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The QDR in Perspective

Meeting America6ds Nati ofCanturySecur i ty

INTRODUCTION

Congress has required by law that every four years the Department of Defense conduct what

wouldouts de of government simply be called a fAstr
progr ams. The Department calls this process
for short.

The modern QDR originated in 1990 at the end of the Cold War wherhtier@n of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff undertook in the fABase Forcebo
military establishment. Then in 1993, building on his own work as the chairman of the House

Armed Services Committee, Secretary of Defdrese Aspin decided to conduct what he called a
Bottomup Review an examination, with emphasis on the long term of the risks which America

was likely to face, the capabilities necessary to meet them, and the various options for

developing those capabibt. As originally conceived, the process was supposed to be free

ranging, with the initiative and analysis proceeding from within the DOD and flowing upwards.

The point was to free the Department from the constraints of existing assumptions and refresh

the intellectual capital of the top political leadership in Congress as well as the Executive branch.

The initial Bottomup Review was considered a success. Of course there was much debate about
the conclusions, but Congress thought the process was wdelantd mandated that it be

repeated every four years. Unfortunately, once the idea became statutory, it became part of the
bureaucratic routine. The natural tendency of bureaucracy is to plan short term, operate from the
top down, think within existingarametersand affirm the correctness of existing plans and
programs of record.

That is exactly what happened to the QDR process. Instead of unconstrained, long term analysis
by planners who were encouraged to challenge preexisting thinking, the QEdRsebe
explanations and justifications, often with marginal changes, of established decisions and plans.

This latest QDR continues the trend of the last 15 years. Itis a wartime QDR, prepared by a
Department that is focusédunderstandably and appropgbti on responding to the threats
America now faces and winning the wars in which America is now engaged. Undoubtedly the
QDR is of value in helping Congress review and advance the current vital missions of the



Department. But for the reasons alreatdyesd, it is not the kind of long term planning document
which the statute envisions.

Congress constituted our Independent Panel to review the QDR, assess the long term threats
facing America, and produce recommendations regarding the capabilities vithioh w

necessary to meet those threats. We have deliberated for over five months, in the process
reviewing a mass of documents (both classified and unclassified), interviéeaegof

witnesses from the Department, and consulting a number of outsieldsexp

This resulting unanimous Report is divided into five parts.

Our Report first conducts a brief survey of foreign policy, with special emphasis on the missions
that Americads military has been c¢aFrbnetdke on to
strategic habits of American presidents over the last century, and especially sincenabus

which have showed a remarkable degree of bipartisan consi$teregeduce four enduring

national interests which will continue to transcend paitdifferences and animate American

policy in the future. We also discuss the five gravest potential threats to those interests which are
likely to arise over the next generation.

In the next two chapters, we turn to the capabilities which our govetrrmest develop and

sustain in order to protect those enduring interests. We first discuss the civilian elements of
national powei wh at Secretary Gates has called the #fAt
just coming to understand the importancéhefse vital, but neglected, tools. We make a number

of recommendations for the structural and cultural changes in both the Executive and Legislative
branches which will be necessary if these elements of national power are to play their role in
protectingAmer i cads enduring interests.

We then turn to the condition of Americads mi
growing gap between t he Iitdiszoanciteinventoryofct ur eo of
equipment and the missions it willdcalled on to perform in the future. As required by

Congress, we propose an alternative force structure with emphasis on increasing the size of the
Navy. We also review the urgent necessity of recapitalizing and modernizing the weapons and
equipment inentory of all the services; we assess the adequacy of the budget with that need in

Vi ew; and we make recommendations for increas
homeland defense and deal with asymmetric threats such as cyber attack.

(@}

Inthishi rd chapter, we also review the military
the volunteer military has been an unqualified success, there are trends that threaten its
sustainability. We recommend a number of changes in retention, promotigoegesation, and
professional military education policies, whi
servicemembers and strengthen the volunteer force.



The fourth chapter of our Report takes on the issue of acquisition reform. We commend
Secetary Gates for his emphasis on reducing both the cost of new programs and the time it takes
to develop them. But we are concerned that the typical direction of past réforonsasing the
process involved in making procurement decisionsgy detractriom the clear authority and
accountability that alone can reduce cost and increase efficiency. We offer several
recommendations to Congress in this area.

Finally, the fifth chapter of our Report deals with the QDR process itself. We review the history

of QDRs and analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the idea in concept and practice. We very
much approve the impulse behind the QDfRe desire to step back from the flow of daily

events and think creatively about the futur@nd we suggest methods eupr to the current
process for Congress and the Executive to wor

The issues raised in the body of this Report are sufficiently serious that we believe an explicit
warning is appropriate. The aging of the integies and equipment used by the services, the
decline in the size of the Nawgscalating personnel entitlements, overhead and procurement
costs,and the growing stress on the force means that a train wreck is coming in the areas of
personnel, acquisitig and force structure. In addition, our nation needs to build greater civil
operational capacity to deploy civilians alongside our military and to partner with international
bodies, the private sector, and rgmvernmental organizations in dealing wistiléd and failing
states.

The potential consequences for the United St a
concerns in this Report are not acceptable. We are confident that the trendlines can be reversed,

but it will require an ongoing, bip@gsan concentration of political will in support of decisive

action. A good start would be to replace the existing national security planning process with
something more up to date, more comprehensive, and more effective.

In conclusion, we wish to ackmdedge the cooperation of the Department in the preparation of
this Report- and to express our unanimous and undying gratitude to the men and women of
Amer i ¢ a6 sandtheirlfamiliesywhgse sacrifice and dedication continue to inspire and
humble .
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COMPILATION OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

T h e P andimgs and recommendatioase as follows:

Chapter 1: The Prospects for 23 Century Conflict

1. America hagor most of the last century pursufir enduringsecurity interests:
a. Thedefense of the American homeland
b. Assured access to tkea, air, space, and cyberspace
c. The preservation of a favorable balance of power across Eurasia that prevents
authoritariardomination of that region
d Providing for the gl ob adtionsiahonmamtarian go od o
aid, development assistance, and disaster relief.

2. Five key global trends face the nation as it seeks to sustain its role as the leader of an
international system that protects the interests outlined above:
a. Radical Islamist extreram and the threat of terrorism
b. The rise oinew global great powers in Asia
c. Continued struggle for power in the Persianf@nd the greater Middle East
d. An accelerating glodaompetition for resources
e. Persistent problems from failed and failing states.

3. These five key global trends have framed a range of choices for the United States:

a. These trends are |ikely to place an inc
to preserve regional balancegile diplomacy and development have important
roles to play, thevo r | d @rsler éoncerssiwill continue to be security
concerns.

b. The various t o dldiglomady, effgagenzentttradp, tamgetad 0
communications about American ideals and intentions, development of grassroots
political and economic institinsi will be increasingly necessary to protect
Americads national i nterests.

c. Todaydéds world offers unique opportunitd.i
United States needs to guide continued adaptation of existing international
institutions andalliances and to support development of new institutions
appropriate to the demands of thé'2&ntury This will not happen without
global confidence in American leadership, its political, economic, and military
strength, and steadfast national purpose.

d. Finally, Americacannotabandon a leadership role in support of its national
interests. To do so will simply lead to an increasingly unstable and unfriendly
global climate and eventually to conflicts America cannot ignore, which we must
thenprosecutevith limited choices under unfavorable circumstaneesd with
stakes that are higher than anyone would like.
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Chapter Two: The Comprehensive Approach

1. Legislative Branch: National Security reform effort

a. Findng: The Panel a ¢ k ncausialrdedngrevsdng@as n gr e s s 0 s
national defense with both authorities and appropriatibfavever, the Panel
notes with extreme concern that our current federal government struchots
executive and legislative, and in particular those related to secuvitye
fashioned in the 1940s anat bestthey work imperfectly today The U.S.
defense framework adopted after World War Il was structured to address the
Soviet Union in a bipolar world. The threats of today are much different. A new
approach is neede

b. Recommendation The Panel recommends a legislative reform package
containing the following elements:

i. Review and restructure Title 10, Title 22, Title 32, and Title 50 authorities
to enhance integration of effort while clarifying the individual
responilities and authorities ahe Department of State, StadD, the
Intelligence Community, and all components of the Department of
Defense.

ii. Review and rewrite other authorities to create and exgaplbyable
capabilities of civilian departments, agesgand institutions (particularly
State, State/AlID, Treasury, Energy, Justice, DHS, Agriculture, Health and
Human Services, and Transportation).

iii. Establish authority for a consortium of existing U.S. government schools
to develop and provide a common pss®nal national security education
curriculum. This new authority should also establish an interagency
assignment exchange program for national security officials

iv. Create a system of incentives totecutive branch personnel to work in
desi gnatefd giowherlrement 6 assignments (i
to participating in the exchange program described above)

v. Reconvene thdoint Committee on the Organization of Congregsich
was established in 1945 and has convened two other times since then, the
most recent being in 1993 he Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress has the established precedent and authority to examine and make
recommendations to improve the organization and oversight of Congress.
Additional detail on the Joint Committea the Organization of Congress
and draft terms of reference for its tasksn@vided at Appendi®.

viii



Vi.

Recommendhat the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress
examine the current organization of Congress, including the committee
structure, thetsucture of national security authorities, appropriations, and
oversight, with the intent of recommending changes to make Congress a
more effective body in performing
defense." As part of this effort Congress should:

1. Edablish a single national security appropriations subcommittee
for Defense, State, State/AlBnd the Intelligence Community

2. In parallel, establish an authorization process that coordinate
Congressional authorization actions on national security across
these departments and agencies.

2. Executive Branch: Integrate national security efforts across théwhole of

governmenb

a. Finding: Just as Congress hasegponsibilityto improwe our national security
performance, so does the Executive branch. The Pansltfiatithe Executive
branch | acks an ef f ecapaciytieat infiegratesithe o f
planning and execution capabilities of the many federal departments and agencies
that have national security responsibilities.

b. Recommendation Executive brach reform should begin with an Executive
Order or directive signed by the President that clarifies interagency roles and
responsibilities fofwhole of governmemdtmissions. This directive should:

Establish a consolidated budget line for national sectirély
encompasses, at a minimum, Defense, State, State/AlID, and the
Intelligence Community

Task both the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the National
Security Council (NSC) to develop a mechanism to track implementation
of the various budgets thaupport the Comprehensive Approach

It

gov

Identify lead and supporting departments and agencies and their associated

responsibilities for notional national security missiomsis Executive
Order orPresidentiatlirective should also establish a procesddfine
interagency roles and responsibilities for missions not specifically
addressed therein

Establish standing interagency teams with capabilities to plan for and

exercise, in an integrated way, departmental and agency responsibilities in

predefined n8sion scenarios before a crisis occurs.



