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SUBJECT:  GRILL FLAME (U)

PURFOSE, (5/NOFORN) To inform ACSI DA of a potential situation
with regard tp GRILL FLAME and offer recommendations that will
prevent possible embarrassment toe the Army.

FACTS.

1. (5/NOFORN) BACKGROUND: In response to LTG Tighe's 7 Aug 80
letter to MG Thompson, a GRILL FLAME Committee meeting was held

on 18 Aug 80. The purpose of the meeting was to approve the Joint
Service GRILL FLAME Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), Mission

and Objectives Statement, and propoesed contract with SRI (TAB C).

2. (U) DISCUSSION:

a. (S/NOFORN) 1In order to ensure support of Army INSCOM's
interest in this matter, MAJ Hay provided the proposed draft
documents at TAB C to LTC Watt's organization at Fort Meade for
review and comment.. This resulted in a response from MG Rolya
{letter with 1 Incl) at TAB B. Because LTC Watt was on leave,

a representative from his organization, LT Fred Atwater, was
invited to attend the 18 Aug 80 meeting at DIA to present INSCOM's
rzcommended changes to the proposed draft decuments. After the
m=zeting, MAJ Hay asked LT Atwater if he felt LTC Watt and INSCOM
could concur with the proposed changes made at the meeting.

LT Atwater replied he thought they would.

by, (S/NOFORN) MAJ Hay met with LTC Watt on 27 Aug 80 and he
informed MAJ Hay that kre—disegreed—witirtTftwater—apnd he and INSCOM
could not concur with the MOU. MAJ Hay and LTC Watt then drafted
o proposed MOU (TAB A) which we plan to table at a propesed GRILL
FLAME Committee meeting at DIA during the next meeting, date unknown.

. (S/NOFORN) INSCOM's major objections, and MAJ Hay agrees,
are as follows:

(1) {S/NOFORN) INSCOM has $150K total teo fund the FY 81
GRILL FLAME effort. INSCOM needs $30K to fund the operatioconal
cffort., This would leave $120K for external contracts with whomever
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SUBJECT:  GRILL FLAME (U)

PURPOSE . {S/NOFCRN) To inform ACSI DA of a potential situation
with regard to GRILL FLAME and offer recommendations that will
prevent possible embarrassment to the Army.

FACTS.

L. (S/NOFORN) BACKGROUND: In response to LTG Tighe's 7 Aug 80
Letter toMG Thompson, a GRILL FLAME Committee meeting was held

on 18 Aug 80. The purpese of the meeting was to approve the Joint
Service GRILL FLAME Memerandum of Undergtanding (MOU), Mission

and Objectives Statement, and proposed contract with SRI (TAB C).

2. (U) DISCUSSION:

a. (S/NOFORN) In order to ensure suppert of Army INSCOM's
interest in this matter, MAJ Hay provided the preposed draft
documents at TAB C to LTC Watt's organization at Fort Meade for
review and comment. This resulted in a response from MG Rolya
{letter with 1 Incl) at TAB B. Because LTC Watt was on leave,

a representative from his organization, LT Fred Atwater, was
invited to attend the 18 Aug 80 meeting at DIA to present INSCOM's
recommended changes to the proposed draft documents. After the
meetbing, MAJ Hay asked LT Atwater if he felt LTC Watt and INSCOM
could concur with the proposed changes made at the meeting.
LT Atwater replied he thought they would.

b, (S/NOFORN) MAJ Hay met with LTC Watt on 27 Aug BO and he
informed MAJ Hay that he and INSCOM could neot concur with the MOU.
MAJ Hay and LTC Watt then drafted a proposed MOU (TAB A) which we
plan te table at a proposed GRILL FLAME Committee meeting at DIA
during the next meeting, date unknown.

C. (u) INSCOM's major objections, and MAJ Hay agrees, are
@ *‘ a4s follows:

(1) (S/NOFORN) The original MOU is that it identifies
A contractor by name and commits DOD funding tco a specific organi-
wation (SRI) prior to ascertaining if the contractor can accomplish
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tme required work. The MOU should be the instrument that estab-
| ishes the DOD Joint effort and net one which commits DOD funds
to a specific contractor.

(2) (S/NOFORN) INSCOM has $150K tetal to fund the FY 81
GRILL FLAME effort. INSCOM needs $30K to fund the cperational
effort. This would leave $120K for external contracts with whom-
cover it can be determined can meet INSCOM's requirements at the
lrast possible cost. (NOTE: DIA propesal states $120K from Army
INSCOM all to be funded for an SRI effort. DIA maintains that
Army had previously agreed verbally to provide $150K, then $120K
and now possibly even less than $120K. Beth LTC Watt and MAJ Stoner X
disagree and LTC Watt has a Memorandum for Record to back up state-
moent L)

(3) (3/NOFORN) DIA made a uniléteral decision to send
the DIA primary coentract monitor te SRI, Menlo Park, CA on Thursday
zlst of Friday 22d of August. This was done prior to the MOU being
cppraoved by Directer, DIA; Army, and Air Force ACSTs. NOTE: DIA
states no one objected te the primary contract monitor going to the
west Ceoast at the 18 Aug 80 meeting. Both LTC Watt and MAJ Stoner
hrave gone on record previocusly objecting to the need for the con-
Lract monitor to physically locate himself at SRI for the feollowing
reasons:

{(a) (S/NOFORN) If the GRILL FLAME Committee is in
fact joint, the DIA has no right toe make a unilateral decision
ciich as they have prior to the MOU being signed. NOTE: DIA feels

SG1J “ince DIA is funding B cve it is no one else's problem.
We feel if this decision is critized, DIA, Army, and Air Force
will jeintly be held responsible since we are a joint committee.

