not Satisfy 
Operational Requirements 

Do □ OIG (b)f 1) 1 7(e) and (0)(3) 50 USC 302411) INSCOM (b)/3) 50 USC 3024(1)(U//~) 

INSCOM (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(1) 



DoD OIG (b)( 1) 1 7(e) and (b)i 3) 50 USC 3024(1) INSCOM (b)(3) 50 use 3024(1) 

(LI) The Army's TSP Program Procuremen Was Halted 
' s Repurposed n 2017 

INSCOM ib)(1) 1 4(C) 

(~) According to Army G-8, Force Development, Intelligence Directora,te personnel, 
the G-8 officially stopped funding the TSP because PEO JEW&S did not have any plans to 
correct, upgrade, or amend the TSP equipment. ln addition, G-8 Force Development, 
Intelligence Directorate personnel to.Id us that, although the requirement for SIGlNT 
support to UAS remained, the Army did not plan how to fulfill those requirements. 
Furthermore, the Army had competing priorities and did not have a pressing need for 
the program at that time. The G-8 personnel stated that the G-8 would not fund the 
program unless directed to as a result ofthe Army General Officer Committee (GOSC) 
TSP review. 

In July 2019, the GOSC for TSP reviewed the program; however, as ofJanuary 2020, the 
GOSC had not made a determination about the future of the TSP program. Therefore, the 
TSP GOSC should make a determination to re-establish the TSP as a program ofrecord, 
trqns(tion TSP to a quick reaction capability, or terminate the pro9ram altogether. 
{Recommendation 2) 

- J( ,..,,, J. ) Th 1illion on TSP Program 
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1 4(C) and (b)(3) 50 use 302411) 

T tr ' 
(~ )Asa result. since 2007 the Army has spent$267.7 million developing the TSP 

OoD OIG (b)( 1) 1 4(c) andand the Army still does notbave an MQ-lC operational . According to 
' 



the Initial Capabilities Document for Joint Direct-Support Airborne ISR, the Army should 
hav,e a capability that provides the warfigbter with increased situati.onal awareness, 
dire:ct threat indications and warnings, and accurate target locations usJng an 
architecture payload that rapidly identifies potential threats and provides precision 

DoD OIG (b)(1 ) 1 4(C) and lb)(3) 50 use 3024(1)geo·-location to the BCT, 

(U) Recommendat1ons, Managemen Comments, and 
Our Response 

(UJI Recommendation 1 
('7','Nii) We recommendthat the Army Training and Doctrine Command 
Cap,abilities Manager, Aerial, update and revalidate the requirement for a U.S. 
Army aerial Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance Signals lntelJigence 
capability. 

(U//~ The Director of the Intelligence Capabilities, Development, and Integration 
DirE?Ctorate, f.'utures and Concepts Center, responding for the Army Training and 
Doctrine Command Capabilities Manager, Aer ial, agreed with our recommendation and 
stat,ed that it has already begun updating and r,evalidatlngthe requirements forthe US. 
Army's aerjal !SR. Specifically, the Training and Doctrine Command Capability Manager, 
Aerlial, was rebranded as the Army Capability Manager Intelligence Sensors in August 
2020. The Director stated the Training and Doctrine Command Capabil ity Manager, 
Aerilal, and the Artny Capability Manager, Intelligence Sensors have worked 
collaboratively since 20161 With the community ofinterest. led by the Department ofthe 
Army G2 lSR Task Force, to develop an aerial strategy focused on addressing the Army's 
biggrestcapability gap, Deep Sensing in Multi Domain Operations. The Director stated 
that this effort resoJted in the Multi Domain Sensing System, the .Army intelligence 
modernization priority dedicated to aerial ISR. The TSP program yielded some relevant 
less,ons learned thal were applied to the future strategy; however, TSP is not a 
component of the Multi Domain Sensing System. The TSP's program requirements were 
desi.gned to support Counterinsurgency operations. Multi Domain Sensing System is a 
family of systems approach designed to support Multi Domajh Operations. 

(U//~ ) According to the Director, future Multi Domain Sensing System components 
may potentially include various sensor-platform pairings that can collect and cross-cue 
fron:1 low earth orbit to low altitude. The aerial !SR neet of 2035 will include a to-be-



determined rnix ofmanned and unmanned capabilities. Tbe Army Capability Manager, 
Intelligence Sensors developed draft requirements for several potent1al systems to 
collect SIGINT and Geospatial Intelligence. In addition, according to the Director, on 
August 17, 2020, the Army Futures Command approved a High Accuracy Detection and 
Exploitation System Accelerated Capability Development 'Document and initiated a 
framing analysis by the Research and Analysis Center-Leavenworth to further refine 
the draft requirements for this effort. This analysis is to be completed by May 15, 2021. 