3. Enhancedc i vi | i an fwhol apacitft gover nment o <c

a. Finding: Today civilian department and agencies lack the capacity to provide the
array of capabilities required for effectigapport to the Department of Defense
in stability and reconstruction operations in unstable host natiomeany cases,
even preconflict and certainly postonflict, our civilians will be deployed in
situations of f ghuswil havettosbe able o®pemate inany 6 and
integated way with security forcesjhether with indigenous forces (especially in
a preconflict, failing state case), with international peacekeepers, or with U.S
forces(especidly in postconflict situations)]

b. Recommendation Congress and the Presidshbuldestablish &National
Commissionon Building the Civil Force of the Futurelhe purpose of the
commissiorwould beto develop recommendations and a blueprint for increasing
the capability and capacity of our civilian departnsemd agencie® move
promply overseas and cooperate effectively with military forces in insecure
security environmentsAttached afAppendix2 is a proposed TOR for the work
of this commission.

i. The U.S. governmershould be encouraging and helping to develop
similar capabilitiesamongits international partners and in international
institutions to supplement or substitute where requiredmoerican
civilian capability and capacity.

ii. Until these capabilities and capacities are developed, at least in U.S.
civilian institutions (angerhaps even after), stabilization will continue to
be a military mission and must be adequately resourced (as plaet of
U.S. military strategy for ending operations such as in Irag and
Afghanistan).

iii. To develop and support these capabilities, relevigiian agencies need
to develop credible internal requirements as well as development/
budgeting and execution processes to create confidence that they can
perform these missions.

iv. The Departmendf Defenseneeds to contribute to training and exercising
these civilian forces with U.S. military forces so that they will be able to
operate effectively together.

v. The Defense Department and relevant civilian agencies need to conduct a
biennial(every other year) exercise involving both the international
communiy and the national agencies integrating@uenprehensive
Approach in addressing particular scenarios oringahcies.



4. International Security and Assistance eform

a. Finding: The final elemenof reform involves changes taternationalSecurity
Assisance and cooperation programish e r eal i ti es of today?o:s
have revealed the institutional weaknesses of the existing security assistance
programs and frameworklf unchanged, the United States will fail in its efforts
to shape and swsh an international environmesuipportive ofts interests.

b. Recommendation:Specifically, appropriate departments or agencies should:

i. Include selected allies/partners, select international organizations, and,
when possible, NoGovernmental and Priva¥oluntary Organizations
(NGO/PVO) as part of U.S. government efforts to define roles and
missions for te Comprehensive Approachf.successful, this effort could
be expanded to include the development gfrowed unity of command
and/or unity of efforarrangements and operating procedures among U.S.
government and allied govermmts, international organizations, and
participating NGO/PVG®.

ii. Document and institutionalize training d.S.,alied governments, and
NGO/PVO roles, missions, and operatingqaaures in suppbof the
Comprehensive Approach.

iii. Coordinate and implement the development and acquisition of selected
capabilities (e.g., communications, support, coordination, etc.) that support
the Comprehensive Approach with kallyes and partnersExpandthis
effort to willing international organizations atNnGO/PVOs.

iv. Seek authority to establish pooled funding mechanisms for selected
national security missions that would benefit from the Comprehensive
Approach, including security capacity buildingglsilization, and conflict
prevention

v. Develop a cost profile for different missions requiring a Comprehensive
Approach that identifies the major cost elements and alternative funding
arrangements (national, multinational, shared) forling the needed
resources.Seek authority for and conclude agreements to share selected
mission cots with key allies and partners.

vi. Designate an Assistant Secretary level official to oversee and standardize
management of contractors in contingendiesrease the numband
improve training of contracting officers, integrate contractors and
contractofprovided tasks into contingency plans, and integrate contractor
roles into predeployment training and exercisdsprove education and
training requirements for contracsgiparticularly those supporting

Xi



complex contingencies abroad.S. governmentepartmentsand
agencieshould also improve their oversight and accountability of
contractors who perform securtglated tasksinder their directiomo
ensure they are ledglas accountable for their conductaas deployed
serviceor diplomatic members.

vii. Continue efforts at Building Partnership Capacity, recognizing that these
efforts have several complementary aspects.

1. Low-end institution building in postonflict/failing dates

2. Developing highend capacity of our traditional alli@ahich
entails not only security assistance reform but also, as part of
acquisition reform, to builth sharing our defense products with
our alliesfrom the outsetréquiring export control refon and
natonal disclosure policy reform)]Put another wayye neeca
Abuild to shareo policy from the

3. Viewing rising powers as potential partners that offer us
opportunities for collaboration as well as potential challenges.

viii. Ensure the integratn of lessons learned from the current wars within the
programs of instruction of Department of Defense education and training
institutions.

Chapter Three: Force Structure and Personnel

1. Force Structure
a. Secretary Gates is correct to focus all the ss&®y resources of American
national security on the success of U.S. forces in Irag and Afghanistan.

b. The QDRshouldreflect that, but it must also plan effectively for threhtgt are
likely to riseover the next 20 years. The legal mandate to the Ratwetubmit
to Congress fian assessment of the [ QDR]
review, the stated and implied assumptions incorporated in the review, and the
vulnerabilities of the strategy and for

c. Consigent withits mandate, the Panfdund the following
i. A force-planning construct is a powerful lever that the Secretary of

Defense can use to shape the Defense Departriiteiso represents a
useful tool for explaininghe defense program to Congreskne absence
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of a clear forcgplanning construct in the 2010 QDR represents a missed
opportunity.

ii. The force structure in th&sia-Pacific area needs to be increasdd.
order to preserve U.S. interests, the United States will need to retain the
ability to transit freely the areas of the Western Pacific for security and
economic reasonslhe United States must be fully present in the Asia
Pacific regiorto protect American lives and territory, ensure the free flow
of commerce, maintain stability, andfeled our allies in the regiorA
robust US. force structurepne that idargely rooted in maritime strategy
and include®ther necessary capabilities, will be essential.

iii. Absentimproved capabilites fr om fAwhol e of governr
branchdepartmets and agencies, U.§round forces will continuwith
postconflict stability operations, consumirgtical force structure
resources Civilian agencies that aggroperly resourced and staffed can
contribute significantlyn stability operationsandthey may be ablé
enhance military readiness by removing tasks more appropriately
performed by civilian professionals.

iv. The QDR force structure will not provide sufficient capacity to respond to
adomesticcatastrophé¢hat might occur during a period ohgoing
contingency operations abroadhe role of reserveatnponens needs to
be reviewedwith an eye to ensuring that a portion of the National Guard
be dedicated to and funded favmeland defense

v. The expanding cyber mission also needs to be memThe Department
of Defense should be prepared to assist civil authorities in defending
cyberspacebeyond the Departmentodés current

vi. The force structure needs toibereased in a number of ardasounter
antraccess challenges, strengthembetand defens@ncludingdefense
againstcyber threafs and conduct postonflict stabilization missions. It
must also be modernizedhe Department can achieve cost sasiog
acquisition and overhead, substantial additional resources will be
requred to modernize the forcélthough there is a cost to recapitalizing
the military, there is also@otentialprice to be paid for not re
capitalizing, one that in the long run would be much greater.

d. To compete effectively, the U.S. militanyustcontirue to develop new
conceptual approaches to dealing with the operational challenges weAface
prime example of such an approackhis Capstone Concept for Joint Operations
(CCJO). The Secretary of Defense has directed the Navy and Air Rorce
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develop a Air-Sea Battle conceptThisis one example of @int approach to

deal with the growing anfaccess challenge. We believe the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force deserve support in this effort
and recommend that the otlsa&rvices be brought into the concept as soon as
appropriate.

e. Meeting the force structure challenges of the next 20 years, and creating the
financial wherewithal for these capabilities, will not happen if the Department of
Defense and Congress maintain skegus quan managing fiscal resourcd®
reap savings that may be reinvested within defense, and justify additional
resources for force structure and equipment modernization, the Department and
Congress should reestablish tools that restore fiscadmegylity to the budget
process lost when balanced budget rules were abandodaéstore fiscal
responsibility to the budget process

2. Personnel

a. Although the pay and benefits affordedids. military personnel can never
adequately compensate foethsacrifice and the burdeptcedupon their
families, the recent and dramagjowth in the cost of the AN olunteer Force
cannot be sustained for the long term. A failure to addhesmcreasing costs of
the All-VolunteerForce will likely resultin a redwtion in the force structure,
reduction in benefits, a compromised\ll -Volunteer Force.

b. To accompl i sh trdsesvingldddremsmanciggtlze IAMblunfeer p
Force and to develop future military leaders, major changes will be necessary
the military personnel system:

i. Greater differentiatiom assignments and compensatomtween one or
two termsof serviceand a career

ii. A change imilitary compensationremphasizingash in hand instead of
deferred or irkind benefits to enhanceamiting for those seing less
than an entire career

iii. The use of bonuses and credential pay to attract, retain, and reward critical
specialtes and outstanding performance

iv. Instituting a continuunof-service model that allows service members to

move fludly between the active and reserve components and between the
military, private sector, civibervice, and other employment

Xiv



v. Current limitations on the length of service provide insufficient time for
the education, training, and experiences necessaryYarehtury warfare.
To gain the best return on investment and experience, and because of
improvements in health and longeviilyis necessary tmodify career
paths to permit the educational and assignment experiences required to
meet the challenges thailitary faces in the Zlcentury.

vi. To ensure a healthidl -VolunteerForce for the next two decades, the
militarybés personnel management syst
modifying the upor-out career progression, lengthening career
opportunitiesd forty years, instituting 36@egree officer evaluations, and
broadening educational experiences both in formal schooling and career
experiences for @iters heading toward flag rank

vii. Modify TriCare for Life to identify solutions that make it more affable
over the long term, including phasing in higher contributions while
ensuring these remain below market rates, and adjusting contributions on
the basis of ability to pay.

viii. The Department of Defense and Congress should establish a new National
Commisson on Military Personnebdf the quality and stature of the 1970
Gates Commissionyhich formulated policies to end military conscription
and replace it witlan allvolunteer force. The purpose of this commission
would be to develop political momentum ancbadmap for
implementation of the changes proposed here, including recommendations
to modernize the military personnel system, including compensation
reform; adjust military career progression to allow for longer and more
flexible military careers; rebat@ethe mission®f active, guard and
reserve, and mobilizatidiorces reduceoverhead and staff duplication;
and reform active, reserve, and retired military health care and retirement
benefits to put their financing on a sustainable basis consisténotier
national priaities. A proposed TOR is at Appendx

3. Professional Military Education (PME)

.l n order to attract more youth to mild@
top colleges, the services should offer full scholarships on a comedisis,
usable anywhere a student chooses to attend, in exchange for enlisted service in
the reserves (and summer officer training) during schooling, and five years of
service after graduation to include officer training school.

ii. To attract and retain offers, and to broaden their experience, successful
company grade or junior field grade officers should be offered fiutigred
civilian graduate degree programs in resideiocgtudy military affairs and
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foreign cultures and languages, without speabnnection to a follovon
assignment. Additionally, all officers selected for advanced promotiordto O
should be required and funded to earn a graduate degree in residence at a top
tier civilian graduate school in a weglated discipline in the humdias and

social sciencesQualified career officers at these ranks should have available
sabbatical assignments in the private sector, voluntary sector, or elsewhere in
government, with the opportunity to drbpck in yeagroup so as not to fall
behind heir peers in the opportunity for promotion.