(b) (S/NOFORN) If the primary contract monitor is
focated on the West Coast with SRI, we gquestion how he can best
monitor all additional contract efforts elsewhere, NOTE: DIA
ifeels since SRI is best qualified in this project they will now,
and probably continue to receive most of the contracts, therefore,
1L makes sense to maintain the contract monitor at that location.

(c¢) (S/NOFORN) The move of the primary contract
monitor LeSRI tetally disregards the recommendation of the Depart-
pents of the Army GRILL FLAME Scientific Evaluation Committee Repaort,
dabted December 79, page 10, para 3b, "Dependence on the SRI
approach should be phased out." NOTE: DIA feels the Gale Report
i hiased and GRILL FLAME was doomed before it started, therefore,
o ore 18 going to accept its  recommendations (especially when
e Aare using Program 11T Tunds vice Program VI
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(d) (S/NOFORN) The move of the contract monitor to
1T peotentially decreased the operational security of the project.
1tal Putheff and Russ Targ are well known as so-called experts in
the PSI arca. To move a DIA contract monitor to work clesely with
them makes it difficult teo deny DOD interest in PSI. NOTE: It
anpears DIA believes both LTC Watt and MAJ Stoner 'have it in" for

e, Verona's office, specifically and all of these
SG1J «hjections are directed at N e risk of being accused

SG1J of parochialism, MAJ Hay does not believe this to be the case.
SG1J hoth nrc Watt, and MAJ Stoner believe that/llllll has continually
misrepresented Army/INSCOM positions and facts te Dr. Verona.

G {U) IMPACT:

a. (5/NQFORN) If our proposed draft MOU is approved, INSCOM
agrees to fund $70K for immediate contragt work at SRI for audice
analysis, and once LTC Watt can determine the status of SRI advanced
kY training program, INSCOM would take action te fund additional
menies available. (Inge Swann stated SRI will not be prepared for
advanced training for one year, however SRI's Hal Puthoff told
MA T Hay on 12 Sep 80 that SRI is ready and Swann as a consultant
cannot speak for SRIL) SRI initially felt that it would be necessary
Lo fund $500K to maintain an adequate program in PSI but reduced that
figure to $450K. That figure was further reduced to $390K feor FY 81
Iy the GRILL FLAME Committee. According to DIA, this will cause SRI
o reduce the number of personnel working the preoject. If Army INSCOM
further reduces dellar figure as planned, SRI may pull out of the
program.  DIA firmly believes SRI, as configured with current per-
sonnel, is a national asset. MAJ Hay thinks that is stretching
things a bit far, but dees believe SRI efforts should continue if
they can produce DOD requirements better than any other contractor
al the least possible cost te DOD. If SRI did pull out, DIA's
primary contract moniter would be left on the West Coast to moniter
nathing, pessibly causing the contract monitor te bring a claim
iyainst DIA for creating family hardships, leoss of funds, etc.

This could cause an cmbarrassment situation for LTG Tighe and Dr.
Vercena., Although Army and Air Force are net formally a part of
the Joint Services GRILL FAME Committee (no signed MOU) we have
heen very informally invelved since 1978. This could cause some
enmbarrassment to Army/Air Force.

b, (S/NOFORN) If SRI does not "pull ocut" and the DIA monitor
remaing at SRI, there may be at a later date some question dealing
with Lthe objections listed in paragraph 2(a)(b){(c)(d) above.
Ndditionally, there is the potential for questions te arise dealing
with possible conflict of interest, e.g., cther contractors question
thie DIA primary contract monitor located at SRI offering weork to
aother contractoers without bias.

Approved For Release 2000/08/07 : CIA-RDP96-00788R001200020013-4



Approved For Release 2000/08/07 :

'9 p'?‘ fel 1"'; [ q(\A\n -~ *:‘r‘

R00120002001 3-4 Q‘&M\J

P
DAMI -TSH \&)“(\ (_}‘p'“ﬁ {‘3 W

SUBJECT: GRILL FLAME (U)

M,‘WVV
4. (U) CONCLUSION: P" Ve

a. (S/NOFORN) Dr. Verona and SRI are very angry because they
ﬁk believe Army INSCOM is backing out of its commitment of $120K.
Verona's main concern appears to be the less of the $120K from Army
Lo go with the SRI program for FY 81. He feels strongly SRI will
pull cut if Army reduces the $120K further.

b. (S/NOFORN}) The changing of the proposed MOU does not appear
Lo bother Dr. Verona, except he dees not feel, as program manager,
ha2 has to clear through the GRILL FALME Committee before talking
with Congress or anyone else about the program.