(U) Although not required to respond to this recommendation, the Deputy Chief ofStaff, 
Army G-2, agreed with the recommendation to have Army Capability Manager, Aerial, 
modernize Army's SIGINT requirements documents. 

(U/ ~ ) The Director oftheinteJligence Capabilities, Development, and lntegration 
Directorate, Futures and Concepts Center comments addressed all specifics ofthe 
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open. We 
will close the recommendation when we receive the updated and revalidated SIGINT 
requirements. 

Recommendation 2 
(U) We recommend that the GeneraJ Officer Steering Committee Chair for the 
Tactical Signals Intelligence Payload review and determine whether to re-
establish the Tactical Signals Intelligence Payload as a program of record, 
transition the program to a quick re-action c.apability, or terminate the program. 

(U/ /~ ) The Deputy Chief ofStaff, Army G-2, responding for the GOSC for the 
Tactical Signals Intelligence Payload, agreed with our recommendation, stating that the 
Army G-2 directed the-GOSC chair to terminate the program of record and transition the 
program to a quick reaction capability. According to the Deputy Chief ofStaff, on May 
15, 2020, the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisitions, Logistics, and 
Technology, Deputy for Acquisition and System Management, issued a TSP prog,ram 
termination initiation memorandum that directed the Army lo prepare and submit a 
program termination plan for the Army Acquisition Executive's approval. In addition, 
the Army G-8 Deputy, Fotce Development, Intelligence is in the process ofdeveloping 
quick reaction capabilities disposition instructions ofTSP in support ofa validated 
operational needs statement. 



(U/I"'"""') The Deputy Chief ofStaff, Army G-2 comments addressed all specifics of the 
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is resolved but will remain open. We 
will close this recommendation when we receive the approved TSP program 
termination plan and the quick reaction capabilities disposition instructions. 



(U) We conducted this evaluation from May 2019 through March 2020 in accordance 
wlth "Qual ity Standards for Inspection and Evaluation/' published lnJanuary 2012 by 
the Council of the Inspectors General on Lntegrity and Efficiency. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the evaluation to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
evaluation objectives. We believe tnat the evidence obtained was sufficient, competent, 
and relevant to lead a reasonable person to sustain the find ings, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 

(U/~) To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed the following applicable 
directives, regulatjons, instructions, and policies to determine relevant guidance for TSP 
development and deploymen t 

• (U) Chairman of the Joi11t Chiefs of Staff lnstructioti. (C)CSl) 5123.0lH, "Charter 
of Joint Requirements Oversight Council GROC) and Implementation of the Joint 
Capabilities Integration and Development System UCIDS)," August 31, 2018 

• (U/ /~) Res-earch, Development, and Acquisition, Deµartment of the Army 
Pamph]et 70-3, 'Army Acquisition Procedures," September 17, 2018 

• (t.J) Jo nt Chiefs of Staff, •Join t Publication 2-0, Joint Intelligence.'' October 22, 
2013 

• 

(U//~) INSCOM (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(1) 

(U) DoD OIG (b)( 1) 1 7(eI and (b)!3) 50 USC 302411) 



(U/ /~) We requested and collected data call in formation about TSP requirements, 
program design and development, capabilities, governance, tests, evaluations and 
assessments, and future plans from TSP Army representatives to determine if any gaps 
existin TSP system development and deployment. We reviewed and analyzed TSP 
capabilities and strategy data defined in the following reports developed to comply with 
JROC requir ements, 

• (U/ /Ji8ij@) JROC, "Initial CapabiUties document for Joint Direct-Support 
Airborne Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance," September 9, 2010 

• (U//~) HDQA appendix, "Appendix I (Tactical SlGlNT Payload [TSP) to the 
Capability Production Document for the Extended Range Multi-Purpose (ERMP) 
Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) MQ-1C," January 3, 2013 

• (IJ//~) PM SAi Aer.ial Intelligence SFAE-lEW-ARS repott, ''Acquisition 
Strategy Report for the Tactical Signals Intelligence (SlGINTI Payload (TSP) 
Progratn Production and Deployment (P&D) Phase,'' March 26, 2014 

(U//~) Additionally, we reviewed andanalyzed ATEC test, PM SA[ assessmentand 
Ill test documents to identify assessment and test the findings and recommendations 
to determine TSP's ability to meet Army SIGINT requirements. We did not visit any TSP 
test or assessment sites. We did not examine financial reporting assessments. 

rnr 

(U) We did not use computer-processed data to perform this evaluation. 