Attendance at intermediate and senior service school should be by application,
and require entrance examinations administered by the schools in cooperation
with the service personnel office$oo many officersare poorly prepared

and/or motivated for pogjraduate PME, many treating it largely as a
requirement for promotion. The quality of the instruction, and the depth and
rigor of staff and war colleges would be strengthened if students possessed the
motivaion and skills needed to make maximum use of the educational
opportunity provided.

Officers selected for senior service school should be obligated for at least five
years of additional service after graduation.

Service on the teaching faculty somewhiaerBME should be a requirement for
promotion to flag rank.Such service should be considered equivalent to joint
duty for the purposes of meeting the 4 year requirement for service in a joint
billet. To facilitate this requirement, active duty officer®sld fill all ROTC
instructor billets and a larger percentage of faculty billets at the service
academies.

Foreign language proficiency should be a requirement for commissioning from
ROTC and the service academies.

To strengthen the education of the offi corps in the profession of arms, the
service academies and ROTC should expand and strengthen instruction in
ethics, American history, military history, security studies, and related subjects,
including the responsibilities of military officers undee tGonstitution of the

United StatesChanges to theurricula of these institutions in these subjects

must be reported annually to Congre$s. insure that preommissioning

education provides the necessary introduction to the art of war, there can be no
disciplinary or subject matter quotas or limits on cadet/midshipmen majors at
the service academies or in ROTC.

To align the military with best practices in the private sector and to strengthen
the officer corps at every level, as well as identify ofder higher command
early in their careers, Congress should mandated@g@ee officer evaluation
systems for all of the armed services.
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iX. To provide PME the requisifgroponency andhfluence in the Defense
Department, there should be a Chief Learningd@ffat the Assistant
Secretary level in the office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness. In addition, a senior flag officer, perhaps most appropriately the
Commander, U.S. Joint Forces Command, should be designated as
i Ch a n cfer blllserviceé PME institutions.

Chapter Four: Acquisition and Contracting

1. Lead acquisition roles:

a. Finding: Accountability and authority for establishing neaddformulating
approving, and executing programs have become confused within the Department
of Defense.

b. Recommendation The Secretary of Defense should clearly establish lead
acquisition roles as follows:

i. For identifying gaps in capabilityCombatant Commands supported by
the force providers (services and deteagencies) and the Joint Staff

ii. For defining executable solutions to capabilitedsi the force providers

iii. For choosing and resourcing solutionthe Office of the Secretary of
Defense supported by the force providers and the Joint Staff rejmgsent
the Combatant Commands

iv. For deliverirg defined capabilities on schedule and within cost ceilings
the selected force provider. For md@rvice/agency programs, there
should be a lead service/agency clearly accountable.

2. Accountability and authority:

a. Finding: Accountability and authority hdseen widely diffused in increasingly
complex decision structures and processes.

b. Recommendation For each program, the Secretary of Defense or delegated
authority should assign accountability and authority for defining and executing
each program to an urdken chain of line management within the force provider
community. The Under Secretary of Defense (AT&L) and the Secretary/Deputy
Secretary of Defense are in the line management ch&ie.Service
Secretary/Defense Agency head can then hold the militerghain, théProgram
Executive OfficePEO), the program managexnd the commensurate defense
contractor line management accountable for defining executable programs and,
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when the program is approved, delivering the defined increment of capability on
schedule and within the cost ceilinghe roles of all other acquisition participants
can be neither authoritative nor accountable and should be limited to roles such as
advisory, assessment, and oversight of processes.

3. Program definition and delivery:

a. Finding: Major programs to provide future capability are often formulated with a
set of requirements and optimistic schedule and cost estimates that lead to
delivery times of a decade or morerograms with these long delivery times
typically depend on theromise of technologies still immature at the outset of the
program. The long delivery times also imply ability to forecast the demands of
the future operating environment that are well beyond a reasonable expectation of
accurate foresightExamples of his arein the current acquisition program.

b. Recommendation With rare exceptions, increments of military capability should
be defined and designed for delivery within 5 to 7 years with no more than
moderate risk.

4. Addressing urgent reeds:

a. Finding: There isno defined regular process within the acquisition structure and
process to address urgent needs in support of current combat operations.

b. Recommendation Urgent needs should be met using the same principles and
processes as for programs to provide futagabilities. Adjustments to the
formal process, including special processes and organizations, are appropriate for
wartime response to urgent needs to ensure that an increment of capability can be
delivered in weeks or months rather than yeditse warfghting commander
should have a seat at the table in defining and choosing the soltlitierforce
provider remains accountable for ensuring that the proposed program is
executable in cost, schedudand performance.

5. Unforeseen ballenges:

a. Finding: Even with the most competent froeind planning and assessment,
complex programs are likely to experience unfeeestechnological, engineering,
or production challenges.

b. Recommendation When such challenges place the schedule or cost at risk,
performance mustlso be within the trade spacéhe force provider, to include
the service component serving the Combatant Commander, is the proper source of
credible operational experience and judgment to generate recommendations to
USD (AT&L) for performance tradeoffs.
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6. Dual source ompetition:

a. Finding: During the draratic postCold War defense cuts, most dual sources
were dropped in favor of seource contractingBut as defense funding has
returned and exceeded levels that supported dual sourcing, the cogtractin
strategy has remained saleurce.

b. Recommendation OSD should return to a strategy requiring dual source
competition for production programs in circumstances where this will produce
real competition.

Chapter Five: The ODR and Beyond

1. Establishment of aNew National Security Strategic Planning Process:

a. Finding: The QDR process as presently constituted is not well suited to the
holistic planning processeeded

i. Sufficient strategic guidance does not exist at the national level to allow the
Department bDefense to provide to the military departments required
missions, force structure, and risk assessment guiddinig is especially
true for longterm planning.

ii. Such guidance documents as are produced arewftailablen time and
do not provide sfficient, detailed guidance and prioritization for the
Department of Defende usethemeffectively.

ii. The QDROGs cont empor ar ypardchiadowrershiprof c ur r en
prograns, daily requirements of currergsues, and an increasingly staifid
servicedominated process as opposed to a senior leadership run @EwEess
roadblocls to an unbiased, long term strategic review.

iv. The QDR process as presently constituted should be discontinued in favor of
the normal Department of Defengkanning, progamming,budgeting and
executionprocess and the new National Secu8tyategicPlanning Process
recommended below.

b. Recommendation:The United States needs a truly comprehensive National
SecurityStrategicPlanning Process that begins at the top@odides the
requisite guidanceyot only to the Department of Defense but to the other
departments and agencies of the U.S. government that mustogetkerto
address the range of global threats confronting our nation.
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The Executive and_egislativebrarchesshouldjointly establish a standing
Independenbtrategic Review &el of experienced and senior experts to
review the strategic environment over the next 20 years and provide
prioritized, goal and risk assessmegtommendationfor use by the U.S.
government.

Convene the panel in the fall of a presidential election year to enable the panel

to begin workthe followingJanuarythe month in which the new President

takes office, so thahe international strategic environmevauld be reviewed

every bur years beginning ithe January immediatelfollowing any
presidential election (or more frequen
response to a major national security development that the panel believes calls

into question the results of the mostast review).

Charge the gnel to
A Reviewand assed$e existing national security environment,
including challenges and opportunities

A Reviewand assess tlexisting Natiomal Security Strategy and
policies

A Reviewand assess national securibjes, mgsionsand
organizatiorof the departments and agencies

A Assess the broad array of risks to the couatny how they affect
the national security challenges and opportunities

A Providerecommendations andput to theNational Security
Stratedc Planning lPocessandthe national security department
and agency planning and review proesss

Six months after initiating its review, the panel would provide to the Congress
and the President its assessment of the strategic environment (including in
particular dgelopments since its last review) and recommend to the President
whether in its view, those developments warrant significant changes in the
National Security Strategy.

In its report, thepanelwould offer its assessment of the national security
challengs and opportunities facing the natiandalsooffer any innovative
ideas or recommendations for meeting those challenges/opportuAities.
proposed TOR for this panel is includedaipendix 4.
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c. As the coordinating and oversight body of the ExecutivedbrateNational
SecurityCouncilin its new formulation as the National Security Sthibuld take
steps tdncrease its capabilities to fulfill its role and responsibilities in achieving a
more comprehensie , fAwhol e of g oTheNSG shelcdhpteparea p pr o a
fortheR esi dent 6s si gnat WPresdenbdatliredive ¢hatattai ve Or
minimum mandates the following:

i. Using the assessment of the strategic environment prepared by the standing
IndependenStrategic ReviewPaneld evel opsaragegyad for tF
United Stateshatwould be formalized as the National Security Strategy.

ii. Itisvitalthatstrategyathi s | ev el be the Presidentd
constituting his direction to the government. The strategy is signed by the
President, lbeit developed for him by his National Security Advisod
Cabinetin what is a top down rather than a st@fiven process.

lii. Thisstrategydocument would in turn driveeviews by the Executive branch
departments involved primarily in national securgych as the State
Department, State/Al0he Defense Departmemipmeland Security, the
Intelligence Community, etc.), as directed by Fresidat andwith the goal
of deconflicting and integrating the results of these vanieugws.

iv. This strategy deslopment process would identify and assess strategic
requirements and U.S. government capabilities to plan, prepare, orgartze
implement a clear and concise strategy for deploying limited ressiu
money, personnel, matekriein pursuit of specifidhighest priority objectives.