. (S/NOFORN) MAJ Stoner feels we should trust SRI and INSCOM
should be forced to spend the FY 81 contract budget of $120K with
sil,  Stoner states "it would be wrong tg stop the $120K from going

o SRTI as scon ag pessible. I say this while peointing out my own
extreme bias against what 1T consider to be the high-handed, unethical,
SG1J and unprofessional actions by Verona and [l in secretly assigning

SG1J B tc SRI as contract monitor. SRI should continue to play a
valuable role. Despite what INSCOM feels SRI is capable of further

ploneer work if they have more time, money and non-interference by
sponsors.

'%4 . (S/NOFORN) LTC Watt is strongly opposed teo spending any
money with SRI or anyone else until the formal MOU is signed and
INnscoM is fully aware of what they are getting for the $120K.

o {S/NOFCRN) MAY Hay believes the whole GRILL FLAME Committee
has been poerly managed which has resulted in bad decisions based
on en attempt by all concerned to speed up (for whatever reason) a
very sensitive and complicated project. Since DIA made the unilateral
decision which may cause them embarrassment, they should be asked to
come up with the funds to make up the difference that INSCOM wishes
toospend elsewhere (about $50K). If DIA feels SRI is a national
asset, this would "keep SRI in business." The GRILL FLAME Committee
should then be forced to mect, and air out all the personal problems
between the action officers, and get on with the business at hand
a5 cutlined in the propesed MOU at TAB A. If that is not possible,
rocommend that the project management be moved to DC-4 in DIA,
remove all action officers from the project arnd start over with a
new team that can loock at this situation in an objective manner for
the qgood of the DOD.
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“. (U) OPTIONS:
a. (S/NOFORN)
Advantages

1) Freedom to spend Army money
when and where we desire.

(2) Manage our program without
coordination/approval of DIA.

b. (5/NOFORN)
is proposed in the original MOU,

Advantages
(1Y Most cost effective if a
Joint Service contract is ever

achieved.

Appears to be better managed/
{at least on paper).

(2)

organized

{3) HKeeps the SR1 effort geing
as currently staffed which may
or may not provide DOD with long
term benefits.

(4)
work for INSCOM with SRI team.

5

Army withdraw from the Joint

' LETO
CYHALS
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s £

Lol

Service Program.

Disadvantages

(1)

We get less for our money

as Joint Service contracts

provides benefits from DIA/USAF

programs, i.e., exchange of
information.
(2) Prevents duplication of

effort.

(3) L,If SRI as presently staffed
should be considered a very
valuable asset to Army, the pro-
gram would suffer if there is no
Joint Service contract.

(4) Army will be critized by DIA,.

Army remain in the Joint Service Program as it
and as is now operating.

Disadvantages

(1) Army cannot spend money where
they feel it can c¢btain best results.

(2) DIA makes unilateral decisions
without regard to Service needs.
Decisions could prove not in best
interest of Army.

(3) Army would formally accept
part of the responsibility for a
peorly managed effort with DIA,
and could be subject to criticism

Should allow for audio analysis and embarrassement.

(4) Cdr INSCOM would have to spend
$120K at SRI and not know what
results he will receive.
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o, (S/NOFORN)

modified as follows:

Army remain in the Joint Service Program but

(1) (S/NOTORN) As stated in our proposed MOU (TAB A}.

{2) (S/NOFORN) Geo on recerd to cobject te DIA's unilateral
decision for sending the primary contract monitor to SRI for
reasons listed in paragraph 2a,b,c,d.

(%) “(S/NOFORN) Ask DIA to make up the difference in funds
(about $50K) that INSCOM wishes to spend elsewhere.

Advantages

(a¢) Keeps the Joint Service
'rogram alive at least for one

vear and force better management.

{h) Should be more cost effect-
P\ e,

Disadvantages

(a) _Will anger DIA and cause
them*some internal DOD embarrass-
ment .

(b) Cause a short delay in order
to get a formally signed MOU and

contracts for FY 81 GRILL FLAME
¢} Should be better managed/ efforts,

organized,

{(d) Should eliminate duplica-
tion of effort.

{¢) Should provide better ex-
change of information.

(") Should eliminate unilateral
decisions by DIA,

ter)  Should allow Army INSCOM to
obtain traininge from contractors
ather than SRI,

{h) Should allow for audioc analysis
work for INSCOM with the SRI Team,
1 the SRI Team remains.

{i) Should allow the SRI Team as
currently staff to remain in business
for one more year.

i) Possibly prevent embarrassment
for LTG Tighe and Dr. Verona from
outside DOD.
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¢, {1)) RECOMMENDATION: Option C; if DIA refuses, gco with Option A,

o
-

MAJ Hay/50114

. (1)
Lo LAl GRRRY
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