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21 J .. irnu.,,ry 1957 
MR. J, A. lWRLEY 

J. o. Floyd 
CHANGE CONTROL CF-10,5 AIRCRAFT 

With reference to your 
memoranilioo of December 28 1 1956 and the R.C.A.f. letter 
of Jt,nuury 2, 1957, it seems that very significant basic 
iseues h.:.ve been r,,.ised by this correspondence. 

Intery:reting the 11.c.A.F• 
letter h.t its f,.ce v,,lue e,,rnl in the light of the con­
trr;ctuc,l nl'r~ngcments for the CF-105, it appe'-trs th&t 
the R.C.A.F. intend to cor!trol in detuil the develop-
ment of the u,ircr,.,ft from first flight omn.,.:rds. }:rigineer­
ing programs for the CF-10.5 inc l ndo fim.:.ncin.l ... nd manpower 

c:1,llowa.nces for the continued engi11eeriilg development of 
the ai re raft during the test flying phase. The com11lexi ty 
of the aircrufj ~nd its systems is such that development 
tools in the form of flying &-1 re raft must be m,~. de avai 1-
clile to the designers to endile them to complete the 
development prior to offering up the nircraft for R.c.A.F. 
ev,du,-.tion. This rlevclopment plu-.6e is reflected in a 
very significu,nt engineering effort und we lu...ve estimated 
tho output res11lti11g from this effort in terms of its 
effect on the m4nuf~cturing progruru as something approach­
ing 17 1 000 equiv.;..lent new parts for the Mc.rk 1 aircraft 
alone. We understand th.:tt the :u .. ~nufucturing Division's 
lmdgets for Pl'ogrc:.Jll 4 include 'allowctrices for undertaking 
the work implied by this output. 

The R.c.A.F. letter appears 
to indicate thut it is their intention to control in 
detail this development effort. If this is to be the 
Cose, und we feel moE't strongly thnt this must not he so, 
then it is clehr thLlt not only are we not the overall 
weapon E1ystem m,t,nager but we shall hnve relinquished the 
technici'..,,.l mnna.gernent of the u.i rfr .... me i tRel f. E:xper ience 
on the CF-100 shows that the !low time necessury to 
prep .... re, sul>tui t and receive ... pproval of E.cn :ECP 1 s of the 
order of 1.1.t le,u~t one month, "'1 though v.o do h2..ve cases 
which h~ve been in R.c.A.F. h~nds for a year. Clearly 
any control &s cumllersome hB tll is li ould extend the 
development period to a funtustic extent. 

As a result of discussions 
uith R.C.A .• F. Officers we get the impression that the 
n. C.A. F. let tc r does not necessi:~ri ly represent firm policy 
and that a return to the a 6 reernent reached in the October 
meeting with the R.C.A.F 4 is probably much nearer the 
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inte11tion 4 You will recall thu.t it W'uB then C:tgreed thc:.t 
deve lopmcnt .ECl' 's covering changes within the <lef ini tion 
of the sco1)e of work would be suhmi tted for record 1nir1)oses 
only, s .nd that these chu.ngca would. be processed· without 
n.c.A.F. or n .. D.P. H.pproval, whilst on the other hand 
developme>Ilt ECl'' s for changes resulting from requi remente 
outside the sco1,e of work would be JJrocessed through the 
formi~l ch;:;.1mcls with the requirement for n.n.P. and n.c.A.F., 
LIJprov..1.l,. Should this be the case then the problem is no 
longer one between the R.C.A.F. and the Company, as the 
Co1n1; .... ny , :ill l>e firmly established RB at lea.et the u.irframe 
syBtem m;..nu 6er. 

The problem is then within the 
Co;;11 •, ,ny11 / 1 s you ,,re t :. v.·are ,re rcg,ird the present unsettled 
st~tc of Comp~ny policy on intern~! Rystem management with 
cori ~idc•r,.hle co1ic, ·rn. Control of the progrwn is c:.t present 
divide(l 1Jet\,een the v,.,rious ,Uvi0ions ~-ith the President 
himr,;elf proyiuing the only stroug co-o·rdin..:ting function,. 
Although this '\\OrLs well enough in nw.tters of major policy, 
it is difficult to see how this cr;.n be succesHful in dealing 
with the multitude of minor prohlems a.rising out of the 
development progr, ... m. Obviously we must demonstrate to the 
customer our cHpf.,,bi Ii ty to manage the airframe system 
development J;rotr .. ..m before 'he will ga,in the confidence to 
entrm,t to us the m:::-nf~gP-1acut of the overu.11 weapon system. 