V. The resulting strategy would identify
ignored would endanger the United States.

vi. The National Security Advisor will accomplish these tasks usingensiSC
staff, and if appropriateotild appoint a small panel of outside advisors, and
obtainsuch other assistance as required.

vii. A draft of the Executive Order alirective establishing the new National
Security StrategicPlanning Rocess is attached at Appenéix
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Prospects for 2% Century Conflict

In ordering the quadrennial defense reviews, Congress directed the Department of Defense to
look two decades into the future, and apprtety so. The United States cent determine the
military forces it will need unless it makes alratiempt to envision the woddand the

international challenges it will fadeover the long term planning horizon. Unfortunately,
because of the uncertainties involved in assessing the future and the lack of strategic clarity in
Amer i cads f dhe aftermmath optioelColat War, the current GDRke others before

itd focused too greatly on the short term.

In this report the Independent Review Panel sets forth the enduring national security interests of
the United States and examines how emergimglgrenay affect those interests over the next 20
years. Our approach is less an effort to predict the future than it is to understand the choices the
United States will face and how it might respénidr the United States remains far and away

the most powetfl nation in international affairs and thus will shape the international

environment in significant ways.

There are great difficulties in doing defense planning during thé okt War era and there are
challenges associated with setting requiremenisarabsence of a single threat. The past failure
to define American strategy in a way that provided sufficient guidance to force planners resulted

in the United States reacting with forces that struggled to adapt to a series of surprises.

In the last 15 gars, America has too often been chasing the future rather than working to shape

it. Nonetheless, we can discern the laagn patterns and habits of American strategy. Even if

the United States has not as yet formulated dostl d War i g rthas dehavedinat egy,
consi stent ways, and todayo6és Department of De

context of the strategic legacy it has inherited. There is no blank slate, no beginning over.

Emerging trends will present challenges and opporasior the United States. In this report we
try to identify which trends will likely have the greatest impact on traditional American strategy
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and demand a reconsideration of strategic ends, adjustments to military and other U.S.
government means, or nevays of operating to better employ existing forces and other

resources. We then try to frame some of the choices for military force planning.

Enduring security interests

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has routinely failed to matchitoesp &t
commitments. Many believed that the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet
Union would lead to an era of lasting peace and a decline in American military commitments,
but the opposite has proven to be true. In fact, the temactiob American deployments over

the last 20 years has far exceeded planning expectations.

Most obviously, the number, duration, and character of conflicts in the greater Middle East have
been unanticipated. The conflict with Iraq has gone througlastt fiee phases: the initial

response to the invasion of Kuwait, Operation Desert Shield, defense of Saudi Arabia and its
Gulf neighbors; Operation Desert Storm, ejection of Iraqi forces from Kuwait, and crippling
Saddam Hussei no6s pefidd ef cantaivment, inalydiagariore than 100,008
Anfol y zoneo s o rotlesepermanantstatiohiry ofram Armey brigade set of
equipment in Kuwait, from 1991 through 2003; Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 2003 invasion and
toppling of the Saddamegime; and the current and continuing piostasion effort to build a

viable Iraqi state, an effort thatf successfud will stretch indefinitely into an ongoing strategic
partnership. But Iraq is neither the only example nor an anomaly: the Americantomnirto

Afghanistan is in its ninth year and disengagement is likely to be many years away.

Americabds service members also have been busy
engaged in a wide and growing variety of missions around the glojogrimg an unusual range

of skills and capabilities. These have included deterring conflict over Taiwan and Korea;

securing the Panama Canal; stopping genocide in the Balkans; fighting drug cartels in Asia and
South America; countering piracy; deliveringrhanitarian aid in Indonesia and Haiti;

supporting antterrorist operations, from Mali to the Philippines; and maintaining an American

presence in unstable areas around the world.
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Four different presidents initiated and continued these missions ovestt#lyears. Even in an

era of intense political divisions, the missions have, with very few exceptions, enjoyed broad

bi partisan support. Of course no president 1is
but there has been a remarkable, alleitatant, degree of political unity about the need to do

sod because of the often unarticulated but nevertheless clear belief that the missions were

necessary to protect national interests that transcend party or politics.

At the root of the Departmeits  fplarmiageproblem is a failure of our political leadership to

explicitly recognize and clearly define these essential strategic interests. To be sure, it would

have been easier for the Department had @udt War presidents provided more specific
guidance on this subject. But what presidents
basis and over time, indicates what they believe must be done to protect America. It is, therefore,
possible to discern the strategic thinking that has guide country from the strategic practices

it has followed.

Since 1945, the United States has been the principal architect and remains the principal leader of
a durable and desirable international system. American security rests on four principles: the
defense of the American homeland; assured access to the sea, air, space, and cyberspace; the
preservation of a favorable balance of power across Eurasia that prevents authoritarian
domination of that region; and prsachactwonsan f or

humanitarian aid, development assistance, and disaster relief.

The defense of the homeland and the surrounding r@égiorth America, the Eastern Pacific,

the Caribbean Basin, as well as the United States @rapeast continue as the prioyitThe
Acommonsodo has traditionally referred to the o
nowincludesnea€ear t h space and fAcyberspace. 0 Securing
peacetime missi@n so the free movement of people, goods, afarmation can continue

unimpeded@ and a wartime imperative for force projection. But the ultimate success of

American strategy has been to secure favorable geopolitical conditions in Europe, East Asia, and

the greater Middle East, a broad region that nowmmently includes parts of South Asia and

the Persian Gulf region.
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Key global trends

Having been successful for the better part of the 20th century, the traditional American strategy
must now contend with significant changes in the 21st century. Fivgl&bal trends face the
nation as it seeks to sustain its role as the leader of an international system that protects the

interests outlined above:

Radical Islamist extremism and the threat of terrorism.Salafistjihadi movements, wedded to

the use of vitence and employing terror as their primary strategy, will remain both an

international threat to the global system and a specific threat to America and its interests abroad.
This remains true even as current al Qaeda leaders age and their goal oéd cadifunate

becomes ever more i mpractical. Some fAassoci at
goals, with the biggest danger to Pakistan, where the ruling elite (including the army and

intelligence services that helped créatmntinue to tolerg and aid such groups) is vulnerable

to an Iraniarstyle revolution that Islamists would exploit. Some of these groups will set their

sights on the United States, as recent attacks linked to Yemen prove. The greatest risk to the

United States is that weaips of mass destruction or the materials and expertise to produce them

will find their way into the hands of fanatical, murderous jihadists.

The rise of new global great powers in Asial'he increasing importance of China and India
suggest an igndrag Howgr bigamck! The rise of China and India also reflects
and further foreshadows a shift in the geostrategic locus of power toward tHeaksia region.

While the United States will likely remain the preeminent power, its superiorityding its

military superiority) relative to others is diminishing. At the same time, no rising power stands
ready to assume the same global role played by the United States in maintaining a persistent and

stabilizing forward presence in crisis or conflict

Continued struggle for power in the Persian Gulf and the greater Middle EastSince the

removal of the Saddam regime and its bid for regional hegemony, Iran and its allies (like Syria)

and terrorist proxies (like Hezbollah) have emerged as an incrBadesjabilizing force in this

vital region. The Ilranian regimebés drive to d
deter American influence and intervention. But it may also embolden Tehran to increase its

aggression through proxies, terrorisand other forms of irregular warfare to undermine
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neighboring governments, particularly the-mgh Arab regimes. An Iranian threat, in turn, will

compel these states to both accommodate Iran and consider their own nuclear and advanced
conventional progams, particularly if there is doubt about U.S. capacity and commitment. This
becomes a strong ar gume ntermEommitmendto and prasencegn A me r
the Middle East and the Persian Gulf.

An accelerating global competition for resourcesThe combination of the increasing demand

for (particularly from a China and India on the rise) and diminishing supplies of hydrocarbons

and the increasing global water scarcity will tend to link the two geopolitical trends above; that

is, the turmoil in he greater Middle East will have eMarger global consequences and attract

increased interest from outside powers, both raising the potential for and perhaps the scope of
instability and conflict. Indeed, as the QDR observed, and the Independent Paes] ag

ACl i mate change and energy are two key factor
future security environmenté Climate change m
The links between these stressful trends and any sppoiftical effect or military requirement

are currently difficult to predict; nonetheless, they could be of critical importance. Indeed,
concern over such issues may affect strategic
environment may cause nat®to take unilateral actions to secure resources, territory and other

intefests. o

Persistent problems from failed and failing statesThe gap between strong and weak states

will likely continue to widen. The corrosive conditions common to failed siatesninality,

havens for terrorists, piracy, extreme poverty, and lawlesSrady add to the complexity of

regional security situations, and thus complicate the burden of maintaining the integrity of the
international system. As states break down andwevhelmed by conflict, the immediate
consequences are to the people living within their borders. Historically, however, contagious
diseases, refugees, poverty, civil war, and transnational criminal networks spread to neighboring
countries. The ability ofiverse groups to exploit state failure and readily available advanced
technology will enable them to employ asymmetric methods in global attacks, further

endangering a global system made more vulnerable by the interdependence of globalization.

! National Intelligence CounciGlobal Trends 2025: A Transformed Waqrld.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.G.2008,p. 54.
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Failures ofgovernance now extend to the Americas, where savagely violent criminal cartels
employ modern insurgent tactics and increasingly pose threats to the U.S. homeland. Coping
with this challenge will require both increased international cooperation and greatero | e o f
governmento civil capability on the part of

A range of choices

These five trends frame a range of choices for U.S. government and Department of Defense
plannersFirst, these trends are likely to place an increased demaAdwa r i can fdAhar d
to preserve regional balanc#&ghile diplomacy and development have important roles to play,

t he wo r-drdgrpbleims willsontinue to be our security concerns; however, other
agencies and elements have a critical role toiplésiling or failed states, whose vulnerability

to revolutionary Islam and criminal organizations is a strategic concern to the United States.

Second the various tools of what oSliplemmagyt ary Gat e:

engagement, trade, tatgd communications about American ideals and intentions, and the
development of grassroots political and economic institudiom#l be increasingly necessary to
protect Americabds national i nterests.toThose
reside in civilian agencies; but the burden of exercising them will continue to fall, by default, on
the Department of Defense unless a sustained effort is made to reshape and appropriately fund

the civilian elements of national influence.

