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21 Junuery 1957
MR, J, A, MORLEY
J. C, Floyd

CHARGE CONTROL CF-105 AIPCRAFT

With reference to your
memiorandum of December 28, 1956 and the R,C,A,F, letter
of Junuary 2, 1957, it seems that very significant basic
issrues huve bovn reised hy this correspondence,

Interpreting the R,C,AF,
letter wt its fiice villue end in the light of the con-
tractual arringements for the CF-105, it @ppesirs that
the K,C,A. ¥, intend to conrtrel in detuil the develop-
ment of the aircruft from firet flight onwerdse, Engineer-
ing programs for the CF-105 inclnde finencinl and manpower
allowenceg for the continued engineering development of
the aircraft during the test flying phase, The complexity
of the aircruft and i1ts systems is such that developuent
tools in the form of flying aircraft must be mude evail-
¢hle to the designers to enihle them to complete the
devclopment prior to offering up the aircraft for k.C.A.F,
evielui-tion, This development phise is reflected in a
very significant engineering effort «nd we huve estimated
the output resulting from this effort in tcrams of its
effect on the manufzcturing progrum a8 something approach-
ing 17,000 egqinivaelent new paurts for the Mark 1 aircraft
alone ¥e understand that the Munufucturing Division's
budgets for Program U4 include allowances for undertaking
the work implied by this output, :

The R,C,A.F, letter appeurs
to indicate thut it is their intention to control in
detail this development effort, If this is to be the
cvse, «nd ve feel most strongly that this must not be so,
then it is clear thuat not only are ve not the overall
weapon system manager but we shall have relinquished the
technical management of the wirfrume itself, Experience
on the CF-100 shows that the flow time necessary to
prepure, submit and receive approval of an ECP is of the
order of &t least one month, wlthough we do have cuses
which have been in R,C,A,.F, hiunds for a year, Clearly
any control &8 cumbersome u#s this would extend the
development period to a funtustic extent,

As a result of discussions
with R,C,A,F, Orficers we get the impression that the
K.C.,A,F, lettcr does not necessarily represent firm policy
and that a return to the angreement reached in the October
meeting with the R.C.,A,F, is probably much nearer the
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intention, You will recull thut it wus then agreed thuat
development ECP's covering changes within the definition

of the scope of work would be submitted for record purposes
only, and that these changes would be processed without
R.C.AF, or D.D,P, approvel, whilst on the other hand
development ECP's for changes resulting from requirements
outside the scope of work would be processed through the
formil chonnele with the requirement for D,D,P, und LR,C,A.F,
cpproval, Should this be the case then the problem is no
longer one between the R.C,A.F, and the Company, as the
Compeny vill be firmly established 8 at least the airframe
system mrnuger, _

The problem is then within the
Compuny, As you wsre avure we regord the present unsettled
stete of Compuny policy on internul system management with
consgiderehle concern, Control of the progrum is &t present
divided betveen the verious divisions with the President
himself providing the only strong co-ordincting function,
Although this works well enough in mutters of mujor policy,
it is difficult to see how this can be succeesful in dealing
with the multitude of minor prohlems arising out of the
development program, Obviously we must demonstrate to the
custonmer our cupability to manage the ailrframe system
development progrum before he will gein the confidence to
entrust to us the management of the overall weapon system,

In view of these circumstances
we feel thet the Compuny policy shonld he as follows:~

Firstly, with regard to the R.C.A,F, —-

1z The Company should reiterate its understanding
that it is charged with the system management
responreibility for the awirfraume development
Program,

24 The Mark 1 YModel Specificution describing the
first circruft will contain a provisional ,
muster record index, The Mark 2 Model Specifica-
tion vill describe the Mark 2 cowbhat aircraft
«nd will iniclude a sealed master record index
&t the appropriate time, It should be noted
thiet delays with regard to the engineering
content and availability of certain iftems, in
particuler iteme of GFE such as Astra I mean
that the first Mark 2 aircraft will not be the
complete combat aircraft and will be described
by the Mark 2 lodel Specification plus deviations,

g > The CF-105 contracts will be amended in line with
the statement of work contained in AD 4l
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L, A1l changes to the Miark 1 wircraft will be:
processged by the Avro Change Control Doard,
" Development ECP's will be prepared for eall
significant changes within the scope of
work and submitted to the F.C,A.F, for
record purposeg, However, the implementution
of these changes will proceed without specific
R,C,A,Fy or D,D,P, approval, Significent
chuinges outside the scope of work will be
submiitted to the R.C,A.F, by meunsg of develop-
rient ECP's, Thece changes will not be im-
plemented until R.C.2.F, a«pprovel hie been
obtsired vnd the work involved hits heen
furded,

It slould be 1oted that the
intention is not to eliminete the prerogutiive of the 2,C.4,F,
to control the teclhinicul content of the aircruft, lowever,
it is the intention to permit the Company to proceed with
the development program a&s rapidly «s possible, Development
ECP's submitted to the Air Force to record significent
chenges, @lthough these vre within the scope of work, permit
the L.C.AF, to hove deteiled information on the policy wnd
progress of the development progran,

Secondly, vithin the Compuny
the Engineering Vivision by rewuson of the development
menagemnent cuthority vested in it will direct the C,C,B,
in allocating chuinges, In cuses where the wllocition is
essentizl to the progress of the development program, even
though this allocation may involve some disruption of
divisional activities, the Engineering Pivision will give
the C.C,B, firm direction, In cases where the allocation
heés less development significunce the s#llocation will be
arrived st by the normal procedures of the C,C,B,

Fe believe that & firm Company
attitude in line with these recommendwtions will permit us
to undertuke the development program with the minimum of
interference and that at the sume time we shall meet the
requirements of the R,C,A,F, in this mattery

J, C, Floyd

VICE-PRESIDENT, ENGINLERING,
C.C, Hr. F. T, Smye
BIrQ }{. R. Siﬂlth
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