(U) We did not require technical assistance to perform this evaluation. 

,. 
(U) TSP prior coverage included: 

(U//IP8N) Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. Technology and Logistics. 
"Department ofDefense Report to Congress on Future Unmanned Aircraft Systems 
Training, Operations, and Sustainability,'' April 2012. This report outlined planned 
force capability growth amt forecasted .attrition of UAS aircra~ through 2017. Within 
the report, the Military Departments provided their planned inventories, personnel 
requirements to operate and maintain the systems, planned bases and operating 
locations, and progress with facilities to support those inventories. 



..... 

(U/ ~) U.S. Government AccountabHity Office Report to the Subcommittee on 
Tactical Air and Land Forces, Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, 
"Defense Acquisitions, DoD Efforts to Adopt Open Systems for Its Unmanned Aircraft 
Systems Have Progressed Slowly," July 2013. This report examined the DoD's progress 
in implementing an open systems approac·b for UAS acquisitions. The open systems 
approach allows modular design and standard interfaces that allow components of a 
product to be replaced easily. The report found that, until the DoD ensures that the 
Services are incorporating an open systems approach from the start of development 
and programs have the requisite open systems expertise, the DoD will continue to miss 
opportunities to increase the affordabiUty of its acquisition programs. 
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DEPAR'TllefTa: TIIE ARMY 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ~ARTMENT OF OE OFRCE OF. THE INSPECTOR 
GENERAL, -4800 MAAA CENTER DRIVE, SUIT fSG27 Al.EXANDRIA. VA 22350-
1[,()() 

SU::J; '!::CT: (U//N99J Respon11 to Oepaitment d Duin•, Office« 1ha ~ 
Caer.t:al, Orefl ~eportb'theEVQlon afthe AmlY'a Ttctical SGl'III& Int~ 
Hyt:~ P1og,-m(Projeat No. D:l019-0ISPA-O14(000) 

1. (U) Reren.-n:as. 

·1 (LJ) ;'/.tll'lcr1m:rum, Program Ex,c111iw1 Offiotr lnltffiaence. Eledtolllc Wal'ft111t 
:1nd • ii;~, ~ .!\pill 2020, 1ub)e~!: R~IIII TCll'l1ifmtion o!T~I Signal■ 
lnl91,igenc:e (SIGINT) f!a-,1oad (TSPJ Program, 

o. (U) MeonorandUm, Deputy forAcquls!llor, il1d $)1111ems M&nfi9effl-. Ol!lce ot 
'hl! ,' 38istlntS~ofhtAm,y, l~Nll}r202!J, Ill~ lllC(lcalSlgmlll 
rm:ilgtnca (~IGINT) Pa.)1oad (TSP),Ptogram Term1n·at1on. 

2. !~~lTh!s tnemorandl{m seJVM as [)Qpartm.nt 0, ht 'Nrfft, 0-2'• raoponao 
lo tho D rtnent of Defense (DoDJ. lnapedor Gltnfflll (IG}, Draft Report for tha 
Ew•uat«i ~,r \!'It AtmY'S Ta ISl;11:ils lnle!ll!;mc~ Pey!OII!! (TSP: Proorarn {Project 
t-h r,.,o ~-0,~~A-~141 .OO(I) rr.e«nin>ndation<, tt1 il.m ~nmerdallori 12: 

a (U) ICOIIOl.rviih recommlindallontt of tho Dot> 1G 8Willallon oflheAffl'IY'a 
TQ1;:i.;1,l 6qr.,?/11 lnterl(ron~ ~81(3!NT) Pflylrt.ld (T&P) Prcgr11m to :une Army ca~ 
~ 1~, •• '"fo7(f. M)-A9ril! m~mlzr, Anny's SIOlfJT rer)l:i! :nenls.dOOJJl'le,its. 

b. (U) I C0flCU' wilt! lecommeooallof'I t2 " lhe Doo IG eYaluatlon oflho /l.l'rrt(a 
TSP i;t-)!Ylrr IC' hnve !tie~OfficorSt«rirlg Oommff!ail c:J,aJr for1lte TSP 
cenni t prll!J'?lrll er rooatt ·an:tnntlll!)fl lll'O!J.ll!l'n to 1;1 ~ ead!M e11pnb!llty 
~O.PC!. 