Third,todayp s wor |l d offers unique opportunities f

States needs to guide continued adaptation of existing international institutions and alliances and

support the development of new institutions appropriate to the demiatds2i st century. This
will not happen without global confidence in American leadership and its political, economic,

and military strength and steadfast national purpose.

Fourth, there is a choice our planners do not have. As the last 20 years hawe Ahwsica

does not have the option of abandoning a leadership role in support of its national interests.

Those interests are vital to the security of the United States. Failure to anticipate and manage the

conflicts that threaten those interést® thoughfully exploit the options we have set forth
above in support of a purposeful global strategyill not make those conflicts go away or make
Americads interests any |l ess important. |t
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unfriendly global climat and, eventually, to conflicts America cannot ignore, which we must
prosecute with limited choices under unfavorable circumsténaed with stakes that are higher

than anyone would like.
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The Comprehensive Approach

Clearly the future will equire greatly increased cooperation among the various departments and
agencies of the U.S. government, an integrated approach that goes beyond what is suggested in
theQuadrennial Defense Reviews a government we need to take both a broader view, beyond

t he Department of Defense itself, to what we
national security planning and execution and,
discuss below. At the same time, the Department of Defense ded& past the QDR and its

focus on today's conflicts and today's planning needs to the broader set of defense challenges our
nation will face in the next 20 years. Most importantly, we need to pay attention to the

substantial changes the Department néedsart making today (in force structure, personnel,

benefits, acquisition, and so on) if we are going to be able to meet this broader set of defense

challenges successfully within existing and projected resources.

The Comprehensive Approach in the 201@QDR

Both the QDR and the recently released Nation
government o to denote the integration of all/l
economic, development, democratic reform and human rights, aondsécurity, intelligence,

strategic communications, and the American people and the private sector) in support of U.S.

national security goals and objectives.

As inclusive as that definition is, Awhol e of
include the full range of capabilities that ma\
domestic and international security challenges. Additional capabilities include those of our allies

and partners, negovernmental and private voluntary orgatizas, and international

organizations, all working in partnership with U.S. government departments and agencies. In this
report we use the term AComprehensive Approac
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governmental or nel).S. actors. Onthelote r hand, HAwhol e of gover nme

U.S. government departments and agencies only.

Success in military operations requires comprehensive planning and a commitment to train in the

way we expect to operate. That simple principle is not reflentdte QDR discussion of these

i ssues. Asgotvoe riinnnheonite, 0o ft he QDR apparently did
Awhol e of gaonvneirnngmeanntdo epxlecut i on. I ndeed, the C
government 0 i s ressedwhenthe tegpotofconibat oparations in Iraq and
Afghanistan abatés.

The panel also found that the QDR avoids any discussion of structural changes with regard to
howthe Department of Defense would approach its own objectives and missions of tigh
recognized need for better integration and collaboration with the interagency and our

international partners.

The defense strategy for tomorrowdbs security

combination of its four defense objectives andmsigsion sets. Those objectives are:
1. Prevail in todayds wars
2. Prevent and deter conflict
3. Prepare to defeat adversaries and succeed in a wide range of contingencies
4. Preserve and enhance the-Xblunteer Force.
The mission sets to meet these objectivesitel
1. Defend the United States and support civil authorities
2. Achieve success in counterinsurgency, stability, and counterterrorism operations
3. Build the security capacity of partner states
4. Deter and defeat aggression in agcess environments

5. Prevent proferation and counter weapons of mass destruction

2QDR 2010, p. 1.
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6. Operate effectively in cyberspate.

These mission sets require the government to be more agile, flexible, and mobile. Of these
missions, four (1, 2, 3, and 5) require a robust Comprehensive Approachmgvoilier U.S.
government departments and agencies and international partners. In many cases, the Department

of Defense willnot be the lead agency for operations conducted under these mission categories.

Indeed, the QDR recognizes the need for civiliadéeship in some missions, including

humanitarian assistance, development, and goverriafibe.QDR also sees the need for

defense capabilities to provide security and support to civil and local authorities. It states in part

that the Department of DefenSgupports the Department of Homeland Security and other
federal <civilian agenci es a ofnpatianrapproach to bothii wh ol e
domestic securityanddamns t i ¢ i nci de nomprehersipecappsoached arddor e ¢
exclusivelyconsideed under the QDROGs fAprevent and det el
act Awhereverf paswlbd lee asf opch@and énroancer with dliesa p p r
and p a’Atthe sams timeé the QDR does suggest, but without elaboratiame¢defor the
Department of Defense and the government at large to invest more heavily in understanding
comprehensive approaches beyond the fAprevent
that the lessons learned from the Provincial Reconstrutgéams (PRTs) in Afghanistan and

l raq can be us e diwhdled goeerntedta mp r o i this gasedn service

of the Aprevail in todaybés warso objective.

The problem is that the civilian government departments and agencies do not reasdtt:
capability or capacity to ademeaatCempghedsvg por t
Approach strategies. Al of the civilian depa
government o effort f ace t hprocasses @ndstmctuaedtapt t he
work comprehensively together to meet'2&ntury challenges. For instance, within the

interagency process on national security, the State Department, State/AID, Department of

Defense, the Intelligence Community, and thg@&ement of Homeland Security (DHS) all have

% AiQuadrennial Defense RevieReport Addressed Many but Not All Required ltenss p . 1 2.
“ QDR 2010, p. 69.

® QDR 2010, p. 44.
® QDR 2010, p. 70.
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important roles in protecting our nation from threats to our way of life. But each agency has its

own perspective on national security challenges, its own methods of operation, its own personnel
system,andite wn cul t ur e. Enhancing ina whole of gove
development ofhared attitudes, values, goals, and practices that both transcend and integrate the

department and agency into this comprehensive perspective on national security.

The Pael notes the need to better define which U.S. government departments, agencies, and
institutions, or portions thereof, should be included in a "whole of government" approach. The
number and diversity of potential participants and their likely relationshiggest the

complexity and scale of the challenge. Although, to an extent, this will be-éepahdent, time

can be saved by studying likely future contingencies in advance and identifying now the critical

organizational participants and the appropnatationships among them.

The Comprehensive Approach: What it is and why it matters

The need for enhanced Awhole of governmento c
operating conditions, strong potential for civilian interaction, and the memdmy cases to work

closely with the agencies of a foreign governméns. in the interest ofite Department of

Defense to work closely with the National Security Council, the State Department, State/AID,

and DHS to develop support for more enhanceiiianvcapability and for putting into operation

Awhol e of gdComprehemstvé Approaeh solutions to security challenges. As just

one example, we need to strengthen our ability to impgovernance of failing states so that we

do not have to dépy our military because a failing state became a failed state that threatens our

vital interests. But governance is a civilian function. We need to define the capabilities required

for these kinds of missions and then draw together the civilian depastaned agencies that

have or need to develop these capabilities and ensure that they are organized for rapid

depl oyment overseas. This is one example of h

reduce our need to resort to our military.

In addition, conng in after a military operation with the whole range of civil skills required for
postconflict stabilization and reconstruction will contribute to reducing the duration of a military
deployment and accelerating the point where the military can shifstpporting role and
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ultimately hand over security to either international peacekeeping or indigenous forces. Such an
approach can ultimately shorten the duration of U.S. military deployments to these troubled

regions.

As depicted in figure 1, the futuoperating environment is likely to comprise overlapping
domains of the host nation; joint military engagement on the U.S. side; some variety of U.S.
interagency civilian cooperation; combined actions with foreign military and civilian
organizations; and mle for international organizations (as well as Naovernmental

Organizations (NGO) and Private Voluntary Organizations (PVO)).

The U.S. joint military dimension invariably attracts the most public attention, but the other five
domains may include moessets and personnel and be more important in terms of achieving the

desired end state, particularly over time.

The (Notional) Operational Environment

Combined
.S., Allies, and Partners)

Figure 1: The Notional Operational Environment of the Comprehensive Approach
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Before anytype of contingency arises, U.S. governmental efforts typically rely on the U.S. State
Department and other interagency interactions with the host nation ortadiay basis,

including the military through the ongoing and routine activities of the Ca@nb&ommands.

This persistent engagement is required up to and through the end state of a contingency or crisis,
and thereafter A crisis or conflict wildl require the
government 0 and Compr eds.dltheughcriliahggencieshawveh capabi
historically held the lead role in maintaining and developing international relationships, the need

to deploy civilian and international -personne
conflict states, failedtates) requires a more integrated approach in terms of partnership with the
military forces up to and through the end state of a crisis or conflict. This point is illustrated in
figure 20s depiction of the s leffoitandrasgonsbditg r e e s

before, during, and after a notional comptextingency.

The Comprehensive Approach:
Relative Military vs. Civil Level of Effort

Milit
& ary Host Nation

Host Nation

—
ntegrated Joint,

nteragency, and Combined
Planning Integrated Joint,

Interagency, and
Combined Planning

ZA Civil

Persistent Engagement

Initial Entry - Operations - Stabilization

Figure 2: The Comprehensive Approach: Relative Military and Civil Levels of Effort as an

[llustration
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The Departmemd f Def ensebés ability to work effecti
the focus of the U.S. governmentos efforts
degree of prior integrated planning and coordination. Integrated planning iatdbnee levels:

joint, interagency, and combined. Several important principles apply to this process. First, an
inclusive structure needs to be developed at every level, including all relevant participants
organized towards the same end state. Secomdjstent communication, outreach, and

feedback are keys to building the partnership capacity that the Comprehensive Approach
requires. Third, a cadre of national security professionals with perspective, experience,

education, and training in the Comprebire Approach must be developed.

The activities of a Comprehensive Approach need to be transparent to our international partners
and allies, to all departments and agencies and levels of government, and to the private citizen.
In addition, funding str@ms for a Comprehensive Approach must be flexible. Comprehensive
contingency planning, where possible, is needed so that the government can respond more
quickly to a crisis. Aligning funding with this planning is essential. Civilian agencies will need

to develop more capabilities and a mindset more accepting of austere deployment, while both
civilian and military cultures will need to
in transparency, clearly defined roles, missions, responsibilitidsaathorities need to be
communicated to each participating department, agency, and organization. Coordination and
integration would be enhanced by the exchange of liaison personnel. The level and depth of
integration has to be measurable and real. Qyletrsind accountability are essential to an

effective Comprehensive Approach.