In view of these circumstances 
we feel t1wt the CompLny policy shonld he as follows:-

Firstly, with regard to the n.c.A.F. --

J .. 

The Company should reiterate its understc:1.nding 
that it is charged with the system management 
reBpons i bi Ii ty for the u,i rfrrune development 
prog nun• 

'The !~i::rk 1 }iodel Specific .... tion describing the 
first c.ircraft will contrdn a p'rovisional 
master record index. The Mark 2 Model Specifica­
tion will ,describe the M;-:.rk _2 combat aircraf1 
t..nd ~'ill i1iClude a Healed master record index 
ht the approprhde time. It should be noted 
that delays with reg~rd to the engineering . 
content and hV~ilability of cert~in items, in 
pnrticuh~r i terns of GFE such as J.stra I mean 
that the first ?.fark 2 aircraft will not be the 
complete combRt Qircraft and will be described 
by the Mark 2 liod.el Specification plus deviations. 

The CF-105 contracts ·11.ill be amended in line with 
the stnter.ient of work contu.incd in .AD 44.., 
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4. All ch~ngea to the l~rk 1 uircr~ft ~ill be · 
procefiscd by the Avro Ch~nge Control Doard. 
Development ECP 1 s will be prepared for all 
signi fica.nt clumges ld thin the scope of 
work and submitted to the F,C,A.F. for 
record purpose9. However, the in~lemcntation 
of these chr..,nges ·wi 11 proceed without spcci f to 
1i.c.A.F 4 or ll.D.P. approval. Significl},nt 
changes outside the scope of -,iror:1:: w111 be 
Rubmitted to the l?.C.A.F., by me.;,ns of <levolop-
1:1er1t ECl)'s. TheEe changes will not ba im­
Jilemcntcd nntil n.C.) . . F. "-Pfrovnl h~.8 been 
olltLivc<l trill the v,ork iJiYolvcu h, · s 1->ecn 
funded• 

It s1 o,ild 1Je 1:utcd that the 
intention is 11ot to eliinim;_.te tlie prerogu,tive of the t.C • .A,1''­
to control the teclmichl content of the &.i rcr1.ift. However, 
it is the intention to permit the Company to proceed with 
the development program as rapidly ,~s possible. Development 
ECl' 1 s subui ttcd to the Air Force to record significi-,nt 
chLnges, Kl though these ilie ,:,i thin the scope of work, perrai t 
the n.c.A.1''. to h, vc deh'.,i le.d informrltion on the policy .... nd 
progress of the development program. 

Seco1Jdly, v·i tl1 in the Company 
the Engineering Ui vision by retd30n of the dcvelopnient 
mt,,nagernent uu thori ty vested in 1 t wi 11 cl i rcct the C .C,. B. 
in ul locating ch,.ng;es • 111 C<.l r;es where the t;..l loc,..t ion is 
essentic.l to the progress of the development progr,im, even 
though this allocation muy involve some disruption of 
divisional ~ctivities, the Engineering Division will give 
the c.c.B. firm direction. In cases lfhere the ~llocation 
hc.,s less cl.eve l opment s i gni f ice.nee the Etl l ocn. t ion wi 11 be 
arrived o.t by the norm,,.I 1;rocednres of tl1~ c.c.n. 

We be I ieve th,. t a firm Company 
attitude in line with these recom.mendLtions -will permit us 
to undertakp, the development program l\'i th the minimum of 
interference arid that at the sume time we shall meet the 
requirements of the R.C.A.F. in this matter. 

c. c. M.r. F • T • S111ye 
.Mr• H • R • S111 i th 

J. c. Floydt 
VICE-PRESIDE:t\T, l:NGINlERU~G. 
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