3. nJ) Steps \'le hive taken to comptJ witl'I OoD G·~rrtmtnda!lona: 

- { ,~,Th.i A~,.. 'ii ,~11 rM1;,.,:l,1 the ·"l'l"'l!f's acrlnl SJO 
..n."".'nfll't. ;, ftr.1.18 on Mi;tti-0 IT, ~., 0 Al10;, 

Ul'ICUSSIFIED/11119111f) 

https://ftr.1.18
https://Pflylrt.ld
https://Qpartm.nt


UHCUSSIREOJtFOUC) 

DM:r. C:.P 
SUUJ!;C : (U/fii8WI Reepa,se to ~~ofDef8'ilSI Olllce or the Inspector 
o,-,, ~ It f'ot ttle EvamUoc;t oi tt,c Afrrr,/s·1~ 1Slgn~l1 
Ir. U oe ?eylbad Prcgrarll ( roJect No: 02010-0ISPA-0141 .000) 

('JtJ.-eiee) Th AC,1-Aerial ~ plae<' these requll'amenta infD>thll 'MJtti-Oomarn 
Se ·!'lg S~relu11 fAmi1Y cf1')'8temt IZl n eta mal'lfled, unmaonod, and high 911ku e 
Ae - 1 I ,oe, SU/Vo nee, end Rcc;onn~FIQ! sys\eaJ.f. 

t11,n ExeciJl . e Qffi r lnte.[ganoa, BllC:trllnlcWedin Slid 
tennmt:on m$J001nt1um to IlleArmy .ia:,.usition oxec:uliVa 

i;J. lll...) On B Marth 2020. the Deputy Clllst Df Staff G-2 ~ the 
tr,;" '' 1Mn of T'SP ~1en I sQlutlon to II QRC lo stP!)«t Dl)OraflQnal J8ClWClnlen1!1 
a;a; at S ·11-.u!i~o Ir , t wt.!r-s. iho Si';ir'uv. lrn pr~~live: 

" f'J/~Q, 15 Moy?O~, Ii• Cf.:;,~ • f ~J!si1;m nl $vs18m 
Ma?.. ,;~met-t ls!ltJod a TSP prqgr.iln ttmi,;1at1or, hb.tiQfi mem~m. Tha ;t,nny is 
d e-.~:" f j ~,r • nro f.l . , !ll.lbmil a .rog1am 131mh3tlo11 plan for the lvmy,6,cqul; lOl'l 
f ,:,. /:.t: 'c fit::: cva 

• ,u,,~, 'rhe Af'T1Y G.8 ro."01> dvvelop;norit U~rtoo i!I ln 1he ~ af 
0811'• • ' (. t' .: 1 ot;, , l o1 ilnira , • i.<, ti.TSP 1,utt ;,l>:.tt ef ~Bled CAat~ 
1 ~·•; n~. l\'l•,ut 

UNCLA!ielF!Er,1~ 



, 1d 

AISR Army Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnafssance 

ATEC U.S. Army Test and EvaluatJon Command 

DTM Directtve Type Memotahdum 

EMD Engineering and Manufacturing Development 

HQDA Headquarters Department of the Army 

GEOINT Geospatial Intelligence 

GOSC General Officer Steering Committee 

GSM Global System for Mobile Communications 

ICD Initial Capablllties Document 

INSCOM Army Intelligence and Security Command 

IOT&E Initial Operational Test and Evaluation 

ISR Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 

JDSA Joint Direct support AISR 

JROC Jofnt Requirements Oversi.ght Council 

LRIP Low Rate Initial Production 

MDA Mrlestone Decision Authority 

MQ-lC Gray Extended Range Multi-Purpose Unmanned Aircraft System MQ-lC Gray Eagle UAS 
Eagle UAS 

NGA National Geospatial Intelligence Agency 

OTT Operational Tradecraft and Training 

PM SAi Project Manager Sensors-Aer1al Intelligence 

PED Processing, Exploitation, and Disseminatl on 

PEO IEW&S Program Executive Office-lntelligence1 Electronic Warfare, and Sensors 

SIGINT Signals Intell igence 

TSP Tactical SIGINTPayload 

TEMP Test and Evaluation Master Plan 

UAS Unmanned Aerial System 

USD(I) Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Whistleblower Protection safeguards DoD employees anainst 
retaliation for protected disclosures that expose possible waste, fraud, 

and abuse in government pro9rams. For more information, please visit 
the Whistleblower webpage athttp:j/www.dodi/}.mil/Components/ 
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