Finally, unity of command is a military conceptsilited for defining interagency processes and
relationships. Unity of effort is a more applicable concept for integratedt@stiwhere equal
participation from the widest group provides the greatest benefit. A current example
demonstrating successful unity of effort under difficult and often insecure circumstances is the
Provincial Reconstruction TeanThese integrated team®dybrid civitmilitary organizations
whose objective is to establish an environment that is secure and stable enough to permit U.S.,
allied, international, and hesttion civilian agencies to provide development support. It is the
combination of civilia reconstruction and development agencies with military contingents that

permits wide latitude in working with local populations in what would otherwise basecure
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areas. In Africa, a U.S. NaMgd program, the Africa Partnership Station (APS) focuses o
strengthening emerging partnerships in West and Central Africa to increase regional and
maritime safety and security. APS is a unique venue to align the efforts being made by various
agencies and nongovernmental organizations from Africa, the Amenchguaope to improve

maritime safety and security and help build prosperous African nations.
Key enablers for the Comprehensive Approach

Translating the above principles into an effective U.S. government capability that supports the
Comprehensive Appraa requires actions across fivehole of governmeiatby participating
departments, agencies, and organizations. Given our current national security structure and legal

authorities, however, four key lines of effort, or enablers, stand out.

Improved interagency planning Improved structures and processes for interagency strategic

pl anning is a foundation for development of a
capability for national security responses. An important focus is to enhance awafeness

different departments' authorities, roles and responsibilities, resources, and core competencies for
national security matters. The key planning issue concerns which government department leads

in a given event. ThBational Security Coungiby virtueof its institutional position and

authority, is best placed to resolve this issue. It is properly situated to settle disputes regarding

prioritization, budget issues, agency responsibilities, or mission definition.

There may be value in more formallysifgnating lead and supporting agency responsibilities

and to establish more formal structures for interagency contingency planning. Another tool for
inducing, if not forcing, improved interagency planning is to create a single national security
budget inwhich accounts from the Department of State, State/AlID, the Department of Defense,
and the Intelligence Community that support the same or similar missions are presented and

defended together but are then appropriated to their respective accounts.

Rebalancing civil and military capabilities. As stated in the QDR, "a strong and adequately
resourced cadre of civilians organized and trained to operate alongside or in lieu of U.S. military
personnel é is an i mport an {Reialanciegsitiiareandt i n t he

military capabilities, in part through developing an expeditionary civilian force to prevent or

" QDR 2010, p. 69.
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respond to overseas crises, is a key enabler for the Comprehensive Approach. This would require
the development of personnel policiestthgmote a more mobile, deployable, and flexible
workforce, among other things. Currently, the U.S. military is the only government institution

with both the organizational capabilities and personnel policies to plan, execute, and support
large deploymets of personnel overseas. Civilian agencies operate under personnel policies that
prevent some types of involuntary operational deployments and require a different pay structure
and support system. Until these differences are addressed, the militargnariiue to fill the

gap between civilian capacity and the requirements of stability operations, counterinsurgency,

and building partnership capacfty.

Better management of contractors Today, the Department of Defense spends more money on
contractor sefices than on acquisition, and, in Irag and Afghanistan, the ratio of contractors to
military personnel is approaching if not exceeding-tmene. Because contractors are not
subject to limiting civilian personnel policies, they tend to be more deplogabléence provide

a useful way of extending an agency's reach or influence in a contingency.

Contractors can and should have an important role in supporting the Comprehensive Approach,
but better management and improved oversight is essential. lroaddithe ongoing

Department of Defense review of what constitutes inherently governmental tasks, better
oversight should include designating an Assistant Secretary of Ddéyed@fficial to oversee

and standardize management of contractors in contrggnncreasing the number and

improving the training of contracting officers; integrating contractors and contactaided

tasks into contingency plans; and integrating contractor roles intbepteyment training and
exercises. Improving educationdatraining requirements for contractors, particularly those
supporting complex contingencies abroad, is also essential. The Department of Defense should
also improve its oversight and accountability of contractors who perform se@latgd tasks to
ensure they are legally as accountable for their conduct as are deployed military service

members. The State Department should make a comparable change.

8 One area of particular concern is the lack of civilian capaaitsain civilian police and police trainers, especially
in areas where civilian safety cannot be guaranteed. A civilian corps thatdegigaeated, trained, and prepared to
deploy overseas to train civilian police and police trainers is needed.
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Security Assistance reformAs the QDR points out, a security assistance regime designed to
support longterm relationships with technologically and politically developed allies and partners

is ill suited to providing defense equipment or services immediately to-ddes®ped partner
confronting immediate security challenges. The Department of Defensatieied a number of
important improvements in the management of security assistance, including streamlining the
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) process in support of current operations, which must be continued.
However, broader reforms to expand the scopkfl@xibility of our security assistance programs

are essential. The Department of Defense has not yet increased its force structure dedicated to the
security assistance mission despite the clear and increasing need for more capacity and capability
to helpour friends and allies defeat our common enemies. For example, building partnership
capacity requires increased Department of Defense support to civilian bureaucracies that oversee
foreign militaries, yet current security assistance authorities cemteaiaing and equipping

foreign military organizations not their civilian overseers. In addition, the Department can and
should play a central role in training counterterrorism security forces, but may be constrained

from doing so if the trainee organigats are not part of a foreign military establishment.

Finally, we need new approaches to funding U.S. security assistance programs. Examples

include a unified national security budget and the establishment of pooled funding mechanisms,
such as those reddnproposed by Secretary Gates, to enable interagency collaboration for these

and other missions.

Findings and Recommendations

The Panel 6s findings and recommendations on |
roles and responsibilites,emh@ ed ci vi |l i an Awhole of gover nmen

international security assistance programs are presented below.

Legislative Branch: National Security reform effort

Finding: The Panel acknowl edges Co ratipnakdefenéeswithc r uc i a

both authorities and appropriations. However, the Panel notes with extreme concern that our
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currentfederalgovernment structurésboth executive and legislative, and in particular those
related to securityy were fashioned in the 104, and, at best, they work imperfectly toddaye

U.S. defense framework adopted after World War Il was structured to address the Soviet Union
in a bipolar world. The threats of today are much different. A new approach is needed.

Recommendation ThePanel recommends a legislative reform package containing the

following elements:

e Review and restructure Title 10, Title 22, Title 32, and Title 50 authorities to enhance
integration of effort while clarifying the individual responsibilities and authordfeke
Department of State, State/AlD, the Intelligence Community, and all components of the

Department of Defense.

e Review and rewrite other authorities to create and exgaplbyablecapabilities of civilian
departments, agencies, and institutionstigaarly State, State/AID, Treasury, Energy,

Justice, DHS, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, and Transportation).

e Establish authority for a consortium of existing U.S. government schools to develop and
provide a common professional national secwedtycation curriculum. This new authority
should also establish an interagency assignment exchange program for national security

officials®

e Create a systn of incentives for Executvebanch per sonnel to work
of gover nmetsindudiags mtingt hmied o, participating in the exchange
program described above).

¢ Reconvene thdoint Committee on the Organization of Congregdsch was established in

1945 and has convened two other times since then, the most recent be@@; ifHESJoint
Committee on the Organization of Congress has the established precedent and authority to
examine and make recommendations to improve the organization and oversight of Congress.
Additional detail on the Joint Committee on the Organizationarfgess and draft terms of

reference for its tasks are provided at Apperidix

° Alternatively, Congress could adapt the existingragency pemnnel assignment (IPA) authority to facilitate
such a program.
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e Recommend that the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress examine the current
organization of Congress, including the committee structure, the structure of nattamday se
authorities, appropriations, and oversight, with the intent of recommending changes to make
Congress a more effective body in performing

As part of this effort, Congress should:

o Establish a single natal security appropriations subcommittee for Defense,
State, State/AID, and the Intelligence Community

o In parallel, establish an authorization processc¢hatdinate<Congressional

authorization actions on national security across these departmentgeanska.

Executive Branch: Integrate national security efforts across théwhole of governmend

Finding: Just as Congress haseaponsibility to improveur national security pesfmance, so
does the Executivernch. The Panel finds thidle Executielr anch | acks an ef f e«
of governmentodo capacity that integrates the p

federal departments and agencies that have national security responsibilities.

Recommendation Executivebranch reform shoulddgin with an Executive Order or directive
signed by the President that <clarifies intera

government o missions. This directive shoul d:

e Establish a consolidated budget line for national security that encompassesinimum,
the Department of Defense, Department of State, State/AID, and the Intelligence

Community+°

e Task both th®©ffice of Management and Budg&@NB) and theNational Security Council
(NSC) to develop a mechanism to track implementation of thiews budgets that support

the Comprehensive Approach.

YAs an interim measure, OMB should identify and ficoded
and agenciethat sipport or addresthe same mission or requiremegig, building foreign ministerial capacity,
humanitarian assistance, etc., tha part of a Comprehensivgproach.
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e Identify lead and supporting departments and agencies and their associated responsibilities
for notional national security missions. This Executive Order or Presidential directive should
also estab$ih a process to define interagency roles and responsibilities for missions not

specifically addressed therein.

e Establish standing interagency teams with capabilities to plan for and exercise, in an
integrated way, departmental and agency responsibilitipgedefined mission scenarios

before a crisis occurs.

Enhanced civilian fAiwhole of governmento capac

Finding: Today, civilian departments and agencies lack the capacity to provide the array of
capabilities required for effective support to the Dapartt of Defense in stability and

reconstruction operations in unstable haation situations. In many cases, evengweflict and
certainlyposc onf |l i ct, our <civilians wil|l be depl oyec
thus, will have to be db to operate in an integrated way with security forces [whether with

indigenous forces (especially in a fmenflict, failing state case), with international

peacekeepers, or with U.fBrces(especially in postonflict situations)].

Recommendation Congess and th President should establish attidnalCommission on
Building the Civil Force of the Futur@he purpose of the commission would be to develop
recommendations and a blueprint for increasing the capability and capacity of our civilian
departmerg and agencies to move promptly overseas and cooperate effectively with military
forces in insecure sectyienvironments. Attached at Appendixs a draft TOR for the work of

this commission.

e The U.S. government should be encouraging and helping téogesienilar capabilities
amongits international partners and in internatioiradtitutionsto supplement or substitute

where required for Americecivilian capability and capacity.

e Until these capabilities and capacities are developed, at least in Wli&nanstitutions (and

perhaps even after), stabilization will continue to be a military mission and must be
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adequately resourced (as part of the U.S. military strategy for ending operations such as in

Irag and Afghanistan).

e To develop and support thesapabilities, relevant civilian agencies need to develop credible
internal requirements as well as development/budgeting and execution processes to create

confidence that they can perform these missions.

e The Department of Defense needs to contribute toitigagand exercising these civilian

forces with U.S. military forces so that they will be able to operate effectively together.

e The Defense Department and relevant civilian agencies need to conduct a biennial (every
other year) exercise involving both timernational community and the national agencies

integrating the Comprehensive Approach in addressing particular scenarios or contingencies.

International Security and Assistance reform

Finding: The final element of reform involves changes toriméonal Security Assistance and
cooperation programs. The realities of todayé
weaknesses of the existing security assistance programs and framework. If unchanged, the

United States will fail in its ébrts to shape and sustain an international environswgygortive

of its interests.

Recommendation:Specifically, appropriate departments or agencies should:

¢ Include selected allies/partners, select international organizations, and, when possible, Non
Governmental and Private Voluntary Organizatil&O/PVO)as part of U.S. government
efforts to define roles and missions for the Comprehensive Approach. If successful, this
effort could be expanded to include the development of improved unity of commaiod a
unity of effort arrangements and operating procedures among U.S. government and allied

governments, international organizations and participating NGOsPVO

e Document and institutionalize training of U.S., allied governments, and NGO/PVO roles,

missians, and operating procedures in support of the Comprehensive Approach.
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Coordinate and implement the development and acquisition of selected capabilities (e.g.,
communications, support, coordination, etc.) that support the Comprehensive Approach with
key alies and partners. Expand this effort to willing international organizations and
NGO/PVOs.

Seek authority to establish pooled funding mechanisms for selected national security
missions that would benefit from the Comprehensive Approach, including semapaygity

building, stabilization, and conflict prevention.

Develop a cost profile for different missions requiring a Comprehensive Approach that
identifies the major cost elements and alternative funding arrangements (national,
multinational, shared) forrpviding the needed resources. Seek authority for and conclude
agreements to share selected mission costs with key allies and partners.

Designate an Assistant Secretéyel official to oversee and standardize management of
contractors in contingencigsicrease the number and improve training of contracting

officers, integrate contractors and contragimvided tasks into contingency plans, and
integrate contractor roles into pdeployment training and exercises. Improve education and
training requiremets for contractors, particularly those supporting complex contingencies
abroad. U.S. government departments and agencies should also improve their oversight and
accountability of contractors who perform securglated tasks under their direction to

ensue they are legally as accountable for their conduct as are deployed service or diplomatic

members.

Continue efforts at Building Partnership Capacity, recognizing that these efforts have several

complementary aspects.
o Low-end institution buildingn postconflict/failing states

o Developing highend capacity of our traditional allies [which entails not only
Security Assistance reform but also, as part of acquisition reform, to build in
sharing our defense products with our allies from the outset (requinpaogtex
control reform and national disclosure policy reform)]. Put another way, we need

a Abuild to shareo policy from the outs
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o Viewing rising powers as potential partners that offer us opportunities for

collaboration as well as potential challenges.

e Enare the integration of lessons learned from the current wars within the programs of

instruction of Department of Defense education and training institutions.
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Force Structure and Personnel

America has no choice but to play a strong international Tdis requires a strong and vibrant
economy, vigorous diplomacy rooted in our treaty alliances and partnerships with other nations,
robust intelligence services, and the superb defense capabilities that have underpinned our
nati onods s eaadofthetCgldWarrnce t he e

U.S. defense strategy for the near and long term must continue to shape the international
environment to advance U.S. interests, maintain the capability to respond to the full spectrum of
threats, and prepare for the threats and darafdomorrow. Underlying this strategy is the
inescapable reality that, as a global power with global interests to protect, the United States must
remain diplomatically, economically, and militarily engaged with the world. To do so requires
confidence, bth at home and abroad, that the United States can and will continue to play a
leading role in world affairs and can and will defend its homeland; guarantee access to global
commerce, freedom of the seas, international airspace, and space; and maitdaicesoa

power in Europe and Asia that protects Amadi@l while preserving the peace and sustaining a
climate conducive to global economic growth.

To do this our nation needs adequate military force levels. In the absence of a force planning
construct inlicating otherwise, the Panel recommends the force structure be sized, at a minimum,

at the end strengtbutlined in the 1993 Bottom Up Review (BUR). We further recommend the
Department s inventory be thoroughphgsisheecapi t a
placed on continuing the improvements in cyber defense and the effective use of the reserve

components in civil defense and to respond to an attack on the homeland.
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21st Century strategy and force planning challenges

The Panel was assigned tiesponsibility of examining the force sizing construct used in the

2010 QDR to distinguish enhancements related toteear threats, review the QDR process to
determine necessary and enduring capability enhancements and the capacity of forces needed to
meet longterm threats, and assess (against the current Department of Defense program) resource
requirements for optional foregructure enhancements. In addition, the Panel was given the task

of reviewing the AHVolunteer Force, including the cost grovihmilitary personnel budget

accounts, particularly military personnel elements, including accession, career progression,

healthcare, family quality of life, and other entitlement benefits.

The panel conducted its work with the utmost respect for Amenniigiary personnel serving
around the world, particularly the members of the armed services who have been deployed in
Irag and Afghanistan over the course of almosyddYs. The professionalism of our military
forces is a great resource to our countng Secretary Gates is correct to focus all the necessary

resources of American national security to the success of those forces in combat.

In performing this examination, the panel noted that, since World War Il, a strong military has
been necessarytosec e Ameri cads safety and freedom. AIlt
rest of the world, its primary purpose is the protection of vital U.S. interests. These include the

following:

e Defending the homelandérotecting American lives and property is the nfiosdamental

responsibility of the U.S. government. For most of its history, the United States has relied on
the fact that it is girded by oceans and unthreatening neighbors to ensure threats would
remain far from our shores. After World War 1, we begtationing forces overseas to deter
conflict and prevent threats from growing, but with the advent of intercontinental bombers,
atomic weapons, and ballistic missiles, the United States faced dramatic new threats to the
homeland. The September 11, 200fae&kts and subsequent terrorist plots demonstrated that

foreign states no longer hold a monopoly on threats on the U.S. soil.

e Ensuring unimpeded access to the sea, air, space, and cybefpeeédts founding, the

U.S. military has acted to protect Am=an lives and commerce abroad. Moreover, the

military has defended freedom of navigation across the globe, especially since the close of
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World War Il. The continued global presence of the U.S. military underwrites stability and

the free flow of travel, comerce, and ideas. Our military aircraft patrol the air and can
dominate and protect airspace as needed. Together with the rest of the peaceful international
community, the United States insists on the right to fly in international airspace to assure
accesand travel that is so important to our citizens and our commerce. In recent decades,
space has become another indispensable venue for commerce and national security. The
ability to use space for peaceful purposes provides us great benefit, and speacilis st
increasing in importance to our military. To protect our citizens, our commerce, and our

nation, we must continue to have unimpeded access to space, and to protect our assets in this

most challenging area.

e Maintaining a favorable balance of powerHurasiaFor much of the past two decades, the

center of gravity of American military activity has been in the Middle East and Southwest
Asia. Since World War I, the United Statess maintained a forwasstationed military to

protect our nation and oatlies from aggressors. During the Cold War, American leadership

of NATO helped protect Western Europe against the Soviet Union and enabled Western
Europe to recover from the ravages of war and grow in peace and prosperity. Similarly, our
presence in thBacific allowed the region to recover from war and stabilized it against

historic regional rivalries. More recently, the United States has sought to prevent a single
power from dominating the greater Middle East. For much of the past two decades, the cente

of gravity of American military activity has been in the Middle East and Southwest Asia.

e Providing for the common global goothe United States has acted as the nucleus of

internationalaction to support the global good. We have provided relief iw#ie of

natural disasters and alleviated human suffering in the face of genocide and starvation.

The possession of a strong military does not mean the United States should act in isolation.
Although the United States faces governments and movemenésehaistile to our vital

interests, most of the world should be seen as potential allies, partners in particular initiatives, or
peaceful competitors. For the foreseeable future, the ability of the United States to promote new
alliances, assemble globaipport for its policies, and shape the international environment in
which rising powers will make strategic choices will depend on sustaining the umbrella of
American national security leadership.
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Of course, military power is but one of the tools of Airen foreign policy. That foreign policy
cannot be successful unless the United States also maintains effective intelligence, an integrated
homeland defense, vigorous diplomacy, constructive exchanges with other nations, the ability to
communicate effectely about American intentions and actions, and the ability to assist other
peoples in building economic and political institutions that are a bulwark against violence,
aggression, and extremism. But without strong and modern military capabilities nipestaint
instruments of national power are less likely to be effective in securing American interests in the

world.

Today the United States faces the most diverse range of security challenges. Although no one
can predict the future with any certainty, gntengterm challenges to our ability to protect our
interests stand out: violent Islamist movements, regional aggressors, and the rise of new great
powers that threaten to upset the balance of power or promote instability. Although the 2010
QDR was corredn emphasizing the crucial importance of winning the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan, we face these other challenges now and will continue to face them over the next

two decades.

e Violent Islamist movementAl Qaeda, Hezbollah, and other radical, violestearist

movements will continue to threaten U.S. security, even after our forces complete current
operations in Irag and Afghanistan. For many years to come, we may neither be at peace
nor fully mobilized for war. Because the protracted struggle with imesements spans

the globe, we will have to continue to fight them in different regions. Quite apart from

Irag and Afghanistan, this prolonged conflict will generate significant demands for
resources over the long term. It is also possible that this piedraonflict will evolve in

ways that we cannot currently envision as our adversaries seek to challenge us with new

forms of attack and in new theaters.

¢ Regional aggressaralthough we must expend every effort to bring regimes like those in

Pyongyang ath Tehran into compliance with their international obligations, we must also
hedge against the probability that North Korea and Iran will continue to operate outside
the norms of international behavior. These states, which possess (in the case of North

Korea) or seek (in the case of Iran) nuclear weapons, have used terrorism as an

instrument of their foreign policy. They threaten U.S. friends and allies as well as the
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stability of key regions. Also of concern are rsiate actors such as Hezbollah, which
increasingly possess stdtke capabilities that include highly accurate weapons and

sophisticated logistics.

¢ Asia-Pacific Looking across the Pacific and to Asia, the emerging powers of the
previous decade are now key players and global economic pdseasled by a
dynamic China and India, has emerged to lead the global economic recovery; it will be
essential for America to engage with Asia in all adeasonomic, security, and energy.
These relationships will lead to collaboration and partnershiglboitexceptional

diplomatic and political complexity.

In this remarkable period of change, global security will still depend upon an American presence
capable of unimpeded access to all international areas of the Pacific region. In an environment of
Alartcicess strategies, o0 and assertions to creat
influence, 0 Americads rightful and historic p
United States will need to retain the ability to transit freely thasaof the Western Pacific for

security and economic reasons. Our allies also depend on us to be fully present in-the Asia

Pacific as a promoter of stability and to ensure the free flow of commerce. A robust U.S. force
structure, largely rooted in maritarstrategy but including other necessary capabilities, will be

essential.

To compete effectively, the U.S. military must continue to develop new conceptual approaches

to dealing with operational challenges, like the Capstone Concept for Joint Opera@d).(C

The Navy and Air For cSsa@BattleecOnteptistoneexampie®iae | op an
approach to deal with the growing aaticess challenge. It will be necessary to invest in

modernized capabilities to make this happen. The Chief of Naval @psrand Chief of Staff

of the Air Force deserve support in this effort, and the Panel recommends the other military

services be brought into the concept when appropriate.

As a general rule more attention should be devoted to avoiding the circumsteumoehithe
United States has all too often found itself in the past few §eamshe losing side of cost

imposing strategies employed by our adversaries. The United States should be seeking ways to
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impose defense dilemmas on potential adversaries tha trears to invest in capabilities that

do not threaten the United States or our allies and partners.

Force Structure

The Panel is concerned by what we see as a growing gap between our interests and our military
capability to protect those interests in faee of a complex and challenging security

environment.
Force structure trends

Over the last two decades, in the wake of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
size of the U.S. armed forces declined by roughly a tmrti990, U.S. grountbrces consisted

of 28 active and reserve Army divisions and 4 active and reserve Marine Corps divisions. Today,
the United States has 18 Army divisions, which are organized into brigade combat teams, and 4
Marine divisions. Similarly, in 1990 the Navyrsisted of 566 ships and the Air Force

comprised 37 tactical fighter wings. Today, the Navy consists of 282 ships, and the Air Force is
organized into 10 air expeditionary forces. The ground forces have experienced some growth
since September 11, 2001, doeghe demands of current operations, but Navy and Air Force end
strength has declined.

Each QDR has emphasized new missions for the U.S. armed fiinese missions include the

need to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDgeuedliate their

use, defend the homeland against a growing range of threats, respond to pandemics, and conduct
stability operations. In some cases, these are genuinely new missionss the Bush and

Obama administrationso ®.nmpother sases, theyrmreay ber def e
continuation or modification of an existing mission, and the QDRs have called for the fielding of

new military organizations, ranging from the establishment of new Combatant Commands (such

as U.S. Africa Command and U.S. Cyl@ommmand) to the establishment of joint task forces

(such as the 2010 QDRO6s <call for a Joint Task

tactical formations. These new headquarters and specialized formations, while individually
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reasonable, represemtonsiderable source of overhead that has limited military flexibility and

versatility for the U.S. armed forces.

There is increased operational tempo for a force that is much smaller than it was during the
years of the Cold War. In addition, the age @jon military systems has increased within all the
services, and that age has been magnified by wear and tear through intensifiedriesemple,

the average age of Air Force tactical aircraft is more than 20 years, and the average for Navy and
Marine Caps tactical aircraft is more than 15 years. Surface ships, bombers, and transport
aircraft fleets are all aging, as are armored and mechanized forces. Notable exceptions to this
overall trend include recent efforts to modernize some rotary wing airodfiracure large

numbers of UAVs. There are programs to replace these aging systems, but many programs have
been delayed because of problems in the acquisition system. In addition, many systems and
platforms have been used at an operational tempo thatevas anticipated when they entered

into service.

The Department of Defense now faces the urgent need to recapitalize large parts of the force.
Although this is a longtanding problem, we believe the Department needs to come to grips with
this requiremen The general trend has been to replace more with fewerecapeble systems.

We are concerned that, beyond a certain point, quality cannot substitute for quantity.

The increased capability of our ground forces has not reduced the need for bootsrourttie g

in combat zones, and the increased capability of our naval forces has not reduced the need for
ships to demonstrate (in an unshrinking world) a U.S. presence abroad. We think it is time
technology be used not to simply to increase performance (astanpas that is), but to
dramatically drive down cost so that we can increase quanigyhaps even with more than a

onefor-one replacement of some systems.

In still other areaghe development of new systems and operational concepts has created new
demands for personnelhe increasing use of uninhabited systems, both for persistent
surveillance and strike, has greatly improved military and intelligence capabilities. But the

introduction of this new technology has also led to new and significant petsequirements.
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Evaluation of the 2010 QDR force structure

The 2010 QDR is a solid framework for current military activities. Secretary Gates has rightly
emphasized the need for success in the wars in which we are currently engaged. As he has
repeatedlynoted, the costs of failing to do so would be considerable. He is also justifiably
seeking a defense posture that strives for ba
and preparing for other contingencies, between institutionalizing cajesbéluch as

counterinsurgency and foreign military assistance and maintaining the United States' existing
conventional and strategic technological edge against other military forces, and between

retaining those cultural traits that have made the U.Sedforces successful and shedding those

that hamper their abilfty to do what needs to

The QDR should reflect current commitments, but it must also plan effectively for potential
threats that could arise over the next 20 years. As described inedonvalternative force

structure, we believe the 2010 QDR did not accord sufficient priority to the need to counter anti
access challenges, strengthen homeland defense (including our defense against cyber threats),
and conduct postonflict stabilization missions.

In evaluating the QDR force structure, we were hampered by the lack of a clearly articulated
force-planning construct that the military services and Congress can use to measure the adequacy
of U.S. forces. Since the end of the Cold War, thaddnGtates has measured the adequacy of its
force posture against the standard of defeating adversaries in two geographically separate
theaters nearly simultaneously. Between 1993 and 2006, that requirement evolved from the
desire to maintain the capabjlito defeat two conventionally armed aggressors to the need to
conduct a campaign against a conventional adversary while also wagingdutatign irregular

warfare campaign and protecting the homeland against attack. The 2010 QDR, however, did not
endose any metric for determining the size and shape of U.S. forces. Rather, it put diverse,
overlapping scenarios, including lougration stability operations and the defense of the

homeland, on par with major regional conflicts when assessing the adefuha&y forces.

“"Robert M. Gates, AA Balanced Strat egRorignR#agsr ogr ammi ng t
(January/February 2009), 28.
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A force-planning construct is a powerful lever the Secretary of Defense can use to shape the
Department of Defense. It also would help explain the defense program to Congress. The

absence of a clear forgganning construct in the 2010 QD&presents a missed opportunity.

The challenges outlined above should serve as the basis of force planning over the period under
consideration for the QD&Rthat is, the next two decades. The United States will need agile

forces capable of operating agaitie full range of potential contingencies. However, the need

to deal with irregular and hybrid threats will tend to drive the size and shape of ground forces for
years to come, whereas the need to continue to be fully present in Asia and the Pacifierand ot

areas of interest will do the same for naval and air forces.

Maintaining a fully modern force that is sized with a rotation base sufficient to meet operational
tempo has been the hallmark of the pGstld War era. The Panel feels strongly that the

Department of Defense must be fully resourced if it is to continue to protect American interests
against the range of challenges we have outlined. We also feel strongly that we need to fully
modernize the force. To do this, we will have to spend money deattaking tradeoffs,

reducing the number of headquarters, insisting on more accountability from contractors, and then
investing substantial additional resources into modernization. A fully resourced military must
begin with making better use of the dollarattare currently available, followed by expending

the resourcesecessary for strategic reinvestment.

The current end strength of the active duty ground forces is close enough to being correct that
adjustment to that number is not a top priority. Howewerhave long been living off the capital
accumulated during the equipment investment of 30 years ago. The useful life of that equipment
is running out; and, as a result, the inventory is old and in need of recapitalization. Because
military power is a funtion of quantity as well as quality, numbers do matter. As the force
modernizes, we will need to replace inventory on at least-#oorane basis, with an upward

adjustment in the number of naval vessels and certain air and space assets.
Alternative for ce structure

Several principles should be borne in mind in the planning of forces. First, we cannot ignore or
underrate a risk because it is inconvenient to plan for it. The risk we don't anticipate is precisely
the one most likely to be realized. We wilbst likely be challenged where we are least
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prepared. Second, where we do need a capability, we should plan for sustaining that capability at
a level that creates a high confidence we can accomplish whatever mission is undertaken.
Although overwhelming pwer may not be necessary, the Department should plan for a force
structure that gives us a clear predominance of capability in a given situation. One purpose of
force structure is to deter conflict, but that requires a level of capability that fosighs a h

confidence of success.

In the absence of a clear forplnning construct in the 2010 QDR, the Panel looked to past
efforts to determine the minimum force struct
These efforts included the 1993 Bottom Rigview and the 1997, 2001, and 2006 QDRs. In the

end, we took as a baseline the force structure derived from the BUR. Although it may seem
counterintuitive to look to a tyearold review for guidance for the future, the Panel decided to

do so for two reams. First, we take seriously the planning efforts of the past and the analytical

work that underlay them. Second, given the stress on the force over the last 15 years and the
increasing missions that the Department of Defense has assumed, it is undikéhe tUnited

States can make do with less than it needed in the early 1990s, when Americans assumed the

world would be much more peaceful post Cold War.

The Panel largely embraces the curreintof forces of all four services. We further believe both
the currensizeand currenend strengthsf the Army and Marine Corps, should be retained. We
do basi cal |l y saearmeng strengtie thaBNaW amsl Air Force, both of which

are smaller than in the 1990s.

A comparison of the BUR force strtuce with that of the 2010 QDR appears in Figuk 3

which shows the size of the Army and Marine Corps as roughly the same, but the projected size
of the Navy and Air Force as smaller than was deemed wise in the 1990s. Moreover, the armed
forces are opetimg at maximum operational tempo, wearing out people and equipment faster
than expected, using the reserve component more than anticipated, and stressing active duty

personnel in all the military services.
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